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Tokyo 
Economic  Summit 

President  Reagan  attended  the  12th  economic  summit  of  the  industrialized  nations 

in  Tokyo  May  J^-6,  1986,  which  was  hosted  by 

Japanese  Prime  Minister  Yasuhiro  Nakasone. 

The  other  participants  were  Prime  Minister  Brian  Mulroney  (Canada); 

President  Francois  Mitterrand  (France);  Prime  Minister  Bettino  Craxi  (Italy); 

Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  (West  Germany); 

Prime  Minister  Margaret  Thatcher  (United  Kingdom); 

Jacques  Delors,  President  of  the  European  Communities  Commission; 

and  Ruud  Lubbers,  President  of  the  European  Council. 

Following  are  news  briefings  by  Secretary  Shultz,  declarations  and  statements 

issued  by  the  participants,  and  President  Reagan's  news  conference. 


Secretary  Shultz's 
News  Briefing, 
IVIay  3,  19861 

This  summit  meeting  comes  at  a  mo- 
ment of  real  opportunity  and  important 
responsibilities— opportunity  because  the 
chances  for  worldwide  economic  growth 
look  very  good.  We  meet  at  a  time 
when  there  are  quite  a  number  of 
favorable  developments  at  hand  and 
where  there  is  a  strategy  becoming 
clearer  and  clearer  for  how  to  deal  with 
it.  So  it's  a  great  moment  of  oppor- 
tunity. 

It  is  a  moment  of  responsibility  be- 
cause, clearly,  there  are  great 
problems— problems  that  we  have  it  in 
our  hands  to  come  to  grips  with.  It's  im- 
portant for  this  group  of  countries  to 
maintain  the  cohesion  that  we  have  al- 
ways had  and  which  there  is  every  indi- 
cation we  retain  in  addressing  all  of  the 
issues  in  the  East- West  arena.  I'm  sure 
that  will  be  a  subject  of  discussion— an 
important  one. 

It  is  of  key  significance  in  the  fight 
against  terrorism  that  we  examine  this 
issue  together  and  see  what,  in  our 
respective  ways,  we  can  do  about  it. 


Certainly  the  nuclear  accident  in  the 
Soviet  Union  will  be  discussed,  and  it 
highlights  the  responsibilities  that  each 
state  has  in  the  case  of  an  event  in  that 
state  that  has  clear  effects  on  people  in 
other  states,  adjoining  and  otherwise. 

There  is  a  big  array  of  subjects  and, 
as  I  said,  this  is  a  special  moment  of 
opportunity  because  there  are  many 
positive  developments,  and  the  cohesion 
of  these  countries  and  our  associated 
allies  has  been  so  significant  and  impor- 
tant. There  are  many  important  issues 
that  put  a  responsibility  before  us  to 
discuss  them  candidly  and  fully  and  to 
do  everything  we  can  to  set  out  a  line  of 
action  that  can  give  positive  results  for 
our  people. 

Q.  What  are  we  going  to  propose 
in  terms  of  the  nuclear  accident? 
What  can  the  rest  of  the  world  do? 
What  kind  of  pressure  are  you  going 
to  put  on  the  Soviet  Union?  What  are 
you  asking? 

A.  How  this  will  come  out,  I  don't 
know,  obviously.  People  will  come  with 
varying  perceptions,  no  doubt.  But  from 
public  statements,  I  think  it  is  clear  that 
there  is  kind  of  a  two-fold  set  of  con- 
cerns. One  is  immediate:  to  call  for  more 
information  so  that  all  of  us  can  assess 
what  the  potential  implications  of  the  ac- 


cident are  and  do  what  is  necessary  to 
do  to  safeguard  the  health  of  citizens 
and  to  understand  what  happened  and 
why,  so  that,  to  the  extent  that  we  can 
learn  from  that,  we  do  so. 

And  second  is  to  focus  on  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  it  would  be  worthwhile 
at  this  time  to  try  to,  in  a  sense,  firm 
up  the  inherent  obligation  that  states 
have  to  provide  information  about  some- 
thing going  on  within  their  borders  that 
has  effects  on  others.  That  I  think  is 
generally  understood,  but  maybe  it 
would  be  timely  and  good  to  kind  of 
reinforce  it  a  little  bit. 

As  far  as  we're  concerned,  compar- 
ing notes  and  seeing  what  others  are  do- 
ing and  thinking  and  what  information 
they  have  will  help  us  in  continuing  our 
own  efforts  to,  on  the  one  hand,  be  help- 
ful, and,  on  the  other,  to  help  our  own 
citizens,  not  so  much  here,  because  it 
seems  that  there  is  very  little  threat  to 
people  in  the  United  States,  but  we 
have  Americans  scattered  through  the 
area,  and  we  are  trying  to  give  them 
the  right  kind  of  advice  and  provide  on- 
the-spot  information  for  them. 

Q.  In  terms  of  information,  it's  been  7 
days  or  so  since  the  accident.  Have 
they  been  any  more  forthcoming  in 
private  to  us  about  what  the  status  is? 
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A.  They  have  given  some  informa- 
tion, but  I  don't  think  it  is— I'm  certain 
that  it  isn't  anywhere  near  the  scope  of 
information  that  we  have  ourselves, 
based  on  our  own  independent  sources. 
By  that  standard,  they  have  not  been 
very  forthcoming. 

Q.  And  they  have  suggested  that— 
in  response  to  your  comments  of  2 
days  ago— we  are  exaggerating  the 
seriousness  of  this.  Can  you  respond 
to  that? 

A.  The  way  to  deal  with  that  kind  of 
question  is  to  provide  access  and  pro- 
vide information.  And  if  we're  exagger- 
ating, I  would  be  delighted  to— if  that 
were  so.  And  we'd  like  to  know.  We'd 
like  to  have  the  information.  We'd  like 
to  be  able  to  have  what  verification  we 
can  get.  Of  course,  people  measure  radi- 
ation in  the  air  then,  and  they  can  do 
that,  and  where  it's  located.  And  so  peo- 
ple see  that. 

Q.  You  said  the  strategy  is  becom- 
ing clear  on  how  to  deal  with  the  op- 
portunities of  worldwide  economic 
growth.  What  is  that  strategy? 

A.  First  of  all,  for  each  country  to 
run  its  own  economy  in  a  way  that  will 
be  in  tune,  as  much  as  possible,  with 
noninflationary  real  growth,  with  strong 
savings,  and  investment.  Second  of  all, 
to  keep  world  markets  open  to  trade,  so 
that  there  can  be  mutually  reenforcing 
expansion.  Third,  to  see  that  in  the 
Baker  plan,  there  is  a  means  of  dealing 
with  the  problems  of  debtor  countries, 
as  well  as  others,  that  will  help  get  out 
from  under  that  very  considerable 
problem.  So  I  think  those  are  the  fun- 
damental elements  here. 

I'm  sure,  also,  there'll  be  some  dis- 
cussion of  monetary  developments  and 
other  similar  things:  I  think  healthy 
national  economic  policies,  openness  to 
trade,  and  dealing  with  outstanding 
financial  issues.  And  I  would  put  the 
debt  problem  up  at  the  top  of  the  hst. 

Q.  What  relevance,  if  any,  do  you 
believe  that  the  nuclear  accident  has 
to  the  arms  control  process? 

A.  I  don't  think  it  has  any  sort  of 
one-to-one  connection,  but,  of  course,  a 
reason  why  people  are  so  interested  in 
reducing  nuclear  weapons  stockpiles  is 
the  fear  that  if  ever  there  should  be  a 
war— a  nuclear  war— and  the  President 


has  said  many  times  that  a  nuclear  war 
should  never  be  fought  and  can  never 
be  won.  And  the  reason  it  can  never  be 
won  is  that  it  has  two  great  effects  of 
the  kinds  that  people  are  worrying 
about. 

As  far  as  we're  concerned— as  far  as 
the  President  is  concerned,  he  has  had 
at  the  top  of  his  agenda,  even  long  be- 
fore he  was  President,  the  importance  of 
radical  reductions  in  nuclear  weapons. 
And  that  subject  is  the  center  of  the 
agenda  in  Geneva,  and  it  will  be  pur- 
sued energetically  by  us. 

Q.  There  are  those  who  are  saying 
that  this  shows  we  can't  trust  the 
Soviets  and,  therefore,  arms  control  is 
probably  that  much  more  difficult.  Do 
you  concur? 

A.  The  problem  of  verification  and 
compHance  is  a  very  important  problem. 
And  certainly  in  any  agreements  that 
we  work  out,  we'll  have  to  address 
those  issues  and  address  them  very 
completely. 

In  the  statements  that  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev has  made,  he  has  recognized  the 
importance  of  this  issue,  and  he's  talked 
about  various  possible  techniques,  and 
he's  used  words  like  on-site  inspection. 
So  hoping  that  we  can  get  to  that  point, 
that's  all  material  that  we  should  follow 
up  on. 

Q.  On  the  subject  of  on-site  inspec- 
tions, do  you  see  the  nuclear  accident 
as  an  opening  to  begin  expanding  the 
system  of  on-site  inspections  for 
nuclear  power  in  the  Soviet  Union? 

A.  Of  course,  the  inspection  of 
nuclear  power  plants  under  IAEA 
[International  Atomic  Energy  Agency] 
safeguards  is  something  that  has  been 
going  on.  It's  part  of  the  process,  and 
it's  been  a  long  struggle  to  get  the 
nuclear  weapons  states  to  agree  to  have 
their  power  plants  inspected.  The  Soviet 
Union  has  begun  to  do  that,  and  I  think 
that's  something  that  needs  to  be  stimu- 
lated and  encouraged.  I  would  think 
that  this  accident  would  show  the  impor- 
tance of  inspections  and  reviews  of 
procedures.  For  example,  just  how  this 
accident  took  place,  we  don't  know.  Peo- 
ple are  speculating  about  it.  But  review 
of  what  the  procedures  were  and  are  is 
the  kind  of  thing  that  one  needs  to  be 
doing,  and  so  inspection  has  a  broad 
cast  to  it  in  that  light. 


Q.  Do  you  stick  to  your  assertion 
made  in  Bali  that  the  casualties  in  the 
Soviet  accident  are  considerably 
higher  than  they  have  announced, 
and,  if  so,  can  you  back  it  up  against 
Soviet  insistence  that  they've  told  the 
truth? 

A.  I  can't  give  you  a  number,  but 
the  number  of  two  dead  I  will  bet  you 
$10  is  very  low,  and  I  don't  know 
whether  you're  ready  to  take  me  up  on 
that  or  not. 

Q.  In  other  words,  you  think  it's 
considerably  higher— I  mean,  four 
would  be  considerably  higher  than 
two.  I'm  trying  to  get  some  range. 
What  do  you  have  in  mind? 

A.  I  don't  think  this  is  any  matter— I 
didn't  mean  to  be  jocular  about  it,  but  I 
think  that  the  information  they  provided 
about  the  number  of  killed  and  others 
who  are  in  some  way  incapacitated  looks 
very  low  compared  with  information  we 
have  from  a  variety  of  sources.  You 
take  pictures;  you  see  what's  on  the 
ground;  you  see  the  immobility  of  emer- 
gency equipment  that  came  there  and  is 
still  there;  you  accumulate  reports  of 
one  kind  or  another  that  come  into  your 
hands.  All  of  it  suggests  that  the  impact 
on  individual  lives  is  much  more  than 
the  statement  that  they  have  said.  So, 
yes,  I  stand  by  that  statement. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  the  Japanese  this 
morning  what  the  U.S.  position  was 
on  intervention— their  intervention— to 
support  the  dollar  and  the  German  in- 
tervention recently  to  do  the  same 
thing?  And  could  you  tell  us  what 
your  position  is  on  that? 

A.  When  I  was  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  I  didn't  appreciate  it  when, 
for  instance,  Mel  Laird,  as  I  remember 
when  I  was  in  Tokyo,  made  some  com- 
ments about  the  dollar,  and  I  told  him 
to  keep  his  cotton-pickin'  hands  off  eco- 
nomic policy,  if  you  remember.  And  I'll 
keep  my  cotton-pickin'  hands  off  the 
yen-dollar  relationship.  Ask  Secretary 
Baker. 

Q.  What  does  the  way  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev has  handled  this  suggest  to 
you  about  his  leadership?  You  men- 
tioned that  he  has  seemed  more  in- 
terested in  verification,  for  instance, 
in  arms  control.  But  what  does  this 
suggest  about  whether  he's  any  differ- 
ent from  previous  Soviet  leaders? 
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A.  He  hasn't  been  forthcoming  with 
information  about  this  accident,  and,  so 
far  as  we  can  see,  knowledge  about  it 
within  the  Soviet  Union  is  far,  far  less 
than  knowledge  about  it  right  here.  If 
that  doesn't  look  like  an  example  of 
more  openness— but  that's  about  all  I 
can  say  as  far  as  that's  concerned. 

Q.  Could  you  tell  us  please  what 
are  the  considerations  that  have  led 
the  United  States  to  criticize  th« 
Soviets  publicly  for  a  lack  of  informa- 
tion? Are  you  doing  it  to  try  to  nudge 
more  information  from  them,  to  as- 
sure Americans  you're  on  top  of  it? 
Why  isn't  this  a  matter  of  the  quiet 
diplomacy  that  you  often  prefer? 

A.  The  reason  why  we  want  more 
information  is  that  an  event  has  taken 
place  that  is  potentially— that  is  spread- 
ing material  across  areas  where  Ameri- 
can citizens  are,  and  it  is  a 
responsibility  of  the  American  Govern- 
ment to  look  after  the  health  and  wel- 
fare of  U.S.  citizens.  We  want 
information  about  what  happened  and 
what  is  the  extent  of  it  and  what  may 
happen  further  so  that  we  can  make  an 
assessment  and  we  can  give  proper  ad- 
vice to  people  and  send  the  kind  of  help 
that's  needed.  It's  an  operational  mat- 
ter. And  we  have  called  for  it  privately, 
and  we've  called  for  it  publicly,  and  I 
think  we  should. 

And  I  might  say  that  I  think  every 
other  country  has  exactly  the  same  feel- 
ing. And  it  comes  from,  on  the  one 
hand,  a  feeling  of  interest  and  sympathy 
with  people  near  the  event  itself,  but  on 
the  other  hand,  the  desire  to  do  every- 
thing we  can  to  see  that  the  safety  and 
health  of  American  citizens  are  taken 
care  of. 


Summit  Declaration 
on  the  Future, 
IViay  5,  19862 

1.  We,  the  Heads  of  State  or  Government  of 
seven  major  industrial  nations  and  the 
representatives  of  the  European  Community, 
with  roots  deep  in  the  civilizations  of  Europe 
and  Asia,  have  seized  the  opportunity  of  our 
meeting  at  Tokyo  to  raise  our  sights  not  just 
to  the  rest  of  this  century  but  into  the  next 
as  well.  We  face  the  future  with  confidence 
and  determination,  sharing  common  principles 
and  objectives  and  mindful  of  our  strengths. 
2.  Our  shared  principles  and  objectives, 
reaffirmed  at  past  Summits,  are  bearing 
fruit.  Nations  surrounding  the  Pacific  are 
thriving  dynamically  through  free  exchange, 
building  on  their  rich  and  varied  heritages. 
The  countries  of  Western  Europe,  the  Com- 
munity members  in  particular,  are  flourishing 
by  raising  their  cooperation  to  new  levels. 
The  countries  of  North  America,  enriched  by 
European  and  Asian  cultures  alike,  are  firm 
in  their  commitment  to  the  realization  in 
freedom  of  human  potential.  Throughout  the 
world  we  see  the  powerful  appeal  of 
democracy  and  growing  recognition  that  per- 
sonal initiative,  individual  creativity  and 
social  justice  are  main  sources  of  progress. 
More  than  ever  we  have  all  to  join  our  ener- 
gies in  the  search  for  a  safer  and  healthier, 
more  civilized  and  prosperous,  free  and 
peaceful  world.  We  believe  that  close  part- 
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nership  of  Japan,  North  America  and  Europe 
will  make  a  significant  contribution  toward 
this  end. 

3.  We  reaffirm  our  common  dedication  to 
preserving  and  strengthening  peace,  and  as 
part  of  that  effort,  to  building  a  more  stable 
and  constructive  relationship  between  East 
and  West.  Each  of  us  is  ready  to  engage  in 
cooperation  in  fields  of  common  interest. 
Within  existing  alliances,  each  of  us  is 
resolved  to  maintain  a  strong  and  credible 
defence  that  can  protect  freedom  and  deter 
aggression,  while  not  threatening  the  secu- 
rity of  others.  We  know  the  peace  cannot  be 
safeguarded  by  military  strength  alone.  Each 
of  us  is  committed  to  addressing  East- West 
differences  through  high-level  dialogue  and 
negotiation.  To  that  end,  each  of  us  supports 
balanced,  substantial  and  verifiable  reduc- 
tions in  the  level  of  arms;  measures  to  in- 
crease confidence  and  reduce  the  risks  of 
conflicts;  and  the  peaceful  resolution  of  dis- 
putes. Recalling  the  agi-eement  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  ac- 
celerate work  at  Geneva,  we  appreciate  the 
United  States'  negotiating  efforts  and  call  on 
the  Soviet  Union  also  to  negotiate  positively. 
In  addition  to  these  efforts,  we  shall  work  for 
improved  respect  for  the  rights  of  individuals 
throughout  the  world. 

4.  We  proclaim  our  conviction  that  in  to- 
day's world,  characterized  by  ever  increasing 
interdependence,  our  countries  cannot  enjoy 


During  a  break,  President  Reagan,  Adm. 
Poindexter,  Secretary  Baker,  and  Secretary 
Shultz  review  their  notes  before  the  next 
round  of  discussions. 
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lasting  stability  and  prosperity  without  stabil- 
ity and  prosperity  in  the  developing  world 
and  without  the  cooperation  among  us  which 
can  achieve  these  aims.  We  pledge  ourselves 
afresh  to  fight  against  hunger,  disease  and 
poverty,  so  that  developing  nations  can  also 
play  a  full  part  in  building  a  common,  bright 
future. 

5.  We  owe  it  to  future  generations  to 
pass  on  a  healthy  environment  and  a  culture 
rich  in  both  spiritual  and  material  values.  We 
are  resolved  to  pursue  effective  international 
action  to  eliminate  the  abuse  of  drugs.  We 
proclaim  our  commitment  to  work  together 
for  a  world  which  respects  human  beings  in 
the  diversity  of  their  talents,  beliefs,  cultures 
and  traditions.  In  such  a  world  based  upon 
peace,  freedom  and  democracy,  the  ideals  of 
social  justice  can  be  realized  and  employment 
opportunities  can  be  available  for  all.  We 
must  harness  wisely  the  potential  of  science 
and  technology,  and  enhance  the  benefits 
through  cooperation  and  exchange.  We  have 
a  solemn  responsibility  so  to  educate  the  next 


generation  as  to  endow  them  with  the 
creativity  befitting  the  twenty-first  century 
and  to  convey  to  them  the  value  of  living  in 
freedom  and  dignity. 


Summit  Statement  on 
the  Implications  of 
the  Chernobyl  Nuclear 
Accident, 
May  5,  19862 

1.  We,  the  Heads  of  State  or  Government  of 
seven  major  industrial  nations  and  the 
representatives  of  the  European  Community, 
have  discussed  the  implications  of  the  acci- 
dent at  the  Chernobyl  nuclear  power  station. 
We  express  our  deep  sympathy  for  those  af- 
fected. We  remain  ready  to  extend  as- 
sistance, in  particular  medical  and  technical, 
as  and  when  requested. 


2.  Nuclear  power  is  and,  properly 
managed,  will  continue  to  be  an  increasingly 
widely  used  source  of  energy.  For  each  coun- 
try the  maintenance  of  safety  and  security  is 
an  international  responsibility,  and  each  coun- 
try engaged  in  nuclear  power  generation 
bears  full  responsibility  for  the  safety  of  the 
design,  manufacture,  operation  and  main- 
tenance of  its  installations.  Each  of  our  coun- 
tries meets  exacting  standards.  Each 
country,  furthermore,  is  responsible  for 
prompt  provision  of  detailed  and  complete  in- 
formation on  nuclear  emergencies  and  acci- 
dents, in  particular  those  with  potential 
transboundary  consequences.  Each  of  our 
countries  accepts  that  responsibility,  and  we 
urge  the  Government  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
which  did  not  do  so  in  the  case  of  Chernobyl, 
to  provide  urgently  such  information,  as  our 
and  other  countries  have  requested. 

3.  We  note  with  satisfaction  the  Soviet 
Union's  willingness  to  undertake  discussions 
this  week  with  the  Director-General  of  the 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency  (IAEA). 
We  expect  that  these  discussions  will  lead  to 
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the  Soviet  Union's  participation  in  the 
desired  post-accident  analysis. 

4.  We  welcome  and  encourage  the  work 
of  the  IAEA  in  seeking  to  improve  interna- 
tional cooperation  on  the  safety  of  nuclear  in- 
stallations, the  handling  of  nuclear  accidents 
and  their  consequences  and  the  provision  of 
mutual  emergency  assistance.  Moving  for- 
ward from  the  relevant  IAEA  guidelines,  we 
urge  the  early  elaboration  of  an  international 
convention  committing  the  parties  to  report 
and  exchange  information  in  the  event  of 
nuclear  emergencies  or  accidents.  This  should 
be  done  with  the  least  possible  delay. 


Summit  Statement 
on  Terrorism, 
May  5,  19862 

1.  We,  the  Heads  of  State  or  Government  of 
seven  major  democracies  and  the  representa- 
tives of  the  European  Community,  assembled 
here  in  Tokyo,  strongly  reaffirm  our  condem- 
nation of  international  terrorism  in  all  its 
forms,  of  its  accomplices  and  of  those,  includ- 
ing governments,  who  sponsor  or  support  it. 
We  abhor  the  increase  in  the  level  of  such 
terrorism  since  our  last  meeting,  and  in  par- 
ticular its  blatant  and  cynical  use  as  an  in- 
strument of  government  policy.  Terrorism 
has  no  justification.  It  spreads  only  by  the 
use  of  contemptible  means,  ignoring  the 
values  of  human  life,  freedom  and  dignity.  It 
must  be  fought  relentlessly  and  without  com- 
promise. 

2.  Recognizing  that  the  continuing  fight 
against  terrorism  is  a  task  which  the  interna- 
tional community  as  a  whole  has  to  under- 
take, we  pledge  ourselves  to  make  ma.ximum 
efforts  to  fight  against  that  scourge.  Ter- 
rorism must  be  fought  effectively  through  de- 
termined, tenacious,  discreet  and  patient 
action  combining  national  measures  with  in- 
ternational cooperation.  Therefore,  we  urge 
all  like-minded  nations  to  collaborate  with  us, 
particularly  in  such  international  fora  as  the 
United  Nations,  the  International  Civil  Avia- 
tion Organization  and  the  International  Mari- 
time Organization,  drawing  on  their  expertise 


The  heads  of  the  summit  delegations  meet 
in  the  Flowers  and  Birds  Room  at  Akasaka 
Palace.  From  left  to  right  around  the  table 
are  President  Reagan,  Prime  Minister 
Nakasone,  President  Mitterrand,  President 
Lubbers,  President  Delors,  Chancellor 
Kohl,  Prime  Minister  Thatcher,  Prime 
Minister  Craxi,  and  Prime  Minister 
Mulroney. 


to  improve  and  extend  countermeasures 
against  terrorism  and  those  who  sponsor  or 
support  it. 

3.  We,  the  Heads  of  State  or  Govern- 
ment, agree  to  intensify  the  exchange  of  in- 
formation in  relevant  fora  on  threats  and 
potential  threats  emanating  from  terrorist 
activities  and  those  who  sponsor  or  support 
them,  and  on  ways  to  prevent  them. 

4.  We  specify  the  following  as  measures 
open  to  any  government  concerned  to  deny 
to  international  terrorists  the  opportunity 
and  the  means  to  carry  out  their  aims,  and  to 
identify  and  deter  those  who  perpetrate  such 
terrorism.  We  have  decided  to  apply  these 
measures  within  the  framework  of  interna- 
tional law  and  in  our  own  jurisdictions  in 
respect  of  any  state  which  is  clearly  involved 
in  sponsoring  or  supporting  international  ter- 
rorism, and  in  particular  of  Libya,  until  such 
time  as  the  state  concerned  abandons  its 
complicity  in,  or  support  for,  such  terrorism. 
These  measures  are: 

•  Refusal  to  export  arms  to  states  which 
sponsor  or  support  terrorism; 

•  Strict  limits  on  the  size  of  the  diplo- 
matic and  consular  missions  and  other  official 
bodies  abroad  of  states  which  engage  in  such 
activities,  control  of  travel  of  members  of 
such  missions  and  bodies,  and,  where  ap- 
propriate, radical  reductions  in,  or  even  the 
closure  of,  such  missions  and  bodies; 

•  Denial  of  entry  to  all  persons,  including 
diplomatic  personnel,  who  have  been  expelled 
or  excluded  from  one  of  our  states  on  sus- 
picion of  involvement  in  international  ter- 
rorism or  who  have  been  convicted  of  such  a 
terrorist  offence; 

•  Improved  extradition  procedures  within 
due  process  of  domestic  law  for  bringing  to 
trial  those  who  have  perpetrated  such  acts  of 
terrorism; 

•  Stricter  immigration  and  visa  require- 
ments and  procedures  in  respect  of  nationals 
of  states  which  sponsor  or  support  terrorism; 

•  The  closest  possible  bilateral  and  multi- 
lateral cooperation  between  police  and  secu- 
rity organizations  and  other  relevant 
authorities  in  the  fight  against  terrorism. 

Each  of  us  is  committed  to  work  in  the 
appropriate  international  bodies  to  which  we 
belong  to  ensure  that  similar  measures  are 
accepted  and  acted  upon  by  as  many  other 
governments  as  possible. 

5.  We  will  maintain  close  cooperation  in 
furthering  the  objectives  of  this  statement 
and  in  considering  further  measures.  We 
agree  to  make  the  1978  Bonn  Declaration 
more  effective  in  dealing  with  all  forms  of 
terrorism  affecting  civil  aviation.  We  are 
ready  to  promote  bilaterally  and  multilater- 
ally  further  actions  to  be  taken  in  interna- 
tional organizations  or  fora  competent  to 
fight  against  international  terrorism  in  any  of 
its  forms. 


Secretary  Shultz's 
News  Briefing, 
IViay  5,  19863 

This  has  been  a  long  and  very  good  day 
for  democracy,  for  freedom,  for  the  fight 
against  terrorism,  and  for  cohesion  of 
the  West  as  we  work  toward  sensible 
relations  with  the  East  and  for  radical 
reductions  in  nuclear  armaments.  The 
heads  of  state  have  agreed  on  three 
statements  so  far,  which  you  have  got 
copies  of,  I  believe. 

One  entitled  "A  Tokyo  Declaration: 
Looking  Forward  to  a  Better  Future," 
generally  stating  the  objectives  and 
principles  that  we  share,  and  insofar  as 
the  conduct  of  our  arms  negotiations  are 
concerned,  recalling  the  agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  to  accelerate  work  at  Geneva, 
"...  we  appreciate  the  United  States' 
negotiating  efforts  and  call  on  the  Soviet 
Union  also  to  negotiate  positively." 

Beyond  that,  it  says  in  addition  to 
these  efforts,  ".  .  .  we  shall  work  for  im- 
proved respect  for  the  rights  of  in- 
dividuals throughout  the  world." 

A  second  statement  on  the  implica- 
tions of  Chernobyl's  nuclear  accident 
expresses  deep  sympathy  for  those  af- 
fected, the  continued  extension  of  offers 
of  assistance,  and,  of  course,  a  call  for 
information  and  a  strong  suggestion,  on 
the  one  hand,  welcoming  the  fact  that 
the  Soviet  Union  has  undertaken  discus- 
sions vdth  the  Director  General  of  the 
IAEA  and  suggesting  work  that  the 
IAEA  may  do  that  will  make  more  sure 
and  automatic  the  kind  of  sharing  of  in- 
formation and  provision  of  information 
that  everyone  has  called  for  in  this  case. 

The  statement  on  terrorism  is  a 
very  strong  restatement  of  the  abhor- 
rence of  the  increase  in  the  level  of  ter- 
rorism and  its  blatant  and  cynical  use  as 
an  instrument  of  government  policy.  It 
says,  "Terrorism  has  no  justification." 
It  calls  on  the  international  community 
as  a  whole  to  undertake  a  maximum  ef- 
fort in  the  fight  against  terrorism,  com- 
bining national  measures  with 
international  cooperation. 

It  singles  out  Libya  and  talks  about 
applying  certain  measures  against  any 
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state  which  is  clearly  involved  in  spon- 
soring or  supporting  international  ter- 
rorism, and,  in  particular,  Libya,  until 
such  time  as  the  state  concerned  aban- 
dons its  complicity  in  or  support  for  ter- 
rorism. And  it  lists  a  series  of  measures 
basically  having  to  do  with  the  diplo- 
matic and  political  isolation  of  Libya  in 
the  current  instance,  and  of  other  states 
that  may  be  involved  in  international 
terrorism. 

Speaking  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
United  States,  and  obviously  since  each 
head  of  government  signed  on  to  these 
statements  fully,  each  shares  the  view 
that  these  are  important  subjects.  And 
it  is,  I  think,  quite  significant  that  in 
this  summit  meeting  the  heads  of  state 
have  stepped  up  to  them  in  such  a 
strong,  positive  way. 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  disappoint- 
ment that  economic  sanctions  were 
not  addressed,  landing  rights  for 
Libyan  planes— that  there  were  not 
tougher  measures  than  what  had  been 
previously  approved  by  the  European 
Community  in  many  cases? 

A.  This  is  a  very  good  set  of  meas- 
ures. I  think  that  in  addition  to  the 
diplomatic  isolation  and  political  isolation 
of  Libya  that  is  set  out  here,  you're 
going  to  see  the  increasing  isolation  of 
Libya  economically.  We're  very  well 
pleased  with  the  way  the  discussions 
have  gone,  and  it's  not  necessary  or 
even  desirable  to  list  every  last  thing. 
But  this  is  a  very  strong  and  positive 
statement. 

Q.  What's  the  message  of  this 
statement  to  Muammer  Qadhafi? 

A.  The  message  is,  "You've  had  it, 
pal!"  [Laughter]  "You  are  isolated!  You 
are  recognized  as  a  terrorist!"  And  as 
far  as  terrorists  are  concerned,  more 
and  more  the  message  is,  "No  place  to 
hide." 

Q.  Are  all  the  states  committed  to 
taking  all  of  these  acts? 

A.  This  is  signed  by— agreed  to  by 
all  of  the  states. 

Q.  Do  you  see  that  as  a  specific 
commitment,  though? 

A.  The  answer  is,  yes.  If  you  read 
the  statement,  you'll  see  that  it's  a 
statement  of  what— "Each  of  us  is  com- 
mitted to  work  in  the  appropriate  inter- 
national bodies  to  which  we  belong  to 


ensure  that  similar  measures  are  ac- 
cepted and  acted  upon  by  as  many  other 
governments  as  possible."  And  then 
preceding  it,  "We  have  decided  to  apply 
these  measures  .  .  .  ,"  it  says. 

Q.  When  you  say  that  Libya  will 
continue  to  face  more  economic  isola- 
tion, what  specifically  do  you  mean- 
something  sort  of  tentatively  agreed  to 
amongst  the  leaders,  or  what? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  elaborate  on  it. 

Q.  You  said  last  week  that  the 
summiteers  might  agree  on  actions 
that  would  not  be  announced.  Were 
such  actions  agreed  upon? 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  comment  on 
that. 

Q.  Isn't  it,  however,  a  weakness  in 
the  statement  that  it  doesn't  mention 
either  an  oil  embargo  or  the  U.S.  air 
raid  in  some  positive  fashion? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Why  not?  Why  not?  [Laughter] 

A.  I  think  it's  a  terrific  statement.  I 
can't  tell  you  how  pleased  I  am  at  how 
strong  this  statement  is.  It  is  very  good 
to  come  here  after  all  this  talk  and 
turmoil  and  discussion  and  find  how 
strongly  everybody  feels  about  the 
problem  of  terrorism,  how  ready  people 
are  to  work  on  it,  how  totally  nonex- 
istent is  any  argument  about  Libya's 
complicity  and  how  ready  people  are  to 
isolate  them.  So  I  think  it's  wonderful. 

Q.  But  the  summit  nations  also 
made  a  statement  about  terrorism  in 
1984.  Why  are  you  so  upbeat  about 
this  when  you've  already  addressed 
the  issue  in  the  past? 

A.  What  we  have  seen  over  time, 
unfortunately,  is  an  increase  in  the  num- 
ber of  terrorist  acts,  and  so  we  have 
seen  a  recognition  of  the  seriousness  of 
the  problem  and  the  need  to  get  after  it 
in  a  great  variety  of  ways. 

So  I  think  if  you  look  at  the  state- 
ments and  compare  the  one  with  the 
other,  you'll  see  that  they  have  broad- 
ened and  become  more  pointed,  and  I 
think  that's  desirable.  But,  as  I  think 
I've  said  on  an  earlier  meeting  with  this 
group,  while  this  statement  is 
important— very  important— the  things 
that  are  going  to  count  more  and  more 
are  what  people  actually  do,  and  I  feel 
very  good  about  that,  too. 


Q.  Following  up  on  that  question, 
do  you  believe  that  this  statement  will 
result  in  fewer  incidents  of  terrorism? 
Will  there  be  any  concrete  results  like 
those  you  call  for  because  of  this 
statement? 

A.  We  in  the  West,  in  the  free 
world,  can  win  this  war  on  terrorism. 
We're  going  to  win  this  war  on  ter- 
rorism. And  the  way  to  do  it  is  to  be 
unified,  as  this  statement  shows  we  in- 
creasingly are.  The  way  to  do  it  is  to 
recognize  the  nature  of  the  problem  and 
to  say  flatly,  terrorism  has  no  justifica- 
tion. That's  a  very  important  sentence. 

The  way  to  do  it  is  to  see  that  the 
tool  of  terrorists  is  fear.  And  the 
answer  to  fear  is  courage.  And  in  this 
statement,  people  have  the  courage  to 
be  clear  about  it.  So  I  think  great 
strides  are  being  made  here,  and  we're 
going  to  win  this  war  against  the  ter- 
rorists. 

Q.  When  will  American  oil  compa- 
nies be  out  of  Libya?  When  will  they 
stop  doing  business  there? 

A.  They  will  be  out  of  Libya  before 
long,  and  I  don't  want  to  give  an  ex- 
plicit date.  The  only  reason  they're 
there  is  that  we  wanted  to  do  every- 
thing we  could  to  have  them  withdraw 
without  handing  Qadhafi  a  windfall.  But 
they  will  be  out,  one  way  or  another, 
and  it  won't  be  very  long. 

Q.  Will  there  be  no  windfall  when 
they  leave? 

A.  That's  very  hard  to  arrange  that. 

Q.  How  will  Col.  Qadhafi  tangibly 
feel  the  impact  of  this  statement? 

A.  He  is  obviously  more  and  more 
isolated.  He  hasn't  had  anybody  really 
rallying  very  much  to  his  side— very 
little.  So  he's  feeling  it.  And  from  the 
information  that  we  have  within  Libya, 
all  is  not  well. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  that,  sir? 

A.  I'll  just  leave  it  right  there. 

Q.  I  understand  your  reluctance  to 
specify  some  of  the  economic  sanc- 
tions that  may  be  brought  about.  But 
would  you  explain  why  there's  not 
even  a  sentence  in  this  communique 
that  says  that  economic  isolation  also 
is  forthcoming? 

A.  The  subjects  have  been  discussed, 
and,  on  the  part  of  some,  there  is  reluc- 
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tance  to  make  that  statement  in  a  state- 
ment of  this  kind,  for  good  and 
sufficient  reasons. 

As  I  say,  the  question  is,  what  is 
going  to  take  place?  And  you're  already 
seeing  fewer  nationals  in  Libya,  you're 
seeing  an  impact  on  sales  of  various 
kinds,  and  in  a  variety  of  ways,  you're 
already  seeing  economic  isolation  taking 
place,  and  I  haven't  got  any  doubt  that 
it's  going  to  go  further. 

Q.  If  and  when  American  oil  com- 
panies move  out  of  Libya,  who  is 
going  to  buy  them  out? 

A.  I  hope  they  will  have  somebody 
buy  them  out,  and  in  a  way  that  is  in 
keeping  with  what  we  are  trying  to 
achieve.  But  it's  very  difficult  to  do  it 
just  right  and  not  have  them  hand  over 
an  asset.  So  it  is  a  subtle  matter,  and  I 
don't  want  to  go  into  it  too  much  for 
fear  of  spoiling  our  ability  to  bring  it 
off.  But  it  may  not  be  possible  to  bring 
it  off  in  a  proper  way,  in  which  case 
they'll  just  have  to  abandon  those 
assets. 

Q.  Is  there  anybody  on  the  horizon 
that  you  see  who  can  take  over? 

A.  There  are  various  possibilities. 
But  it's  a  very  hard  problem.  If  it  were 
easy,  it  would  have  been  solved  before. 

Q.  We  were  told  that  over  the  last 
24  hours,  there  have  been  efforts  to 
make  this  statement  tougher  than  it 
was  originally  drafted.  Could  you  tell 
us  which  are  the  new  tougher  parts  of 
this  statement? 

A.  All  of  these  statements  as  they 
come  about  in  these  summit  meetings  go 
through  a  series  of  steps  and  drafts,  and 
generally  they  start  out  with  something 
that  the  sherpas  do,  and  then  people 
look  at  that.  And  in  this  case,  the  heads 
of  state  got  hold  of  it,  and  in  their  meet- 
ings last  night  and  this  morning,  they 
improved  it  very  sharply. 

And  I  think  it  is  especially  impor- 
tant that  it  happened  that  way,  because 
it's  very  much  the  product  of  a  discus- 
sion; not  of  a  bunch  of  staff  people  sit- 
ting around  but  of  the  heads  of  state 
themselves  and  saying,  "This  is  what 
we  want  to  sign  on  to."  They're  the 
ones  who  are  in  charge,  and  that  makes 
it  much  more  significant. 
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The  summit  participants  enjoy  a  traditional  Japanese  lunch  at  Akasaka  Palace. 


Q.  What  specifically  was  added? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  go  into  a  compari- 
son of  early  drafts  with  later  drafts,  but 
it  has  changed  very  sharply  from  the 
sherpas'  draft  that  came  in  here. 

Q.  For  the  better? 

A.  Absolutely. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  which  of  the 
specific  measures  mentioned  in  this 
statement  go  beyond  the  ones  that  the 
EC  ministers  adopted?  They  appear  to 
be  very  similar. 

A.  They're  similar.  I  think  they  go 
further  in  that  there's  a  broader  group 
here,  and  there  are  various  phrases, 
such  as  ones  that  I  picked  out.  And  I 
think  those  are  the  kinds  of  things  that 
are  involved.  I  don't  have  before  me 
exactly  what  they  said  and  exactly  this, 
so  you  can  look  that  up  and  make  a 
comparison.  I'm  not  in  the  position  to  do 
it  right  here  off  the  top  of  my  head. 

Q.  Were  there  ideas  or  plans  that 
you  and  the  President  brought  to  the 


summit  that  you  wanted  in  such  a 
statement  that  was  not  included? 

A.  I  wouldn't  bite  on  a  question  hke 
that. 

Q.  Some  of  the  little  countries 
which  are  not  part  of  this  great, 
tremendous  summit  do  the  bartering 
with  Libya.  What  do  you  do  with 
those  little  countries? 

A.  We  call  upon  them  to  join  in  this 
and  invite  them  to.  And  so  it's  a  process 
of  generating  a  broader  and  broader 
consensus  behind  these  very  significant 
convictions  that  are  expressed  here. 
This  is  leadership,  and  we're  going  to 
spread  this  around.  And  it  says  that, 
"...  to  ensure  that  similar  measures  are 
accepted  and  acted  upon  by  as  many 
other  governments  as  possible."  In 
other  words,  the  countries  here 
represented  have  committed  themselves 
to  go  and  work  at  that. 

Q.  Some  British  officials  are  say- 
ing that,  one,  the  initiative  for  tough- 
ening this  statement  came  from  Prime 
Minister  Thatcher,  and  that  two, 


July  1986 


they— that  is,  the  British  officials— 
don't  feel  that  the  United  States  gave 
her  the  kind  of  support  in  these  meet- 
ings that  she  was  looking  for.  Do  you 
agree  that  that  was  the  case,  and  was 
that  a  deliberate  strategy  to  have 
another  country  take  the  hardest  line? 
A.  I  think  Mrs.  Thatcher  is  a  terrific 
leader.  And  I  can't  imagine  any  way 
that  we  could  give  her  more  support;  if 
somebody  could  point  it  out,  we'd  do  it. 
She  is  great. 

Q.  —in  the  meetings  today? 

A.  I  think  that  she  was  very  impor- 
tant in  it,  and  others  were,  the  Presi- 
dent was,  and  everybody  participated. 
And  the  point  is  that  here  is  this  very 
strong  and  positive  statement,  and  all 
seven  countries  are  on  board.  That's 
what  counts. 

Q.  Why  do  you  need  it?  Yesterday, 
you  said  that  the  terrorists  are  scared 
to  death. 

A.  This  will  scare  *em  even  more. 
[Laughter]  This  will  show  them— 

Q.  If  they  are  scared  to  death,  why 
have  there  been  some  10  incidents 
since  you  bombed  Libya? 

A.  The  terrorists  are  a  major 
problem,  and  I  don't  believe  I  have 
done  anything  but  be  clear  about  that 
for  a  long  time,  and  it  remains  so  today. 
And  unfortunately,  it  will  continue.  This 
is  not  going  to  solve  the  problem. 

But  the  way  to  solve  the  problem  is 
first  of  all  to  be  clear  about  it,  and  to  be 
clear,  among  other  things,  that  ter- 
rorism has  no  justification.  Let's  end 
this  business  of  giving  reasons  why. 
That's  the  way  to  get  after  this.  And 
more  and  more,  I  think,  people  are  com- 
ing to  that  conviction,  and  we're  going 
to  win  this  war. 

Q.  Do  you  consider  this  statement 
as  to  give  sort  of  advance  approval  to 
the  United  States  if  it  should  decide  to 
take  another  Libya-style  air  raid? 

A.  Not  in  any  particular  way.  We 
didn't  seek  advance  approval.  It  does 
say  in  here,  talking  about  national  meas- 
ures, so  it's  recognized  that  individual 
countries  act  by  themselves  or  in  con- 
cert. But  obviously,  we  want  to  do 
things  in  concert  to  the  extent  that  we 
can. 


And  the  whole  strength  of  this  state- 
ment is  the  breadth  of  the  countries 
that  support  it  and  the  significant  in- 
dividual pieces  of  the  concept  and 
follow-on  actions  that  are  listed. 

Q.  Aren't  economic  sanctions,  in 
fact,  the  ultimate  test  of  courage,  and 
this  statement  fails  that  test? 

A.  No.  They  are  not  the  ultimate 
test  of  courage.  However,  I  think  in  the 
case  of  Libya,  economic  sanctions  of  var- 
ious kinds  as  they  roll  in  are  going  to 
wind  up  being  effective.  There  are  many 
who  worry  about  whether  they  are  ef 
fective,  whether  you  do  something  and 
it  just  doesn't  amount  to  much. 

And,  of  course,  every  time  we  do 
something  with  economic  sanctions  and 
I  come  before  you,  you  all  say  it  doesn't 
amount  to  much.  It  amounts  to  some- 
thing. And  the  more  countries  that  join 
in,  the  more  it  will  do.  And  I  think  we 
see  a  gradual  rolling  in  of  the  isolation 
of  Libya— diplomatically,  politically,  eco- 
nomically, and  every  other  way.  ; 

Q.  On  that  point  precisely,  you 
speak  of  the  isolation  of  Libya.  After 
all,  there  are  only  seven  countries  that 
have  signed  this  statement.  The  U.S. 
position  is  regularly  and  even  unani- 
mously defeated,  for  instance  in  the 
Islamic  Conference,  even  so  far  as 
economic  sanctions  are  concerned. 
What  do  you  think  the  prospects  are 
for  this  type  of  position  to  spread 
beyond  the  small  club  of  seven  indus- 
trial democracies? 

A.  I  think  that  the  world  has  had 
enough  of  terrorism  and  is  going  to  be 
delighted  to  see  the  strength  of  this 
statement.  People  don't  want  terrorism; 
nobody  does.  I  shouldn't  say  nobody; 
there  are  states  that  sponsor  it.  But,  by 
and  large,  in  the  civilized  community, 
we  don't  Hke  terrorism.  You  don't  like 
it.  So  you  like  to  see,  I  assume,  some- 
thing being  done  about  it,  and  some- 
thing is  being  done  about  it.  And  as  I've 
said,  we're  going  to  win  this  war 
against  terrorism. 


Summit  Economic 
Declaration, 
IVIay  6,  19864 

1.  We,  the  Heads  of  State  or  Government  of 
seven  major  industrialized  countries  and  the 
representatives  of  the  European  Community, 
meeting  in  Tokyo  for  the  twelfth  Economic 
Summit,  have  reviewed  developments  in  the 
world  economy  since  our  meeting  in  Bonn  a 
year  ago,  and  have  reaffuroed  our  continuing 
determination  to  work  together  to  sustain 
and  improve  the  prosperity  and  well-being  of 
the  peoples  of  our  own  countries,  to  support 
the  developing  countries  in  their  efforts  to 
promote  their  economic  growth  and  prosper- 
ity and  to  improve  the  functioning  of  the 
world  monetary  and  trading  systems. 

2.  Developments  since  our  last  meeting 
reflect  the  effectiveness  of  the  policies  to 
which  we  have  committed  ourselves  at  suc- 
cessive Economic  Summits  in  recent  years. 
The  economies  of  the  industrialized  countries 
are  now  in  their  fourth  year  of  expansion.  In 
all  our  countries,  the  rate  of  inflation  has 
been  declining.  With  the  continuing  pursuit  of 
prudent  fiscal  and  monetary  policies,  this  has 
permitted  a  substantial  lowering  of  interest 
rates.  There  has  been  a  significant  shift  in 
the  pattern  of  exchange  rates  which  better 
reflects  fundamental  economic  conditions.  For 
the  industrialized  countries,  and  indeed  for 
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the  world  economy,  the  recent  decline  in  oil 
prices  will  help  to  sustain  non-inflationary 
growth  and  to  increase  the  volume  of  world 
trade,  despite  the  difficulties  which  it  creates 
for  certain  oil-producing  countries.  Overall, 
these  developments  offer  brighter  prospects 
for,  and  enhance  confidence  in,  the  future  of 
the  world  economy. 

3.  However,  the  world  economy  still  faces 
a  number  of  difficult  challenges  which  could 
impair  sustainability  of  growth.  Among  these 
are  high  unemployment,  large  domestic  and 
external  imbalances,  uncertainty  about  the 
future  behaviour  of  exchange  rates,  persist- 
ent protectionist  pressures,  continuing 
difficulties  of  many  developing  countries  and 
severe  debt  problems  for  some  and  uncer- 
tainty about  medium-term  prospects  for  the 
levels  of  energy  prices.  If  large  imbalances 
and  other  distortions  are  allowed  to  persist 
for  too  long,  they  will  present  an  increasing 
threat  to  world  economic  growth  and  to  the 
open  multilateral  trading  system.  We  cannot 
afford  to  relax  our  efforts.  In  formulating  our 
policies,  we  need  to  look  to  the  medium  and 
longer  term,  and  to  have  regard  to  the  inter- 
related and  structural  character  of  current 
problems. 

4.  We  stress  the  need  to  implement  effec- 
tive structural  adjustment  policies  in  all  coun- 
tries across  the  whole  range  of  economic 
activities  to  promote  growth,  employment 
and  the  integration  of  domestic  economies 
into  the  world  economy.  Such  policies  include 
technological  innovation,  adaptation  of  indus- 
trial structure  and  expansion  of  trade  and 
foreign  direct  investment. 

5.  In  each  of  our  own  countries,  it  re- 
mains essential  to  maintain  a  firm  control  of 
public  spending  within  an  appropriate 
medium-term  framework  of  fiscal  and  mone- 
tary policies.  In  some  of  our  countries  there 
continue  to  be  excessive  fiscal  deficits  which 
the  governments  concerned  are  resolved 
progressively  to  reduce. 

6.  Since  our  last  meeting  we  have  had 
some  success  in  the  creation  of  new  jobs  to 
meet  additions  to  the  labour  force,  but  unem- 
ployment remains  excessively  high  in  many 
of  our  countries.  Non-inflationary  growth 
remains  the  biggest  single  contributor  to  the 
limitation  and  reduction  of  unemployment, 
but  it  needs  to  be  reinforced  by  policies 
which  encourage  job  creation,  particularly  in 
new  and  high-technology  industries,  and  in 
small  businesses. 

7.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  important  that 
there  should  be  close  and  continuous  coordi- 
nation of  economic  policy  among  the  seven 
Summit  countries.  We  welcome  the  recent 
examples  of  improved  coordination  among  the 
Group  of  Five  Finance  Ministers  and  Central 
Bankers,  which  have  helped  to  change  the 
pattern  of  exchange  rates  and  to  lower  in- 
terest rates  on  an  orderly  and  non- 


inflationary  basis.  We  agree,  however,  that 
additional  measures  should  be  taken  to  en- 
sure that  procedures  for  effective  coordina- 
tion of  international  economic  policy  are 
strengthened  further.  To  this  end,  the  Heads 
of  State  or  Government: 

•  Agree  to  form  a  new  Group  of  Seven 
Finance  Ministers,  including  Italy  and 
Canada,  which  will  work  together  more 
closely  and  more  frequently  in  the  periods 
between  the  annual  Summit  meetings; 

•  Request  the  seven  Finance  Ministers  to 
review  their  individual  economic  objectives 
and  forecasts  collectively  at  least  once  a  year, 
using  the  indicators  specified  below,  v^ath  a 
particular  view  to  examining  their  mutual 
compatibility. 

With  the  representatives  of  the  European 
Community: 

•  State  that  the  purposes  of  improved 
coordination  should  explicitly  include  promot- 
ing non-inflationary  economic  growth, 
strengthening  market-oriented  incentives  for 
employment  and  productive  investment, 
opening  the  international  trading  and  invest- 
ment system  and  fostering  greater  stability 
in  exchange  rates; 

•  Reaffirm  the  undertaking  at  the  1982 
Versailles  Summit  to  cooperate  with  the  IMF 
in  strengthening  multilateral  surveillance, 
particularly  among  the  countries  whose  cur- 
rencies constitute  the  SDR  [special  draviang 
rights],  and  request  that,  in  conducting  such 
surveillance  and  in  conjunction  with  the 
Managing  Director  of  the  IMF,  their  in- 
dividual economic  forecasts  should  be 
reviewed,  taking  into  account  indicators  such 
as  GNP  growth  rates,  inflation  rates,  interest 
rates,  unemployment  rates,  fiscal  deficit 
ratios,  current  account  and  trade  balances, 
monetary  growth  rates,  reserves  and  ex- 
change rates; 

•  Invite  the  Finance  Ministers  and  Cen- 
tral Bankers  in  conducting  multilateral  sur- 
veillance to  make  their  best  efforts  to  reach 
an  understanding  on  appropriate  remedial 
measures  whenever  there  are  significant 
deviations  from  an  intended  course;  and 
recommend  that  remedial  efforts  focus  first 
and  foremost  on  underlying  policy  fundamen- 
tals, while  reaffirming  the  1983  Williamsburg 
commitment  to  intervene  in  exchange  mar- 
kets when  to  do  so  would  be  helpful. 

The  Heads  of  State  or  Government: 

•  Request  the  Group  of  Five  Finance 
Ministers  to  include  Canada  and  Italy  in  their 
meetings  whenever  the  management  or  the 
improvement  of  the  international  monetary 
system  and  related  economic  policy  measures 
are  to  be  discussed  and  dealt  with; 
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•  Invite  Finance  Ministers  to  report 
progress  at  the  next  Economic  Summit 
meeting. 

These  improvements  in  coordination 
should  be  accompanied  by  similar  efforts 
vnthin  the  Group  of  Ten. 

8.  The  pursuit  of  these  policies  by  the  in- 
dustrialized countries  will  help  the  developing 
countries  in  so  far  as  it  strengthens  the 
world  economy,  creates  conditions  for  lower 
interest  rates,  generates  the  possibility  of 
increased  financial  flows  to  the  developing 
countries,  promotes  transfer  of  technology 
and  improves  access  to  the  markets  of  the  in- 
dustrialized countries.  At  the  same  time,  de- 
veloping countries,  particularly  debtor 
countries,  can  fit  themselves  to  play  a  fuller 
part  in  the  world  economy  by  adopting  effec- 
tive structural  adjustment  policies,  coupled 
with  measures  to  mobilize  domestic  savings, 
to  encourage  the  repatriation  of  capital,  to 
improve  the  environment  for  foreign  invest- 
ment and  to  promote  more  open  trading  poli- 
cies. In  this  connection,  noting  in  particular 
the  difficult  situation  facing  those  countries 
highly  dependent  on  exports  of  primary  com- 
modities, we  agree  to  continue  to  support 
their  efforts  for  further  processing  of  their 
products  and  for  diversifying  their  economies, 
and  to  take  account  of  their  export  needs  in 
formulating  our  own  trade  and  domestic 
policies. 

9.  Private  financial  flows  will  continue  to 
play  a  major  part  in  providing  for  their  de- 
velopment needs.  We  reaffirm  our  willingness 
to  maintain  and,  where  appropriate,  expand 
official  financial  flows,  both  bilateral  and  mul- 
tilateral, to  developing  countries.  In  this  con- 
nection, we  attach  great  importance  to  an 
early  and  substantial  eighth  replenishment  of 
the  International  Development  Association 
(IDA)  and  to  a  general  capital  increase  of  the 
World  Bank  when  appropriate.  We  look  for 
progress  in  activating  the  Multilateral  Invest- 
ment Guarantee  Agency. 

10.  We  reaffirm  the  continued  importance 
of  the  case-by-case  approach  to  international 
debt  problems.  We  welcome  the  progress 
made  in  developing  the  cooperative  debt 
strategy,  in  particular  building  on  the  United 
States  initiative.  The  role  of  the  international 
financial  institutions,  including  the  multi- 
lateral development  banks,  will  continue  to 
be  central,  and  we  welcome  moves  for  closer 
cooperation  among  these  institutions,  and 
particularly  between  the  IMF  and  the  World 
Bank.  Sound  adjustment  programmes  will 
also  need  resumed  commercial  bank  lending, 
flexibility  in  rescheduling  debt  and  appropri- 
ate access  to  export  credits. 
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11.  We  welcome  the  improvement  which 
has  occurred  in  the  food  situation  in  Africa. 
Nonetheless  a  number  of  African  countries 
continue  to  need  emergency  aid,  and  we 
stand  ready  to  assist.  More  generally,  we 
continue  to  recognize  the  high  priority  to  be 
given  to  meeting  the  needs  of  Africa.  Meas- 
ures identified  in  the  Report  on  Aid  to  Africa 
adopted  and  forwarded  to  us  by  our  Foreign 
Ministers  should  be  steadily  implemented. 
Assistance  should  focus  in  particular  on  the 
medium-  and  long-term  economic  develop- 
ment of  these  countries.  In  this  connection 
we  attach  great  importance  to  continued 
cooperation  through  the  Special  Facility  for 
Sub-Saharan  African  countries,  early  im- 
plementation of  the  newly  established  Struc- 
tural Adjustment  Facility  of  the  IMF  and  the 
use  of  the  IDA.  We  intend  to  participate 
actively  in  the  forthcoming  United  Nations 
Special  Session  on  Africa  to  lay  the  founda- 
tion for  the  region's  long-term  development. 

12.  The  open  multilateral  trading  system 
is  one  of  the  keys  to  the  efficiency  and 
expansion  of  the  world  economy.  We  reaffirm 
our  commitment  to  halting  and  reversing  pro- 
tectionism, and  to  reducing  and  dismantling 
trade  restrictions.  We  support  the  strength- 
ening of  the  system  and  functioning  of  the 
GATT  [General  Agi-eement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade],  its  adaptation  to  new  developments  in 
world  trade  and  to  the  international  economic 
environment  and  the  bringing  of  new  issues 
under  international  discipline.  The  New 
Round  should,  inter  alia,  address  the  issues 
of  trade  in  services  and  trade  related  aspects 
of  intellectual  property  rights  and  foreign 
direct  investment.  Further  liberalization  of 
trade  is,  we  believe,  of  no  less  importance  for 
the  developing  countries  than  for  ourselves, 
and  we  are  fully  committed  to  the  prepar- 
atory process  in  the  GATT  with  a  view  to 
the  early  launching  of  the  New  Round  of 
multilateral  trade  negotiations.  We  shall 
work  at  the  September  Ministerial  meeting 
to  make  decisive  progress  in  this  direction. 

13.  We  note  with  concern  that  a  situation 
of  global  structural  surplus  now  exists  for 
some  important  agricultural  products,  arising 
partly  from  technological  improvements, 
partly  from  changes  in  the  world  market  situ- 
ation, and  partly  from  long-standing  policies 
of  domestic  subsidy  and  protection  of  agricul- 
ture in  all  our  countries.  This  harms  the 
economies  of  certain  developing  countries  and 
is  likely  to  aggravate  the  risk  of  wider  pro- 
tectionist pressures.  This  is  a  problem  which 
we  all  share  and  can  be  dealt  with  only  in 
cooperation  with  each  other.  We  all  recognize 


the  importance  of  agriculture  to  the  well- 
being  of  rural  communities,  but  we  are 
agreed  that,  when  there  are  surpluses,  action 
is  needed  to  redirect  policies  and  adjust 
structure  of  agricultural  production  in  the 
light  of  world  demand.  We  recognize  the  im- 
portance of  understanding  these  issues  and 
express  our  determination  to  give  full  sup- 
port to  the  work  of  the  OECD  [Organization 
for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Development] 
in  this  field. 

14.  Bearing  in  mind  that  the  recent  oil 
price  decline  owes  much  to  the  cooperative 
energy  policies  which  we  have  pursued  dur- 
ing the  past  decade,  we  recognize  the  need 
for  continuity  of  policies  for  achieving  long- 
term  energy  market  stability  and  security  of 
supply.  We  note  that  the  current  oil  market 
situation  enables  countries  which  wish  to  do 
so  to  increase  stock  levels. 

15.  We  reaffirm  the  importance  of  science 
and  technology  for  the  dynamic  growth  of  the 
world  economy  and  take  note,  with  apprecia- 
tion, of  the  final  report  of  the  Working  Group 
on  Technology,  Growth  and  Employment.  We 
welcome  the  progress  made  by  the  United 
States  Manned  Space  Programme  and  the 
progress  made  by  the  autonomous  work  of 
the  European  Space  Agency  (ESA).  We 
stress  the  importance  for  genuine  partnership 
and  appropriate  exchange  of  information,  ex- 
perience and  technologies  among  the  par- 
ticipating states.  We  also  note  with 
satisfaction  the  results  of  the  Symposium  on 
Neuroscience  and  Ethics,  hosted  by  the  Fed- 
eral Republic  of  Germany,  and  we  appreciate 
the  decision  of  the  Canadian  Government  to 
host  the  next  meeting. 

16.  We  reaffirm  our  responsibility,  shared 
with  other  governments,  to  preserve  the 
natural  environment,  and  continue  to  attach 
importance  to  international  cooperation  in  the 
effective  prevention  and  control  of  pollution 
and  natural  resources  management.  In  this 
regard,  we  take  note  of  the  work  of  the  en- 
vironmental experts  on  the  improvement  and 
harmonization  of  the  techniques  and  practices 
of  environmental  measurement,  and  ask  them 
to  report  as  soon  as  possible.  We  also  recog- 
nize the  need  to  strengthen  cooperation  with 
developing  countries  in  the  area  of  the  en- 
vironment. 

17.  We  have  agreed  to  meet  again  in 
1987  and  have  accepted  the  invitation  of  the 
President  of  the  Council  of  the  Italian 
Government  to  meet  in  Italy. 


President  Reagan's 
News  Conference, 
May  7,  19862 

It's  no  exaggeration  to  describe  tlie 
Tokyo  summit  as  the  most  successful  of 
the  six  that  I  have  attended.  The  atmos- 
phere was  cordial,  the  talks  were  candid 
and  constructive,  and  a  strong  measure 
of  allied  unity  on  the  fundamental  issues 
of  our  agenda  was  achieved.  All  we 
sought  to  accomplish  at  the  summit  was 
achieved. 

This  triumph  at  Tokyo  was  due  in 
no  small  measure  to  the  leadership  of 
Prime  IVIinister  Nakasone.  The  summit 
seven  agreed  upon  the  menace  posed  by 
the  scourge  of  international  terror  and 
upon  new  political  and  diplomatic  meas- 
ures to  deal  with  it.  We  agreed  that  the 
Libya  of  Col.  Qadhafi  represents  a 
unique  threat  to  free  peoples,  a  rogue 
regime  that  advances  its  goals  through 
the  murder  and  maiming  of  innocent 
civilians. 

We  arrived  at  this  summit  as  a  ris- 
ing tide  of  prosperity  in  the  industrial 
democracies  was  demonstrating  to  the 
world  the  wisdom  of  the  free  market 
policies  that  we've  pursued.  And 
together  we  committed  ourselves  in 
Tokyo  to  strengthen  those  policies  when 
we  return  home.  For  developing  coun- 
tries as  well,  as  a  robust  and  free  Asia 
demonstrates,  the  principles  of  free  mar- 
ket are  more  important  to  progress  than 
any  level  of  economic  aid. 

On  the  emerging  issue  of  agricul- 
tural overproduction,  it  was  agreed  that 
the  primary  cause  of  the  worldwide  sur- 
pluses of  food  and  fiber  is  domestic 
government  policies  that  must  be  ad- 
dressed. 

One  danger  to  the  common  prosper- 
ity we  all  recognize  is  the  specter  of 
protectionism— that  vain  search  for  secu- 
rity behind  tariff  walls  and  inside  closed 
markets.  History  has  proved  again  and 
again  the  fallacy  of  that  reasoning  and 
the  folly  of  protectionism. 

In  Tokyo  we  have  obtained  a  green 
light  for  the  commencement  of  a  new 
round  of  trade  negotiations  beginning  in 
September.  The  way  to  resolve  trade 
problems  is  to  seek  open,  not  closed, 
markets;  to  seek  multilateral  negotia- 
tion, not  unilateral  legislation. 
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We  made  progress  in  strengthening 
economic  policy  coordination  with  our 
summit  partners.  This  will  help  reduce 
trade  imbalances  by  tackling  their  un- 
derlying causes  and  promote  greater  ex- 
change rate  stability.  We  also  believe 
this  will  result  in  greater  stability  in  the 
yen-dollar  relationship,  something  both 
the  United  States  and  Japan  desire.  We 
also  won  an  endorsement  for  the  U.S. 
initiative  for  a  joint  debt  strategy  for 
developing  nations. 

And,  finally,  as  events  of  the  past 
week  starkly  demonstrate,  we  need 
more  openness  on  nuclear  accidents.  A 
breakdown  at  a  nuclear  powerplant  that 
sends  radioactive  material  across  na- 
tional frontiers  is  not  simply  an  internal 
problem. 

But  let  me  now  thank  our  Japanese 
hosts,  and  in  particular  Prime  Minister 
Nakasone.  They  put  up  with  the  incon- 
venience that  thousands  of  summiteer- 
ing  politicians,  bureaucrats,  and  press 
must  have  caused  them  with  unfailing 
courtesy  and  graciousness;  and  we  are 
in  their  debt. 


Q.  You  came  to  Tokyo  saying  that 
you  didn't  want  a  grandiose  statement 
on  terrorism,  you  wanted  action.  Now 
you  have  your  statement,  but  your  fel- 
low summit  leaders  say  that  nothing 
really  has  changed.  What  actions  do 
you  expect,  if  any? 

A.  I  find  it  difficult  to  believe  that 
the  people  that  I've  been  meeting  with, 
the  heads  of  state,  would  have  indicated 
anything  otherwise;  because  what  we 
have  agreed  upon  is  that  terrorism  is  a 
threat  to  all  of  us.  It  is  an  attack  upon 
the  world.  The  determination  of  ter- 
rorists who  murder  and  maim  innocent 
people  in  pursuit  of  some  political  goal, 
and  that  the  way  to  deal  with  it  is  not 
individually  or  unilaterally,  but  to  deal 
with  it  together.  And  this  was  the  sense 
of  the  agreement  that  we  arrived  at; 
that  we  are  going  to  act  together  with 
regard  to  opposing  terrorism,  to  isolate 
those  states  that  provide  support  for 
terrorism,  to  isolate  them  and  make 
them  pariahs  on  the  world  scene,  and 
even,  if  possible,  to  isolate  them  from 
their  own  people. 


At  the  conclusion  of  the  economic  summit.  Emperor  Hirohito  hosts  a  dinner  at  the 
Imperial  Palace.  In  the  back  row  (left  to  right)  are  President  Delors,  President  Lubbers, 
Prime  Minister  Craxi,  Prime  Minister  Thatcher,  President  Reagan,  Emperor  Hirohito, 
President  Mitterrand,  Chancellor  Kohl,  Prime  Minister  Mulroney,  Prime  Minister  Chirac, 
and  Prime  Minister  Nakasone.  In  the  front  row  (left  to  right)  are  Anna  Maria  Craxi, 
Nancy  Reagan,  Hannelore  Kohl,  Mila  Mulroney,  and  Tsutako  Nakasone. 
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Q.  There  were  no  sanctions  or 
joint  actions  specified.  Could  you  tell 
us  what  action  you  do  expect? 

A.  We  discussed  at  great  length 
specific  actions  and  all.  But  the  state- 
ment was  one  to  simply  say  that  we 
together  will  decide  upon  what  is  ap- 
propriate, depending  on  the  acts,  what 
is  the  most  effective  thing  to  do  in  the 
instance  of  further  terror  incidents.  And 
we  didn't  think  that  it  was,  perhaps, 
useful  to  put  all  of  that  into  a  public 
statement,  telling  the  terrorists  exactly 
what  it  was  we  intended  to  do. 

Q.  There  are  reports  that  you  are 
preparing  a  missile  attack— another 
round— against  Libya  with  conven- 
tional warheads.  Do  you  think  that 
the  summit  statement  on  terrorism 
gives  you  a  license  to  bomb  any  coun- 
try that  you  suspect  is  harboring 
terrorists? 

A.  I  have  to  tell  you,  I  read  that  lit- 
tle item  myself  this  morning.  No  one 
was  more  surprised  to  hear  that  I  was 
planning  that  than  I  was— [laughter]— 
because  I'm  not  planning  that.  As  I 
said,  we'll  work  together  on  these 
things.  But  we  do  feel— and  this  was 
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part  of  the  gist  of  the  conversation  that 
we  all  had  and  the  agreements  that  we 
came  to— and  that  is  that  we  can  take 
whatever  action  is  necessary  to  curb,  to 
stop,  and  to  punish,  if  they  are  success- 
ful in  a  terrorist  attempt,  those  who 
practice  terrorism  and  the  states  that 
back  and  support  it. 

Q.  Is  the  United  States  so  bereft 
that  it  has  to  drop  tons  of  bombs  on  a 
country  to  get  one  man? 

A.  Again,  you  touch  upon  something 
where  military  action  is  deemed  neces- 
sary. I'm  not  going  to  discuss  that,  be- 
cause I  think  it  would  be  counter- 
productive to  do  so. 

But  we  weren't  out,  in  the  sense  of 
getting  one  man— that  we  were  drop- 
ping those  tons  of  bombs  hoping  to  blow 
him  up.  I  don't  think  any  of  us  would 
have  shed  tears  if  that  had  happened. 
But  we  were  out  to  damage  and  destroy 
those  facilities  that  were  making  it  pos- 
sible for  that  particular  state  under  his 
guidance  to  back  and  support  terrorism. 

Q.  A  moment  ago  you  talked  about 
people  who  commit  terrorist  acts  in 
pursuit  of  a  political  goal.  Do  you 
really  think  you're  going  to  stop  that 
kind  of  action  until  you  deal  with  the 
root  causes  of  terrorism? 

Your  Secretary  of  State  seems  to 
suggest,  or  at  least  indicate,  that  it's 
just  a  question  of  people  who  are 
thugs.  Where  is  the  emphasis  on  try- 
ing to  revive  the  Middle  East  peace 
process?  Where  is  the  emphasis  on  try- 
ing to  settle  the  Palestinian  problem? 
Has  there  been  any? 

A.  All  of  those  things  are  still  goals 
of  ours,  and  we're  still  doing  everything 
we  can  to  arrive  at  solutions. 

But  I  think  that's  the  same  thing  as 
the  cliche  line  that  is  going  around  that, 
well,  one  man's  terrorist  is  another 
man's  freedom  fighter.  No  such  thing. 
The  people  who  are  customarily  called 
freedom  fighters  are  fighting  against  or- 
ganized military  forces.  Even  if  it  is  a 
civil  war,  it  is  a  war.  Terrorists,  as  I 
said  before,  are  people  who  deliberately 
choose  as  a  target  to  murder  or  maim 
innocent  people  who  have  no  influence 
upon  the  things  that  they  think  of  as 
their  political  goals.  And,  therefore, 


those  people  must  be  treated  as  to  what 
they  are,  and  that  is  they  are  base 
criminals. 

Q.  The  Soviets  have  now  admitted 
that  they  miscalculated  the  accident 
at  Chernobyl  in  the  first  few  days. 
Their  officials  complain  that  your 
focus  has  not  been  on  sympathy  for 
that  great  tragedy  that  their  country 
has  suffered,  but  that  you're  more 
focused  on  bashing  their  system  and 
their  country  and  taking  advantage  of 
this  tragedy.  What's  your  response? 

A.  My  response  is  that  our  first 
response  when  word  came  to  us— and 
not  as  information  directly  from  them, 
but  that  there  had  been  such  a  thing 
happen  there— was  an  offer  of  any  kind 
and  every  kind  of  aid  that  might  be 
helpful  to  them.  And  certainly  an  ex- 
pression of  sympathy  went  with  that  for 
those  who  might  have  suffered  in  the 
accident. 

Since  then,  the  effort— for  a  limited 
period  at  least— to  cover  up  and  confuse 
the  issue,  we  think,  was  the  wrong  way 
to  go.  We're  not  bashing  at  all.  We're 
simply  citing  the  need  for  any  one  of  us, 
if  that  happens,  to  let  the  neighbors 
know  that  they  may  be  threatened  as 
the  outcome  of  this. 

But  I  am  pleased  to  say  that  in  the 
last  few  days  there  has  been  a  change, 
and  the  Soviet  Union  has  been  more 
forthcoming  about  this  with  regard  to 
getting  information  and  so  forth. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  from  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev? Have  you  received  a  message 
from  him  saying  that  he  still  wants  to 
have  a  summit  with  you  this  year? 

A.  No,  I  have  not  received  such  a 
direct  message.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
haven't  received  anything  that  said  he 
has  changed  his  mind  and  that  we  won't 
have  a  summit. 

Q.  As  a  result  of  this  summit 
meeting,  how  soon  can  we  expect  the 
$150  billion  trade  deficit  of  the  United 
States  to  come  down? 

A.  I  don't  think  that  I  could  put  a 
time  on  that,  but  I  think  that  we  did 
things  at  this  summit  that  are  dealing 
with  that  kind  of  problem  and  are  going 
to  do  our  utmost  to  see  that  markets 


are  opened  and  trade  restrictions  are 
removed.  That  was  one  of  the  prominent 
subjects  here  and  one  which  will  be 
treated  with  the  forthcoming  GATT 
rounds. 

Q.  Do  you  have  a  deadline  in  mind 
for  U.S.  companies— especially  the  oil 
firms— to  get  out  of  Libya? 

A.  Yes,  we  have  told  those  that 
have  a  share  in  oil  firms  in  Libya— there 
are  none  of  them,  I  think,  a  majority 
ovmer— that  they  are  to  dispose  of  their 
holdings  by  June  30th. 

Q.  You  and  Mrs.  Thatcher  worked 
so  hard  to  get  Libya  mentioned  in  the 
summit  declaration.  Syrian  President 
Assad  has  said  that  there  should  be 
more  terrorist  acts  against  Israel. 
Why  did  you  not  work  to  get  Syria 
mentioned  as  a  terrorist-sponsoring 
state? 

A.  Right  now  the  one  state  on  which 
we  all  have  irrefutable  evidence  of  their 
support  of  terrorist  acts— indeed,  we 
had  intelligence  information  that  knows 
in  advance  of  35  planned  operations 
backed  by  them.  So,  we  tagged  them. 
What  we  have  made  plain  is  that  if  we 
have  the  same  kind  of  irrefutable  evi- 
dence vdth  regard  to  other  countries, 
they  will  be  subjected  to  the  same 
treatment. 

Q.  I'd  like  to  go  back  to  the  ter- 
rorism statement  signed  at  the  sum- 
mit. The  leaders  did  agree  to  some 
specific  actions.  Most  of  them  are 
things  that  they  are  already  doing,  but 
they  explicitly  decided  not  to  endorse 
either  economic  sanctions  or  military 
action.  Are  you  saying  that  there  were 
some  secret  agreements  and  that  they 
have  approved  economic  sanctions  or 
military  action? 

A.  I  am  saying  that  in  our  discus- 
sions leading  to  what  we  really  wanted 
to  accomplish— and  that  was  a  recogni- 
tion that  instead  of  each  one  of  us  treat- 
ing with  this  alone,  we  are  going  to 
treat  with  it  on  a  united  front.  And  in 
those  discussions  we  discussed  all  the 
things  that  could  be  seen  as  possible 
tools  or  weapons  in  this  war  against  ter- 
rorism, but  we  didn't  feel  that  this  was 
something  that  you  put  down  in  a  plan. 


12 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


r^H 


You  then  treat  with  an  incident  in 
which  we  all  come  together  and  say, 
"Now,  what  are  the  things  here  that  we 
think  are  the  most  effective  to  use?" 

Q.  But,  if  I  might,  were  there  any 
commitments  made?  The  French  and 
the  Japanese  are  already  saying  they 
don't  view  this  summit  statement  as 
binding.  They'll  decide  to  do  whatever 
they  want  to  do. 

A.  As  far  as  I  know,  seven  heads  of 
state  agreed  to  a  statement  that  said 
that  we  believe  the  way  to  deal  with 
terrorism  is  on  a  unified  front,  that 
we're  in  this  all  together. 

Q.  There  are  those  in  the  Adminis- 
tration who  say  that  a  decision  has 
been  made  to  take  two  Poseidon  sub- 
marines out  of  service  to  observe  the 
limits  of  the  SALT  Treaty-the  unrati- 
fied treaty— when  that  deadline  comes 
around.  Can  you  tell  us  if  you  have 
made  the  decision,  or  if  it's  imminent, 
and  if,  when  you  do  make  it,  and  if 
you  do  do  that,  if  you're  going  to  say 
that  you're  going  the  extra  mile  once 
again? 

A.  No  decision  has  been  made.  And 
with  regard  to  the  two  submarines  you 
mentioned,  I  might  tell  you  that  no  deci- 
sion was  made  there  either.  But  a  deci- 
sion has  to  be  made  that  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  SALT  Treaty  restraints. 
The  thing  is  a  practical  question  of 
whether  it  is  better,  economically  and 
for  our  strength,  to  try  to  refurbish  two 
aging  submarines  or  whether  to  put 
them  out  of  action  simply  because  they 
are  no  longer  and  their  lifespan  is  so 
short.  And  we  haven't  made  the  deci- 
sion on  either  one  of  those  things  yet. 

Q.  But  it  sounds  like  you're  not 
going  to  characterize  it  as  going  the 
extra  mile  to  keep  on  observing  the 
SALT  Treaty  if  you  do  that. 

A.  No.  As  I  say,  no  decision  has 
been  made  on  either  one  of  these  two 
things. 

Q.  When  you  were  in  Indonesia, 
what  did  you  tell  President  Soeharto 
about  the  human  rights  situation 
there?  And  as  a  followup,  what  would 
you  like  the  Secretary  of  State  to 
carry  in  the  way  of  a  human  rights 
message  to  South  Korea  when  he  goes 
there  today? 


A.  I  have  to  say  with  regard  to  my 
conversations  with  Soeharto— and  I've 
always  believed  this  with  regard  to  hu- 
man rights  things  and  anyone  we're 
talking  with— I've  found  that  it's  far 
more  productive  if  quiet  diplomacy  is 
practiced  and  if  you  simply  discuss  those 
things  in  private.  So,  I  won't  refer  to 
that.  I  will  call  attention  to  the  fact, 
though,  that  with  all  of  the  criticisms 
that  are  being  made,  and  particularly 
since  the  issue  of  whether  some  report- 
ers could  or  could  not  land,  the  progress 
that  has  been  made  by  Indonesia,  the 
fact  that  they  have  become  totally  self- 
sufficient  in  providing  food  for  their  165 
million  people,  a  number  of  things  of 
this  kind,  the  economic  growth.  He  has 
much  to  be  proud  of  and  the  record  that 
has  been  established  by  his  government. 

Q.  If  you  won't  tell  us  what  you 
discussed,  can  you  say  whether  you 
brought  the  subject  up?  And  again  on 
South  Korea,  with  the  Secretary  going 
there  today,  will  those  be  discussed? 

A.  I  haven't  had  time  to  talk  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  or  he  to  me,  about 
what  he's  going  to  be  discussing  there 
in  South  Korea. 

Q.  You  say  the  allies  have  signed  a 
statement  pledging  joint  action  on  ter- 
rorism. Does  that  mean  that  precludes 
unilateral  American  military  action  in 
the  event  of  a  terrorist  attack?  And  a 
followup  to  an  earlier  question.  What 
exactly  is  the  state  of  the  solution  to 
the  Middle  East  problem,  the  Palestin- 
ian problem? 

A.  Let  me  just  say  that  with  regard 
to  the  first  question,  no,  there  wasn't 
anything  in  there  in  which  we  said  that 
we  would  try  to  preclude  some  nation 
from  acting.  We  simply  said  that  it 
shouldn't  be  dependent  on  a  single  na- 
tion to  try,  and  find  an  answer,  that  all 
of  us  were  united,  that  this  was  an  at- 
tack against  all  of  us. 

We  continue  to  try  and  have  tried  to 
be  helpful  in  bringing  about  peace 
negotiations  in  the  Middle  East.  And  we 
have  stated  from  the  first  and  still  state 
that  the  solution  to  the  Palestinian 
problem  must  be  a  part  of  any  peace 
settlement.  We  haven't  retreated  from 
that. 


Q.  While  you've  been  here,  you've 
been  losing  ground  in  the  Senate.  The 
Senate  voted  against  arm  sales  to  the 
Saudis,  and  the  Senate  tax  committee 
has  approved  a  plan  that  abolishes 
capital  gains  and  does  quite  a  few 
other  things  that  you  said  you're  not 
for.  What  are  you  going  to  do  about 
it? 

A.  Let  them  just  wait  till  the  old 
man  gets  home— [laughter]— and  see 
what  happens  to  'em. 

Q.  Exactly,  on  taxes,  what  part  of 
what  the  Senate  committee  is  doing 
are  you  going  to  try  to  change? 

A.  On  the  tax  reform?  There  are  a 
few  things  in  there  I've  got  some  ques- 
tions about,  but  haven't  had  time  to 
really  study  in  depth  with  all  that's 
been  going  on  here.  I  have  to  tell  you 
that,  over  all,  I  think  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee's  tax  plan  basically 
meets  the  four  requirements  that  I  had 
always  set  down  for  a  tax  reform.  And  I 
find  that,  overall,  it  is  far  superior  to 
the  House  version.  And  I  think  that, 
very  likely,  I  can  find  myself  supporting 
the  Senate  committee's  version.  I  hope 
it  comes  out  to  the  floor.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  there's  a  possibility  it  may  have, 
and  they  may  be  voting  on  it  right  now. 

Q.  In  your  discussion  with  the  al- 
lied leaders,  did  they  tell  you  of  any 
specific,  new  economic  measures  they 
plan  to  take  shortly  against  Libya? 
And  if  they  did,  how  soon? 

A.  Again,  I  would  be  violating  a  con- 
fidence. All  of  them  were  talking  about 
their  problems,  their  relationship  with 
Libya;  and  many  of  them  were  making 
suggestions  as  to  what  they  thought 
they  were  going  to  do.  But  I  don't  think 
that  I  should  be  quoting  them  or  mak- 
ing that  public,  because  those  were  in 
private  conversations. 
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Q.  As  you  know,  your  government 
has  information  suggesting  that  the 
perpetrator  of  the  Berlin  disco  bomb- 
ing got  the  explosives  from  the  Syri- 
ans. Do  you  intend  the  agreement  that 
you  all  signed  here  this  week  as  a 
warning  to  the  Syrian  Government  as 
well  as  to  the  Libyan  Government? 

A.  We  think  that  this  agreement 
that  we  signed,  yes,  is  one  that  is  say- 
ing to  those  other  countries  which 
there's  reason  to  suspect  have  if  not 
openly  supported,  certainly  not  dis- 
couraged terrorism  coming  from  their 
countries.  We  intend  this  to  make  them 
think  also  and  realize  that  they're  cov- 
ered by  this  agreement,  that  they  vrill 
have  to  face  all  of  us  united  if  we  get 
evidence  that  they  are  doing  this. 

Q.  Do  the  various  enforcement 
measures  contained  in  the  statement 
apply  to  suspected  terrorists  of  other 
countries,  other  than  Libya?  For  in- 
stance, if  Washington  or  London  were 
to  expel,  say,  three  Syrian  diplomats 
for  alleged  terrorist  activity,  would 
Paris  be  required  to  deny  them  diplo- 
matic status  as  well? 

A.  Here  again  is  a  decision  that 
would  then  be  made  by  all  of  us.  And  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  without  waiting  for  in- 
cidents in  a  particular  locale— whether 
to  start  at  least  reducing  their  personnel 
or  sending  them  home  entirely,  that  is  a 
decision  that  we  vdll  all  make.  And  that 
is  one  of  the  things  that  needs  to  be 
done. 


Q.  You  and  Mrs.  Thatcher  man- 
aged in  1984  to  get  through  a  state- 
ment on  terrorism  that,  at  the  time, 
you  considered  quite  forceful.  And  yet 
the  incidents  of  terrorism  increased, 
and  you  didn't  get  cooperation  on  the 
April  15th  raid.  Is  there  any  reason  to 
think  that  this  time  it  would  be  differ- 
ent, that  the  allies  would  be  willing  to 
do  what  they  seemed  to  be  unwilling 
to  do  the  last  time  after  passing  a 
declaration  like  this? 

A.  I  think  there  is  reason  to  believe 
that  because  we  have  all  seen  the  evi- 
dence and  we've  all  seen  the  fact  that 
the  victims  of  the  terrorist  attacks  and 
the  place  where  the  attacks  take  place 
are  such  that  almost  any  incident  in- 
volves more  than  one  country  to  begin 
with,  that  they— as  I  said  last  year, 
together  vrith  sharing  intelligence  vrith 
other  countries,  we  were  able  to  abort 
126  planned  terrorist  acts. 

Now  we,  as  I  say,  have  evidence 
ourselves  of  35  planned  attacks,  but 
they're  in  a  number  of  countries.  And  in 
many  instances,  however,  the  targets 
would  be  specifically  Americans,  but  in 
other  countries.  The  incident  in 
France— and  I  had  to  congratulate  Presi- 
dent Mitterrand  on  it— they  discovered 
this  incident  that  was  to  take  place  very 
shortly.  And  this  was  when  they  ex- 
pelled the  members.  It  was  for  this  rea- 
son. Through  the  Libyan  organization 
that  they— they  don't  use  the  word 
"embassy,"  but  it  amounts  to  that  in 
Paris— weapons  had  been  provided  to 
terrorists  who  were  then  going  to  set 
up— and  outside  the  American  Embassy 


where  people  line  up  to  go  in  and  get 
visas  to  come  to  America.  Those  aren't 
Americans.  They  don't  need  visas  if 
they're  Americans.  So,  those  innocent 
people  of  whatever  nationality,  probably 
predominantly  French,  were  going  to  be 
mowed  down  with  small  arms  fire  and 
hand  grenades.  And  that  was  aborted, 
and  they  sent  the  diplomats  home  and 
are  sending  additional  ones  home.  But, 
again,  it  reveals  that  we  all  have  come 
to  an  awareness  that  we're  all  targets. 

Q.  You  compared  our  relationship 
with  France  to  a  marriage  that  can 
have  some  problems.  Do  you  think  the 
next  time  we  need  French  airspace 
they're  going  to  say  yes,  or  are  we 
headed  for  a  divorce?  [Laughter] 

A.  That's  one  of  the  wonderful 
things  that  came  out  of  this  summit. 
There  may  and  will,  I'm  quite  sure,  be 
differences  here  and  there  between 
countries  on  a  method  or  what  to  do. 
But  I  don't  see  a  divorce  in  the  offing.  I 
think  the  marriage  is  happier  than  I've 
ever  seen  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  people 
who  have  been  familiar  vrith  more  sum- 
mits than  I  have  said  the  same  thing 
that  I  have  said.  Of  all  the  six  I've 
attended,  I  never  have  attended  one  in 
which  the  sense  of  unity  and  the  cordial- 
ity between  us  in— whatever  differences, 
they  were  more  of  how  to  accompHsh 
something  than  whether  to  accomplish 
something.  And  we  are  all  going  home 
pretty  much  inspired  by  that. 


iPress  release  100  of  May  3,  1986. 

^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  12. 

3Press  release  103  of  May  8. 

"Prime  Minister  Nakasone  read  the  decla- 
ration to  news  correspondents  assembled  in 
the  Hotel  New  Otani  in  the  presence  of  the 
other  summit  participants  (text  from  Weekly 
Compilation  of  Presidential  Documents  of 
May  12).  ■ 
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Visit  to  Indonesia 


President  Reagan  departed  the  United  States 

April  28,  1986,  and  arrived  in  Bali  on  April  29. 

Following  is  the  address  he  made 

before  the  ministerial  meeting  of 

the  Association  of  South  East  Asian  Nations  (ASEAN), 

Secretary  Shultz's  news  briefing, 

and  the  President's  dinner  toast. 


President's  Address 
Before  ASEAN 
Ministerial  Meeting, 
May  1,  19861 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  discuss 
with  you  the  wide  range  of  issues  that 
are  of  mutual  concern  to  our  peoples. 
Since  coming  to  the  Presidency,  I  have 
stressed  enterprise,  not  redistribution, 
as  the  best  means  of  improving  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  any  counti-y.  I've 
emphasized  the  importance  of  free  peo- 
ple cooperating  together  to  meet  the 
serious  challenges  that  are  loose  in  the 
world  today.  Our  talks,  then,  have  par- 
ticular relevance.  Since  its  founding  in 
1967,  ASEAN  has  been  a  shining  exam- 
ple of  enterprise  and  cooperation. 

It  was  my  honor  earlier  to  have  met 
and  conferred  with  [Indonesian]  Presi- 
dent Soeharto.  Our  discussions  were 
friendly  and  carried  out  with  the  mutual 
respect  one  would  expect  between  the 
leaders  of  two  gi-eat  nations.  I  am  confi- 
dent that  our  discussions  will  be  in  the 
same  spirit— I  mean  our  discussions 
here.  And  I'm  looking  forward  to  hear- 
ing your  views. 

You  know,  there  is  a  story  back  in 
the  United  States  about  two  men  out  in 
the  woods  on  a  hike.  And  they  saw  a 
large  bear  coming  over  the  hill  directly 
toward  them.  And  one  of  them  sat 
down,  took  off  his  knapsack,  reached  in, 
got  out  a  pair  of  tennis  shoes,  and 
started  to  put  them  on.  And  the  other 
one  looked  and  says,  "You  don't  think 
that  putting  on  those  tennis  shoes— 
you're  going  to  be  able  to  outrun  that 
bear?"  He  said,  "I  don't  have  to  outrun 
the  bear;  I  only  have  to  outrun  you." 
[Laughter] 


If  there  is  a  bear  coming  over  the 
hill,  unlike  that  hiker,  the  American  peo- 
ple can  be  counted  on  to  stick  with  our 
friends.  We  won't  put  on  running  shoes. 
[Laughter]  Standing  together,  we  can 
make  certain  the  people  of  this  region 
remain  free  and  secure. 

Today  there  is  an  ever-increasing 
recognition  that  our  futures  are  linked 
in  so  many  ways.  Two  ASEAN  mem- 
bers, Thailand  and  the  Philippines,  are 
treaty  allies.  All  of  you  are  friends  with 
whom  we  work  closely.  The  United 
States  sees  ASEAN's  unity  and  deci- 
siveness as  an  example  to  other  free 
people.  The  ASEAN  collective  voice  of 
responsible  international  behavior  has 
been  amplified  throughout  the  world, 
and  I  am  here  to  listen  to  you.  Support 
for  and  cooperation  with  ASEAN  is  a 
linchpin  of  American  Pacific  policy. 

Nowhere  has  your  leadership  been 
more  inspiring  than  in  molding  the 
world's  response  to  the  Vietnamese 
invasion  and  occupation  of  Cambodia. 
After  the  collapse  of  South  Vietnam, 
ASEAN  took  a  strong  stand  against 
Vietnam  expansionism.  When  Vietnam 
invaded  Cambodia  in  1978,  you  recog- 
nized the  threat  and  acted  quickly.  The 
strength  of  your  commitment  and  the 
direction  you've  provided  on  this  vital 
issue  have  been  much  admired  by  the 
United  States. 

In  1981  ASEAN  organized  the  In- 
ternational Conference  on  Kampuchea. 
We  continue  to  support  the  basic  princi- 
ples for  the  settlement  of  the  Cambo- 
dian situation  agreed  upon  at  that 
conference:  the  complete  withdrawal  of 
Vietnamese  forces  under  international 
supervision;  the  restoration  of  Cambo- 
dian independence,  sovereignty,  and  ter- 
ritorial integrity;  a  Cambodian  Govern- 
ment chosen  in  free  elections  under  in- 
ternational auspices. 


ASEAN's  efforts  are  consistent  with 
American  desires  to  bring  peaceful  reso- 
lution to  the  tragic  cycle  of  events  that 
has  plagued  the  Cambodian  people.  We 
continue  to  believe  a  negotiated  settle- 
ment with  ASEAN  is  in  Vietnam's  in- 
terest and  in  the  best  interest  of 
everyone  in  the  region.  We  are  pre- 
pared to  participate  constructively  in  a 
regional  settlement  and  call  upon  Viet- 
nam to  answer  your  reasonable  pro- 
posals for  negotiations.  The  contrast 
between  the  economic  conditions  prevail- 
ing in  Vietnam  and  ASEAN  is  striking. 
Their  continued  occupation  of  Cambodia 
is  simply  widening  this  gap  each  day. 
Cambodia  is,  of  course,  something  we 
will  discuss  further  this  afternoon  along 
with  other  issues  of  regional  and  global 
importance. 

In  approaching  our  discussions,  let 
me  just  say  the  United  States  considers 
itself  a  Pacific  rim  country,  with  a 
heavy  stake  in  the  outcome  of  events  in 
this  region.  The  Philippines,  for  exam- 
ple, is  a  country  with  which  the  United 
States  has  deep  and  abiding  ties.  We 
hope  that  recent  events  there  will  in- 
crease the  chances  of  unity  through 
democracy  and  enable  the  Philippine 
people,  to  a  greater  degree,  to  join  in 
the  economic  advances  so  apparent 
throughout  the  region.  Before  I  left 
Washington,  we  announced  a  Philippine 
aid  package  to  help  our  Filipino  friends 
during  this  difficult  period. 

This  region's  economic  stature  con- 
tinues to  grow.  Collectively,  ASEAN  is 
now  the  United  States'  fifth  largest 
trading  partner.  Our  trade  with  you,  as 
with  all  of  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific,  is 
growing  faster  than  with  any  other 
region  of  the  world.  When  this  organiza- 
tion was  founded  back  in  1967,  our  an- 
nual trade  was  running  at  less  than  $2 
billion.  In  1985  U.S.-ASEAN  trade 
reached  $23.5  billion. 
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President  Reagan  and  Secretary  Shultz  give  their  attention  to  Philippine  Vice  President 
Laurel,  chairman  of  the  ASEAN  ministerial  meeting.  Seated  behind  the  President  are  (left 
to  right)  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  Gaston  J.  Sigur, 
Jr.,  the  President's  national  security  adviser  Adm.  John  M.  Poindexter,  and  the  Presi- 
dent's Chief  of  Staff  Donald  Regan. 


As  you  are  all  aware,  there  is  grow- 
ing pressure  in  many  industrial  coun- 
tries to  restrict  trade.  I'm  certain  you 
agree  that  any  substantial  cut  in  the 
commerce  between  nations  would  be  an 
unmitigated  disaster.  It  is  only  right 
that  we  are  meeting  prior  to  the  12th 
economic  summit  in  Tokyo.  One  of  the 
messages  I  am  bringing  to  the  economic 
summit  concerns  the  necessity  of  keep- 
ing open  the  avenues  of  world  trade. 
This  is  something  that  the  United 
States  and  ASEAN  should  work  closely 
together  to  achieve.  It  is  fundamental  to 
the  well-being  of  both  our  peoples. 

As  part  of  my  preparation  for  the 
economic  summit,  I'm  also  looking  for- 
ward to  hearing  today  your  thoughts  on 
issues  that  the  summit  conferees  should 
keep  in  mind  as  concerns  of  the  coun- 
tries of  ASEAN.  We  are  pleased,  as  a 
Pacific  rim  partner,  to  take  your  ideas 
to  the  meeting  in  Tokyo. 

Our  progress  has  been  based  on 
freeing,  not  restricting,  man's  com- 
merce, energy,  and  creativity.  A  strong 
commitment  to  the  principles  of  freedom 
and  independence,  and  a  fundamental 
trust  in  free  enterprise  and  open  mar- 
kets, have  propelled  ASEAN  countries 
far  beyond  what  others  would  have 
thought  possible.  The  decisionmakers  of 
your  countries  have  proven  their  wis- 
dom and  good  sense.  But  I  have  a  favor 


to  ask.  I  think  the  leaders  of  the  de- 
veloping world  could  use  your  advice. 
You  know,  give  a  man  a  fish  and  he 
won't  be  hungry  today,  but  teach  him 
how  to  fish  and  he'll  never  be  hungry 
again.  You  can  do  a  great  service  by 
telling  others,  especially  those  trying  to 
improve  their  lot,  how  to  follow  the 
path  of  personal  incentives  to  economic 
progress. 

I  would  like  to  mention  the  humani- 
tarian issue  of  great  personal  concern  to 
me,  my  Administration,  and  the  Ameri- 
can people.  It  is  about  our  men  still 
missing  in  action  from  the  Vietnam  war. 
Vietnam's  recent,  apparent  attempt  to 
link  this  last  vestige  of  the  war  to  other 
issues  is  a  great  disappointment  to  us. 
We  were  pleased  with  the  evident  prog- 
ress over  the  past  year.  It  indicated 
Hanoi  had  agreed  with  us  that  resolu- 
tion of  this  issue  was  in  their  national 
interest.  We  appreciate  all  that  you 
have  done  to  help  us  on  this,  and  we 
hope  that  Vietnam  vdll  soon  resume 
these  important  talks. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  say  the 
United  States  is  proud  to  be  a  partner 
with  ASEAN  in  the  quest  for  peace, 
freedom,  and  greater  prosperity.  I  am 
looking  forward  to  our  meeting  this  af- 
ternoon and  to  the  continuing  close  rela- 
tionship between  our  governments  and 
people. 


Secretary's 
News  Briefing, 
May  1,  19862 

The  President  and  Mrs.  Reagan  are 
coming  toward  the  end  of  their  visit  to 
Indonesia  with  the  Indonesian  Govern- 
ment and  vrith  the  Foreign  Ministers  of 
ASEAN. 

This  has  been  a  fine  occasion  for  the 
President  and  Mrs.  Reagan  to  renew 
their  friendship  vrith  President  and  Mrs. 
Soeharto,  which  goes  back  to  their  visit 
to  Jakarta  in  1973,  and,  of  course,  Presi- 
dent Soeharto  was  in  Washington  in 
1982.  And  so  we  have  enjoyed  that  in- 
teraction. Of  course,  we  are  very  im- 
pressed vrith  the  hospitality  of  the 
Indonesians  and  the  beauty  and  the  ex- 
traordinary setting  that  we're  in  here  in 
Bali. 

In  the  course  of  the  meetings- 
turning  to  the  substantive  side  of  it— 
between  the  President's  lengthy  private 
meeting  with  President  Soeharto  and 
the  meetings  that  went  on  simultaneous- 
ly with  the  Indonesian  delegation  and 
the  U.S.  delegation,  earlier  meetings 
with  the  Foreign  Minister  and  our  in- 
dividual meetings— mine  vrith  the 
ASEAN  Foreign  Ministers,  the  Presi- 
dent's meeting  with  [Philippine]  Vice 
President  Laurel  and  then  the  meeting 
he's  just  concluded  with  all  of  the 
ASEAN  members— there  was  a  tremen- 
dous amount  of  substance  covered  and 
let  me  just  indicate  quickly  the  nature 
of  it. 

In  the  'discussions  vrith  the  Indo- 
nesians on  the  economic  side,  we  dis- 
cussed the  Tokyo  summit— and  I  might 
just  say,  skipping  ahead,  the  ASEAN 
countries  submitted  a  memoir  to  the 
President  giving  their  views  about  mat- 
ters to  be  covered  in  the  Tokyo  summit. 
We  discussed  the  problem  of  protec- 
tionism, and  they  expressed  their  ap- 
preciation and  admiration  for  the 
President's  strong  stand  on  that.  We 
brought  up  our  interest  and  concern 
about  intellectual  property  rights.  There 
was  a  lot  of  discussion  of  the  desire  for 
U.S.  investment  in  this  part  of  the 
world  and  in  Indonesia,  and  we  dis- 
cussed the  conditions  that  we  thought 
would  be  advantageous  and  help  to 
bring  that  about.  They  expressed  their 
concern  that  the  communications  satel- 
lite that  serves  Indonesia  go  up,  and  the 
President  assured  them  that  we  under- 
stand their  problem  and  we  understand 
our  responsibihties,  and  we  hope  that 
we'll  be  able  to  work  that  out.  We  dis- 
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cussed  the  whole  subject  of  financial 
assistance,  debt  problems  around  the 
world,  and  their  great  interest  in  the 
Baker  plan. 

On  the  political  side,  of  course,  there 
is  a  great  preoccupation  here  and 
throughout  the  region  with  the  prob- 
lems of  Cambodia  and  Vietnam's  occu- 
pation of  Cambodia  and  invasion  of 
Cambodia.  The  associated  issues  involv- 
ing refugees  were  explored.  We  ex- 
pressed our  appreciation  for  the 
Indonesian  help  in  our  POW/MIA  is- 
sues, and  that's  true  of  the  other 
ASEAN  Foreign  Ministers  as  well.  The 
Indonesians  were  interested  in  talking 
about  developments  in  the  Philippines 
and  the  outlook  there. 

We  took  the  occasion  in  all  of  the 
meetings  with  the  Foreign  Ministers 
and  in  our  meeting  this  morning  with 
the  Indonesians  and  the  President  with 
President  Soeharto  to  describe  the 
developments  in  terrorism,  the  culpabil- 
ity of  Libya,  clearcut,  and  the  strong 
evidence  to  show  the  nature  of  the 
problem  as  we  see  it. 

We  also  made  plain  our  view  of  free- 
dom of  the  press,  which  is  different 
from  the  view  here.  And  we  always 
have  a  continuing  quiet  dialogue  on 
problems  in  the  general  human  rights 
area,  and  we  see,  I  think,  some  good  de- 
velopments with  which  we  hope  our  pri- 
vate diplomacy  may  have  some  benefit. 

On  the  ASEAN  meeting,  you  heard, 
of  course,  the  public  statements  that 
were  made  in  the  private  meeting.  The 
emphasis  was  on  four  different  subjects, 
as  the  ASEAN  Foreign  Minister  orga- 
nized the  meeting. 

First,  economic  matters;  again,  the 
problem  of  protection.  They're  very  glad 
to  hear  the  President's  strongly  reiter- 
ated views  about  the  dangers  to  the 
world  economic  system  of  protection  and 
the  strength  of  his  view  of  fighting  it. 
Their  interest  in  the  Baker  plan  was  ex- 
pressed and  the  importance  of  economic 
expansion  as  the  way  to  get  at  the 
problems  of  the  world  economy.  They're 
concerned,  of  course,  about  commodity 
prices,  which  have  remained  at  low 
levels,  and  particularly  in  the  case  of 
Thailand,  the  problems  created,  as  they 
fear  them  anyway,  coming  from  our  re- 
cent farm  bill  and  having  to  do  with 
markets  for  rice. 

There  was  a  considerable  discussion 
of  the  Cambodia  issue.  And  they  de- 
scribed their  three-pronged  approach, 
with  which  we  agree  and  which  we  sup- 
port strongly,  namely  to  do  everything 
possible  to  help  the  opposition  of  the 


Cambodians,  the  opposition  to  Vietnam's 
occupation,  help  that  opposition  be  cohe- 
sive and  strong  and  represent  a  force 
able  to  create  new  facts  on  the  ground 
and  pressure  in  the  situation. 

Second,  to  be  ready  for  a  political 
solution  if  a  political  solution  consistent 
with  the  objectives  that  ASEAN  has  set 
out,  namely  that  there  be  a  removal  of 
Vietnamese  troops  and  the  emergence 
of  a  government  in  Cambodia  that 
reflects  the  will  of  the  Cambodian  peo- 
ple. If  such  a  political  solution  can  be 
worked  out,  then  certainly  we  and  they 
want  to  see  that  happen.  In  the  mean- 
time, in  addition  to  the  opposition,  the 
cohesion  of  that,  we  agree  on  the  impor- 
tance of  isolating  Vietnam  diplomati- 
cally—as has  been  done— and  economi- 
cally. I  might  say  the  contrast  between 
the  spectacular  economic  developments 
which  are  there  despite  current 
problems  in  the  ASEAN  region,  as  con- 
trasted with  the  virtual  no-progress- 
whatever  in  Vietnam  is  quite  striking. 

And  third,  they  wanted  to  talk  about 
and  did  talk  about  China's  role  in 
Southeast  Asia,  and  they  expressed 
their  sense  of— on  the  one  hand  welcom- 
ing the  modernization  program  and 
perhaps  the  interest  in  stability  that 
comes  with  that,  and  on  the  other  hand 
being  conscious  of  the  size  of  China  and 
the  indigenous  populations  and  the 
potential  problem  that  that  might  repre- 
sent for  them.  They  expressed  that  to 
the  President  and  he  expressed  our  own 
view  of  the  importance  of  working  with 
China  as  it  tries  to  undertake— does 
undertake  its  own  modernization 
program. 

Finally,  they  talked  about  the  Soviet 
Union's  interest  in  the  region  and  they, 
as  they  said,  are  not  fooled  in  any  way 
by  recent  developments.  And  they  see 
the  dilemma  of  the  Soviet  Union  in  ap- 
proaching them,  namely,  that  on  the  one 
hand  as  long  as  the  Soviets  retain  Cam- 
bodia and  destabilize  the  region,  there's 
no  way  they  can  expect  to  be  on  reason- 
able terms  with  the  balance  of  the  coun- 
tries in  the  region.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
there  is  the  kind  of  settlement  that  the 
ASEAN  countries  think  is  a  proper  one, 
then  that  may  shift  the  Soviets'  in- 
fluence in  Vietnam.  They  have  a  dilem- 
ma, and  they  described  that  in  some 
detail. 

Let  me  just  say  again  how  worth- 
while I  believe  the  meetings  here  have 
been,  and  I  know  that  the  President 
shares  that  view.  He's  found  them  to  be 
interesting  and  rewarding  and  looks  for- 
ward to  the  dinner  tonight  and  then  off 
to  the  summit  meeting  in  Tokyo. 


Q.  Since  the  issue  of  the  nuclear 
accident  did  come  up  with  President 
Soeharto,  can  you  tell  us  whether  they 
are  his— at  this  point,  that  any  Soviet 
response— further  information  to  our 
request  for  details  and  response  to  our 
offer  of  assistance? 

A.  The  Soviet  nuclear  disaster  did 
not  play  any  particular  role  in  the  con- 
versations today.  Insofar  as  the  Presi- 
dent's message  to  Gorbachev  and  offer 
of  assistance  is  concerned,  they  did  re- 
ply that  they  appreciated  the  offer  and 
they  don't  sense  any  need  for  it  at  this 
point.  So,  we've  had  that  exchange. 

Q.  And  have  they  given  us  any 
more  information  about  the  casual- 
ties, the  damage,  whether  or  not— 

A.  They  provided  some  information, 
but  we  are  gathering  information  our- 
selves from  photography,  from,  of 
course,  the  measurements  in  the  region 
of  the  radioactivity  and  various  other 
ways  in  which  we  are  accumulating  in- 
formation. And  I  think  by  this  time,  we 
have  a  much  fuller  picture  than  the 
Soviets  are  presenting  to  us  or,  for  that 
matter,  to  their  own  people. 

One  of  the  things  about  this  kind  of 
accident,  with  all  of  the  cross-border  im- 
plications and  the  existence  in  the  air  of 
the  radioactive  discharge,  is  that  you 
can't  hide  it.  And  so  it's  become  quite 
apparent  to  everyone  around  the  world. 

Q.  What  is  your  view  of  the  Soviet 
obligation  to  inform  the  rest  of  the 
world  about  this  accident  and  about 
its  obligation  to  seek  what  best  help  it 
could  get?  And,  secondly,  what  is  your 
feeling  about  whether  the  Soviets  are 
living  up  to  the  obligation? 

A.  I  think  any  country  has  an  obliga- 
tion when  something  happens  in  that 
country  that  has  cross-border  definite 
implications.  It's  an  obligation  to  inform 
the  other  countries  which  will  be 
affected— in  this  case  it  is,  for  all  intents 
and  purposes,  a  worldwide  potential  im- 
plication, anyway,  to  provide  informa- 
tion and  to  do  so  promptly.  And  we 
don't  think  that  they  have  provided  as 
full  and  prompt  information  as  they 
should  have.  They  are  providing  some 
information.  I  suppose  you  have  to  allow 
for  the  fact  that  when  something  like 
this  happens,  you  don't  know  exactly 
what  has  happened  immediately  and 
you're  busy  coping  with  the  immediate 
problem.  Nevertheless,  by  this  time  the 
fact  is  from  our  own  sources  we  know 
more  than  the  Soviet  Union  has  told  us 
or  other  countries,  and  we  think  they 
should  be  posting  us  fully. 
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Q.  But  can  you  give  us  an  idea  of 
the  magnitude  of  the  disaster  then, 
particularly  on  casualties?  Have  there 
been  sizable  casualties? 

A.  I  can't  give  you  anything  that  I 
would  feel  comfortable  in  doing.  I  think 
the  scope  of  the  accident  is  certainly  a 
major  one,  and  our  own  pictures  give  us 
information  that  suggests  the  casualty 
rates  are  higher  than  those  that  have 
been  announced  by  the  Soviet  Union  so 
far  by  a  good  measure.  But  as  far  as  be- 
ing precise  and  able  to  give  numbers 
and  so  on,  we're  not  in  a  position  to  do 
that. 

Q.  When  the  Soviets  told  us  they 
had  no  need  of  assistance  at  this  time, 
did  they  continue  to  say  they  had  it 
under  control  or  simply  was  it  that 
they  didn't  want  the  United  States  to 
help? 

A.  The  suggestion  of  the  response 
was  that  they  were  adequately  equipped 
to  deal  with  the  problem. 

Q.  Do  you  think  they  are? 

A.  They  have  a  problem  on  their 
hands,  and  I  hope  that  they  are  because 
a  continued  evolution  of  the  problem 
without  getting  it  taken  care  of  poses  an 
increasing  level  of  threat,  particularly  to 
their  neighbors— I  might  say,  to  them- 
selves, because  the  prevailing  winds  will 
tend,  eventually,  to  take  the  radioactive 
waste  over  the  Soviet  Union,  rather 
than  over  Europe. 

Q.  Earlier  today  we  were  told  that 
the  Soviets  had  expressed  appreciation 
but  had  not  responded.  You  are  saying 
now  that  they  have  responded.  Can 
you  give  us  some  indication  of  how 
and  where  this  took  place  in  the  5 
hours  between  that  briefing  and  this? 

A.  I  don't  know  about  what  was  said 
in  the  last  briefing  and  I  can't  pin  down 
the  precise  time,  but  their  senior  person 
in  Washington,  Sokolov,  gave  us  the 
response  and  it  was,  in  a  sense,  oral 
talking  points  and  I  read  it  this  morning 
sometime.  But  I  can't  pin  down  exactly 
when  I  read  it.  When  exactly  what  hap- 
pened, I'm  not  too  sure.  At  any  rate  the 
response  was  some  additional  informa- 
tion and  a  statement  that  they  appreci- 
ated our  offer  and  that  they  felt  they 
had  what  they  needed  to  deal  with  their 
problem. 

Q.  They  didn't  leave  it  open  for 
possible  acceptance  of  help  later  on? 
It  was  just  a  simple  thanks,  but  no 
thanks? 

A.  As  I  just  finished  saying,  I  think, 
it  was  more  than  that.  It  was  a  state- 
ment that  they  felt  they  had  the  knowl- 


edge and  the  equipment  to  deal  with  the 
problem.  Maybe  they  will  come  to  a 
different  conclusion.  That  remains  to  be 
seen. 

Q.  There's  a  report,  as  you  may 
know,  of  casualties  being  taken  to 
Sweden  or  the  Swedish  Government 
being  sounded  out  about  this.  Do  you 
have  anything  on  that?  And  do  you 
have  anything  on  a  second  disaster  in 
another  one  of  the  nuclear  units  at 
that  site? 

A.  I  don't.  I've  seen  the  reports. 
I've  also  seen  people  skeptical— I'm 
speaking  of  the  second  question- 
skeptical  about  that  and  I  don't  think 
that  we  are  in  a  position  to  make  any 
statement  worth  reporting  on  at  this 
point.  As  far  as  the  request  to  Sweden 
is  concerned,  I  haven't  heard  that  and 
presumably  if  those  have  been  made, 
and  the  Swedish  announce  them,  that 
will  be  a  fact.  But  that's  for  the  Swedes 
to  announce.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  The  on-going  exchange  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  over  this  accident  and  the 
impact  on  the  Soviets  themselves,  how 
would  you  expect  this  to  affect  talks, 
for  instance,  in  the  arms  area?  Any 
at  all? 

A.  Of  course,  this  is  a  major  acci- 
dent at  one  of  their  nuclear  power 
plants.  I  might  say,  first  of  all,  that  in 
our  own  nuclear  power  industry  and  the 
nuclear  power  plants  that  we  operate  on 
ships  and  submarines,  we  have— on  the 
ships  and  submarines— never  had  an  ac- 
cident or,  in  fact,  in  the  nuclear  power 
industry,  an  accident  in  which  anyone 
was  killed.  Our  safety  record  is  extraor- 
dinary in  the  handling  of  nuclear  power. 
I  think  we  all  realize  that  people  around 
the  world  are  afraid  of  nuclear  war  be- 
cause of  its  direct  impact,  obviously,  and 
because  of  the  kind  of  fallout  from  it. 

Let  me  just  take  the  occasion  to  say, 
from  our  standpoint,  that  we  believe 
that  it  is  essential  that  we  confront 
these  issues  of  the  large  arsenals  of 
nuclear  weapons.  And  it's  with  these 
concerns  in  mind  that  the  President  has 
called  for  the  total  elimination  of 
intermediate-range  nuclear  missiles— 
that  he's  called  for  a  radical  reduction  in 
strategic  nuclear  arms,  including  those 
that  are  the  most  threatening  and 
destabilizing. 

We  were  glad  to  have  the  agree- 
ment at  the  Geneva  summit  vdth  Mr. 
Gorbachev  that  50%  reduction  should  be 
the  intermediate  goal,  and  obviously,  we 
have  to  have  the  reductions  in  things 
that  will  be  stable  as  we  come  down. 


And  we  also  welcome  the  ultimate  goal 
of  completely  eliminating  nuclear 
weapons.  I  think  that  while  this  accident 
has  to  do  with  nuclear  power  and  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  nuclear  arma- 
ments as  such,  it's  that  problem  in  the 
backs  of  people's  minds  that's  gnawing 
away  at  the  world.  We  completely  un- 
derstand it,  and  it  is  a  reason  why  the 
President  has  been  so  concerned  that  in 
our  negotiations  we  do  not  seek  control, 
in  the  sense  of  controlling  the  increases, 
but  reductions  and  really  get  at  it.  I 
hope  that  when  our  negotiators  go  back 
to  Geneva  as  they  will  next  week,  or 
middle  of  May,  that  we  will  have  a  very 
active  negotiating  round.  No  reason  why 
it  can't  go  forward. 

Q.  Why  doesn't  the  President  use 
the  "Hot  Line"  and  try  to  talk  to 
Gorbachev  directly  about  this  nuclear 
accident? 

A.  There's  no  reason  to  do  that. 
There's  no  threat,  no  major  misunder- 
standing. That  would  be  a  misuse  of  the 
"Hot  Line." 

Q.  Could  you  tell  us  a  little  more 
about  the  President's  meeting  with 
Vice  President  Laurel  and,  specifi- 
cally, did  Mr.  Laurel  ask  the  Presi- 
dent for  reassurances  that  he,  in  fact, 
recognizes  and  supports  the  Aquino 
government?  And  did  the  President 
make  the  point  of  offering  those 
assurances? 

A.  We,  of  course,  recognized  the 
Aquino  government  very  quickly  when 
it  assumed  office,  from  Washington,  and 
the  President  wants  to  see  the  govern- 
ment that  the  Philippine  people  have 
put  there  be  successful  and  he  has  said 
that.  And  I  think  Mr.  Laurel  was  glad 
to  have  him  say  that  again,  which 
he  did. 

We  discussed  their  concerns  about 
economic  development  and  our  readiness 
to  help  in  that.  I  think  that,  as  with  all 
countries,  economic  development  starts 
with  what  you  do  yourself  and  we're 
very  pleased  to  see  the  strong  efforts 
being  made  by  the  Finance  Minister, 
Mr.  Ongpin,  in  that  regard.  We  dis- 
cussed the  insurgency  and  the  difficul- 
ties with  a  cease-fire— that  is,  the 
Philippine  Government  has  been  ceasing 
fire,  but  the  insurgents  haven't.  And  so 
there's  a  genuine  military  problem.  We 
discussed  military  reform  which  is 
proceeding.  And,  of  course,  the  very  im- 
portant and  increasingly,  apparently, 
precise  timetable  for  the  establishment 
of  a  new  constitution,  for  a  vote  on  it  by 
the  Philippine  people,  and  then  an  elec- 
tion which  they  hope  to  have  held  be- 
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fore  the  middle  of  November.  I  think 
that's  very  constructive. 

Q.  Did  he  ask  for  the  President's 
help  in  the  Philippine  Government's 
efforts  to  recover  Marcos'  assets? 

A.  The  questions  posed  by  that  are 
basically  matters  that  will  be  handled, 
as  the  President  has  said  right  from  the 
outset,  by  Philippine  law,  by  U.S.  law, 
and  international  law.  And  that  is  the 
manner  in  which  we  think  it  should 
proceed. 

Q.  You've  twice  mentioned  the 
fact  that  the  ASEAN  nations  thanked 
President  Reagan  and  appreciated  his 
comments  on  protectionism.  In  the 
public  statements  that  we  were  al- 
lowed to  hear,  we  heard  a  reference 
by  Foreign  Minister  Mochtar  to  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  professed  anti- 
protectionism  policy  and  then  a  litany 
of  problems  on  commodities  and  other 
trade  problems.  Was  the  President 
able  to  offer  anything,  any  deeds,  to 
support  the  words  that  he  has  offered 
them  on  protectionism? 

A.  The  President  doesn't  need  to 
offer  anything.  The  President's  record  is 
right  there  for  everybody  to  see— in  the 
vetoes,  most  recently,  of  the  textile 
bill— and  of  his  actions  even  during  the 
election  campaign  on  various  other 
things. 

On  the  question  of  the  farm  bill,  our 
farmers  have  deep  problems,  and  the 
farm  bill  was  designed  to  deal  with 
those.  There  were  aspects  of  the  farm 
bill  that  the  President  didn't  like  and 
which  we  worked  against.  It  is  some- 
times the  case,  as  you  know,  that  a 
piece  of  legislation  comes  out  of  the 
Congress  and  not  every  bit  of  it  is  ex- 
actly what  the  President  would  want, 
and  so  he  always  has  a  problem;  should 
he  sign  it  or  not  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
some  of  the  things  in  it  he  doesn't  want. 
And  he  preferred,  in  this  case,  to  sign  it 
and  then  work  against  the  things  that 
he  didn't  want,  including  the  rice  pro- 
gram, and  there  has  been  some  change 
in  the  export  enhancement  program. 
The  sugar  program  is  one  that  he  op- 
posed and  so  on.  So  the  President's 
credentials  as  a  person  fighting  protec- 
tion are  very  strong. 

I  might  say  we  brought  up  the  fact 
that  one  of  the  things  that  developing 
countries  could  do  in  this  regard  is  look 
at  their  own  protectionist  practices.  Just 
to  take  the  example  of  Indonesia  as 
they  raised  with  us  the  questions  of 
more  U.S.  investment,  it  is  a  problem 
for  an  investor  if  you  want  to  establish 
a  plant  someplace.  Some  of  the  output 


of  that  plant  will  be  exported,  if  you're 
required  to  buy  from  local  monopolies 
commodities  that  you  can  buy  more 
cheaply  on  the  world  market.  So  that's 
a  form  of  protection  that  tends  to  block 
investment.  We  were  assured  that  they 
recognize  that  problem  and  would  like 
to  do  something  about  it. 

But  as  far  as  the  President's  creden- 
tials on  the  fight  against  protection, 
they're  very  strong.  Unfortunately, 
there  are  a  lot  of  people  in  our  Con- 
gress who  don't  agree  with  him,  so  we 
have  a  big  battle  on  our  hands  continu- 
ously, but  the  President  is  leading  that 
fight.  I  think  everyone  recognizes  that 
there's  no  such  thing  as  his  "pro- 
fessed"—I  kind  of  resent  that  word,  as 
you  can  see. 

Q.  On  the  human  rights  question, 
at  what  level  was  that  raised,  and 
what  was  the  response?  Did  that  come 
up  between  the  two  Presidents  or  at 
some  lower  level? 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  discuss  it  in  any 
great  detail  because  that  is  the  approach 
that  we  have  adopted  here.  The  subject 
has  come  up,  and  in  some  respects  was 
brought  up  by  the  Indonesians.  There 
has  been  a  considerable  amount  of  prog- 
ress over  the  years,  a  lot  of  important 
things  have  taken  place,  although  the 
situation  still  has  things  that  need  to  be 
done.  But  let  me  just  list  some  of  the 
things  that,  from  our  standpoint,  are 
positive. 

I  think  first  of  all  when  President 
Soeharto  came  into  office,  you  had  a 
great  deal  of  starvation  in  Indonesia.  It 
was  a  chaotic  kind  of  situation.  They're 
now  self-sufficient  in  rice.  And  I  think 
that's  basically  a  great  victory  for  hu- 
man rights.  This  is  a  country  that's 
predominantly  Muslim,  but  it  has  a 
large  Catholic  population.  It  has  quite  a 
wide  variety  of  other  religions,  and  it 
has  a  proud  tradition  and  practice  of  re- 
ligious freedom.  I  think  it's  fair  to  say 
that  stability  in  Indonesia  has  been  a 
key  to  peace  in  this  area  of  the  world. 
It's  also,  I  think,  worth  noting  that  the 
economic  progress  that's  been  made  has 
been  based,  broadly  speaking,  on  a  rela- 
tively free  and  open  economy.  From  the 
standpoint  of  work  on  human  rights 
problems  around  the  world,  the  fact  that 
there  has  been  a  very  large  number  of 
refugees  processed  in  Indonesia— and 
that  continues  to  be  the  case,  where  one 
of  the  first  two  asylum  centers  is 
located— is  a  very  important  achieve- 
ment. There  are  other  problems,  and  we 
call  attention  to  them.  We've  discussed 
East  Timor;  we're  glad  to  see  the  em- 


phasis on  development  in  East  Timor. 
So,  these  discussions  go  on. 

Q.  What  about  Dr.  Mochtar  saying 
that  this  was  all  slander?  Did  he  raise 
that  with  you?  The  paper  quotes  him 
as  saying  that  these  charges  of  human 
rights  violations  are  slanderous  of 
Indonesia. 

A.  I  have  said  what  I  have  to  say  on 
the  subject. 

Q.  You  said  the  Marcos  money  was 
not  mentioned  in  the  meeting.  Can 
you  tell  us  if  Mr.  Marcos— 

A.  I  didn't  say  that.  I  said  that  the 
way  that  the  problem  is  being  worked 
at,  and,  in  our  view  should  be  worked 
at,  is  by  the  application  of  the  relevant 
laws  to  the  problem. 

Q.  Was  there  any  discussion  on 
Mr.  Marcos  in  any  other  context,  such 
as  telling  about  the  phone  conversa- 
tion last  week?  And,  also,  can  we  take 
it  from  your  listing  that  the  American 
bases  were  not  brought  up? 

A.  The  bases  aren't  an  issue,  and 
they  weren't  brought  up.  But  they're 
not  an  issue.  They're  there  and  no  one 
has  any  question  about  the  fact  that 
they're  there  and  properly  so.  The 
agreement  under  which  we  are  there  at 
those  bases— they're  Philippine  bases- 
runs  until  1991  and  we'll  work  on  that. 
What  was  your  other  question? 

Q.  The  phone  conversation,  was 
the— the  President  fill  him  in  on— 

A.  No,  there  wasn't— I  don't  think 
it's  appropriate  to  fill  in  on  that,  other 
than  to  say  what  the  President's  view  is 
on  the  importance  of  a  successful  gov- 
ernment in  the  Philippines. 

We  do  feel  that  it  would  be  well  if 
the  Philippine  Government  had  an  atti- 
tude toward  possible  movement  by  Mr. 
Marcos  that  was  a  little  different  from 
what  they  have,  and  we'd  like  to  see 
him  able  to  move  to  another  country  if 
he  wishes  to  do  so. 

Q.  Did  the  Vice  President  extend 
to  the  President  on  behalf  of  Presi- 
dent Aquino  an  invitation  to  visit  the 
Philippines  at  some  future  date,  and, 
if  so,  what  was  the  President's 
response? 

A.  He  has  extended  an  invitation  to 
the  President  through  the  press  to  stop 
by  on  his  way  back  from  Tokyo.  And 
there  isn't  any  way  the  President  can 
do  that,  so  I'm  the  substitute  and  I  will 
be  going.  He  did  not  extend  any  further 
invitation  to  the  President,  but  I'm  sure 
that  the  President  would  be  welcome  in 
the  Philippines. 
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Q.  Yesterday  Vice  President 
Laurel  said  that  he  would  hope  that 
he'd  hear  it  "straight  from  the  horse's 
mouth,"  as  he  put  it,  something  that 
would  clear  up  the  cobwebs  of  doubt 
over  who  the  President— who  Presi- 
dent Reagan  supports  and  whether 
there  is  any  question  of  Marcos' 
standing  as  a  future  political  figure  in 
the  Philippines.  Did  the  President  give 
him  any  reason  to  clarify  that? 

A.  I've  described,  basically,  the  con- 
versation insofar  as  that's  concerned. 
And  since  Vice  President  Laurel  used 
that  expression,  you'll  have  to  ask  him 
if  the  cobwebs  are  still  there. 

Q.  From  the  information  about  the 
Soviet  nuclear  accident  that  the 
United  States  has  gathered,  does  it  ap- 
pear to  you  that  the  Soviets  are  trying 
to  cover  something  up? 

A.  There  isn't  any  way  you  can 
cover  up  an  accident  like  that,  and  so 
the  world  is  learning  rapidly  about  it. 

Q.  They  covered  it  up  for  2  days. 

A.  I'll  just  repeat.  There  is  no  way 
you  can  cover  it  up,  because  the  release 
comes  into  the  atmosphere;  it's  noticed, 
as  it  was,  and  as  time  passes,  photog- 
raphy takes  place,  you  hear  from  people 
in  the  area,  and  so  on.  And  so,  gradu- 
ally, more  and  more  information  is 
accumulating. 

Q.  Do  you  think  it  may  turn  out  to 
be  worse? 

A.  Of  course,  it  is  a  great  contrast 
in  the  way  information  emerges  on 
something  of  that  kind,  let's  say  in  the 
United  States  as  compared  with  the 
Soviet  Union  because  there  would  be  a 
tremendous  volume  of  information  avail- 
able if  that  accident  had  taken  place 
here.  Of  course,  there  isn't  any  way  it 
could  take  place  here,  because  our 
nuclear  power  plants  operate  safely. 

Q.  Could  you  clarify  what  you  said 
about  Mr.  Marcos  being  able  to  go 
somewhere  else,  to  another  country? 

A.  Yes,  that  we  think  that  if  he 
wishes  to  go  to  another  country,  we 
think  that  the  Government  of  the  Philip- 
pines should  not  discourage  that.  And 
he  ought  to  be  provided  with  a  passport 
so  that  he  can  go  around. 

Q.  The  Spanish  Government  has 
said  that  it  would  only  accept  Mr. 
Marcos  if  the  Philippine  Government 
had  asked  for  it.  Is  that  what  you're 
referring  to? 

A.  I  think  in  general  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Philippines  has  let  it  be 
known  that  they  would  consider  it  un- 
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friendly  if  another  government  took  Mr. 
Marcos  in,  and  that  has  meant  that 
other  governments  have  not  wanted  to 
do  that;  they  don't  particularly  want  to 
create  a  problem  with  another  friendly 
government.  I  think  that  that's  a  policy 
that  ought  to  be  thought  over  carefully. 

Q.  Did  Vice  President  Laurel  make 
any  specific  request  for  increase  in 
U.S.  aid  or  new  U.S.  aid  for  the 
Philippines  in  fighting  the  communist 
insurgency?  And  did  President  Reagan 
give  him  any  type  of  promises  or 
response? 

A.  There  is  a  substantial  flow  of 
U.S.  assistance  now  flowing.  In  addition, 
the  President  is  requesting  another  $150 
million  from  the  Congress,  and  we  have 
reason  to  believe  that  the  Congress  will 
likely  act  favorably  on  that. 

Vice  President  Laurel,  I  must  say, 
gave  the  impression  that  his  needs  were 
infinite,  and  we  don't  have  infinite 
capacity  to  provide  money.  I  think  the 
main  point  is  that  when  it  comes  to  eco- 
nomic development,  solutions  to  the 
problems  start  at  home  with  the  kind  of 
reforms  that  the  Finance  Minister,  Mr. 
Ongpin,  is  instituting,  and  we're  very 
impressed  with  what  they're  doing.  We 
think  that  with  those  kinds  of  reforms, 
assistance  not  only  from  us  but  from  the 
Japanese,  from  the  international  finan- 
cial institutions,  from  the  commercial 
banks— all  of  these  sources  can  be  rallied 
to  help  in  something  that  we  would  all 
like  to  see,  namely  the  emergence  of  an 
economically  and  politically  healthy 
Philippines. 

Q.  You  mentioned  the  Indonesian 
investment  request.  Did  we  suggest 
anything  specific  beyond  the  one  item 


you  mentioned  that  Indonesia  could 
do  to  improve  the  climate  for  invest- 
ment here? 

A.  We  went  through  a  little  list  of 
things  that  we  thought  could  be  consid- 
ered, and  they  indicated  that  they  are  in 
the  process  of  putting  together  a  pack- 
age that  they  felt  might  well  satisfy  the 
things  that  we  listed.  So  it  was  a  good 
exchange. 

Q.  Could  you  give  us  some  idea  of 
what  that  list  included? 

A.  I'd  be  glad  to,  and  I  just  can't 
tell  it  right  out  of  my  mind,  and  I  don't 
have  my  notes,  but  there  were  four  or 
five  items  that  we  listed  as  examples. 
Things  such  as  when  you  make  a  re- 
quest for  approval  for  an  investment, 
can  we  have  a  regulatory  process  that 
has  relatively  rapid  turnaround  to  it.  If 
they  can  get  that  here,  then  we  could 
adopt  the  same  practice  in  the  United 
States.  Regulatory  practices  are  slow; 
they  could  be  speeded  up. 

Other  examples  are,  there  is  a 
timetable  for  the  diminution  of  foreign 
equity  interest  in  an  investment  over  a 
period  of  time,  and  it  is  fairly  rapid.  So 
I  think  if  it  were  less  rapid,  it  would 
probably  be  more  encouraging  to  foreign 
investment  to  come  in,  and  so  on. 

Many  of  the  things  that  need  to  be 
considered,  of  course,  have  just  as  much 
to  do  with  investment  by  Indonesians. 
That  is,  Indonesian  money,  as  foreign 
money.  So  I  think  that  if  you  look  at  the 
statistics,  you  see  a  fall-off  in  Indonesian 
investment  as  well  as  foreign  invest- 
ment over  the  past  3  or  4  years.  I  think 
there  is  a  clear  message  there,  that  the 
climate  should  be  attended  to,  and  they 
are  fully  aware  of  it  and  talked  about  it 
themselves  in  a  very  interesting  way. 
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Q.  Back  on  the  Soviet  nuclear 
accident  for  just  a  second.  Has  the 
United  States  dispatched  any  Ameri- 
can scientists,  diplomats,  or  other 
task  force  officials  to  deal  with  the 
European  allies  and  other  European 
countries  on  a  coordinated  monitoring 
and  perhaps  response— offering  of 
assistance,  that  sort  of  thing? 

A.  We  have  not  sent  anything  like 
that  around.  There  has  been  a  lot  of 
diplomatic  exchange.  Undoubtedly  the 
subject  will  get  discussed  at  the  summit 
meeting,  although  we  have  lots  of  other 
things  to  discuss  at  the  summit  meeting. 
We  don't  want  to  have  it  dominated  by 
this  accident,  important  though  the 
accident  may  be. 

Q.  Mr.  Laurel  said  that  there  is 
one  thing  the  United  States  could  do 
with  regard  to  Mr.  Marcos'  wealth 
that  is  not  a  matter  for  the  courts, 
and  that  is  to  help  them  investigate 
and  locate  what  he  called  this  "hidden 
wealth"  in  the  United  States.  Is  the 
United  States  prepared  to  do  some- 
thing to  help  in  that  regard? 

A.  There  are  various  lawsuits  and 
those  are  going  on,  and  I  think  there  is 
quite  a  lot  of  activity.  I  don't  think  this 
is  a  matter  that  the  U.S.  Government  as 
such  needs  to  do  because  it  is  being 
done  by  private  parties  and  by  the 
Government  of  the  Philippines,  which 
has  standing  in  the  courts. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Laurel  ask  for  it? 

A.  No,  he  didn't. 

Q.  Did  you  or  the  President  make 
any  headway  with  either  President 
Soeharto  or  the  ASEAN  Foreign  Min- 
isters in  gaining  understanding  and 
support  for  the  U.S.  decision  to  bomb 
Libya  when  you  discussed  terrorism? 

A.  You  have  to  ask  them  that.  With 
each  Foreign  Minister  I  made  a  presen- 
tation about  the  geographic  spread  and 
scope  of  terrorism,  of  the  clearcut  proof 
of  Libyan  involvement,  of  the  accumu- 
lating proof  as  seen  by  what  the  Turks 
have  done,  what  the  French  have  done, 
and  so  on.  And  of  course  I  always  feel 
that  when  I  make  a  presentation  like 
that,  that  I  very  much  believe  in,  that 
people  must  be  impressed.  But  you  have 
to  ask  them. 

Q.  How  about  the  President?  How 
much  time  did  he  devote  to— 

A.  I  don't  have  sort  of  a  time  line  on 
his  private  discussion  with  President 
Soeharto.  Of  course,  I  wasn't  there,  so  I 
can't  answer  that  question  fully.  I  spent 
a  lot  of  time  on  it  myself  with  each 
Minister  and  with  Mochtar,  and  the  sub- 


ject was  addressed  in  some  detail  in  this 
morning's  meeting  by  [national  security 
adviser]  Adm.  Poindexter— did  a  very 
good  job  of  presenting  our  views. 

Q.  Did  the  President  raise  it  with 
ASEAN  this  afternoon? 

A.  I  don't  think  that  it  was  in  his 
talk  and,  basically,  the  ASEANs  or- 
ganized their  meeting  around  these  four 
subjects  and  we  responded  to  those.  But 
if  the  burden  of  your  question  is  that 
we  don't  really  care  about  the  subject, 
let  me  assure  you  that  we  do,  and  we 
have  gone  to  great  lengths  in  our  stay 
here  in  Bali  to  draw  it  forcefully  to  the 
attention  of  each  interlocutor. 

Q.  It  appears,  from  your  response 
to  questions  concerning  Mr.  Laurel, 
that  there  may  have  been  a  somewhat 
testy  exchange.  Is  that  true? 

A.  I  didn't  think  so,  no.  I  thought  it 
was  a  very  good  and  friendly  exchange. 
It  wasn't  particularly  testy  at  all. 

Q.  He  expressed  a  lot  of  irritation 
with  him. 

Q.  You  noted,  for  example  that  he 
offered  an  invitation  to  the  press.  You 
said  Mr.  Laurel's  needs  seem  to  be  in- 
finite. There  seems  to  be  an  edge  here 
that  we  don't  normally  associate  with 
your  briefings. 

A.  I'm  sorry  if  there  is  an  edge.  I 
should  always  resist  any  inclination  I 
might  have  to  be  slightly  humorous 
because  it's  always  taken  wrong. 

Q.  Mr.  Laurel  told  us  yesterday 
that  he  was  looking  to  hear  from  the 
President.  That  he,  the  President,  told 
Mr.  Marcos  in  that  telephone  conver- 
sation that  he  stated  specifically  to 
Mr.  Marcos  that  the  United  States 
supports  the  Aquino  government.  Did 
that  occur  during  this  meeting?  Did 
the  President  provide— 

A.  You  will  have  to  ask  Mr.  Laurel 
if  he  is  satisfied.  Let  me  remind  you, 
the  President  is  not  on  trial. 

Q.  What  precisely  does  that  mean? 

A.  It  means  that  you  keep  saying  "I 
want  to  know,  did  the  President  do  this; 
did  the  President  do  that."  The  Presi- 
dent's not  sitting  before  you  on  trial. 
And  he— 

Q.  We're  not  trying  to  try  the 
President.  We're  simply  trying  to  find 
out  what  happened  here. 

A.  All  right.  And  I've  told  you. 

Q.  You  didn't— in  fact,  you  did  not 
tell  us— 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  discuss  the 
President's  private  telephone  conversa- 
tion any  further  than  I  have. 


Q.  No,  I'm  not  asking— 

A.  And  that  is  the  ground  rules  of 
that  conversation. 

Q.  Vice  President  Laurel  said  that 
you  discussed  it  with  him  and  told 
him  that  the  President  told  Marcos 
that  he  should  forget  about  any  future 
political  plans.  Is  that  a  fair  assess- 
ment of  what  you  told  Mr.  Laurel? 

A.  One  part  of  the  telephone  conver- 
sation I  thought  was  appropriate  to  re- 
late and  it  was  referred  to  and  that  was 
by  way  of  assuring  the  Philippine 
Government  that  the  President  wants  to 
see  the  government  that's  there— Mrs. 
Aquino's  government— bring  about  a 
healthy,  politically  stable,  economically 
prosperous  Philippines.  And  we  have 
been  at  great  pains  to  put  substance 
behind  that  point  of  view. 

I  think  we  were  the  first  country  to 
recognize  the  Aquino  government.  We 
were  very  prompt  in  sending  teams  out 
to  survey  the  situation;  Phil  Habib 
immediately  and  then  subsequently  a 
combined  team  of  AID  [Agency  for 
International  Development]  and  military 
people  and  Treasury  people  and  State 
people  with  a  prompt  report  back.  And 
then  a  decision  to— given  all  of  our  own 
bugetary  problems— add  $150  million  to 
our  aid  program.  We've  had  Secretary 
Weinberger  and  Adm.  Crowe  go 
through  there.  I'm  going  to  go  and  visit 
in  the  Philippines.  So  the  President  has 
been  very  forthcoming  in  what  he  has 
done  and  what  he  has  had  people  do. 

In  his  own  telephone  conversation 
with  Mrs.  Aquino,  he  informed  her 
about  the  aid  program  and  also  invited 
her  to  come  and  visit  in  Washington. 
Vice  President  Laurel  told  us  today  that 
she  accepts  and  would  like  to  do  that. 
Probably,  he  felt,  it  would  be  after  the 
process  of  constitutional  reform  and 
elections  which  they  expect  to  culmi- 
nate, probably  in  the  middle  of  Novem- 
ber some  time. 

So  I  think  there  has  been  a  very 
strong,  positive  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
President  and  the  U.S.  Government 
here  and  it's  beyond  me  why  there 
seems  to  be  any  question  about  it. 

Q.  Why  are  they  in  so  much 
doubt? 

Q.  Why,  then,  do  you  think  that 
Mr.  Laurel— 

Q.  Because  Mr.  Laurel  raised  it 
yesterday. 

A.  I  don't  understand  it. 

Q.  Really?  You've  shown  a  lot  of— 

Q.  Why  do  you  think  he  did  that? 

A.  I  don't  have  a  clue.  You'll  have 
to  ask  him. 
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Q.  Do  you  think  that  it  was  totally 
unjustified  for  him  to  say  that? 

A.  You'll  have  to  ask  him  about 
what  he  has  had  to  say. 

Q.  I'm  asking  you  what  your  feel- 
ings are? 

A.  I  have  responded  and  I  reiterate 
we  want  to  see  the  government  succeed, 
we  want  to  see  the  constitutional  reform 
process  go  forward,  and  the  timetable 
looks  like  it  will  culminate  in  November, 
it  looks  like  a  good  one.  The  economic 
reforms  that  are  being  undertaken  un- 
der the  leadership  of  Jaime  Ongpin  look 
very  promising  to  us. 

The  mihtary  reform  process  is  pro- 
ceeding well.  We  recognize  the  problems 
they  have  with  the  insurgency,  and  Mrs. 
Aquino  is  strugghng  with  that.  And  so 
we  want  to  see  success  in  dealing  with 
that  effectively  and,  as  far  as  I  can 
make  out,  everything  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment has  said  and  done  has  been  a  very 
supportive  proposition. 

Q.  Is  there  anything  we  could  or 
should  do  to  lean  on  Mr.  Marcos  to 
stop  making  phone  calls  and  telephone 
speeches  back  in  Manila? 

A.  We've  given  him  our  opinion,  but 
he's  a  free  man  and  we  have  a  free 
country.  He  can  talk  to  the  press  any 
time  he  wants  to,  he  can  use  the  tele- 
phone. We  don't  put  restrictions  on  peo- 
ple in  their  access  to  the  press  and 
access  to  our  communication  systems. 

Q.  But  we've  told  him  we  don't 
think  it's  a  good  idea? 
A.  Certainly. 

Q.  Did  Laurel  agree  that  he  should 
be  allowed  to  travel— that  he  should 
get— 

A.  You'll  have  to  ask  him  about  the 
attitude  of  his  government.  He  listened. 

Q.  Could  you  give  us  the  language 
that  the  President  used  in  expressing 
his  support  for  the  Aquino  govern- 
ment—his conversations? 

A.  I've  tried  to  summarize  it  as  best 
I  can.  I  can't  get  it— 

Q.  It  might  be  helpful  since  this 
has  gone  back  and  forth  here,  it  might 
be  helpful  if  you  attempted  to  recon- 
struct his  actual  language. 

A.  I  don't  have  the  mental  capacity 
to  recreate  it  and  give  it  to  you  exactly, 
but  I  believe  if  there  is  anybody  in  the 
room  that  doesn't  think  that  the  flavor 
had  been,  from  the  beginning,  a  very 
supportive  one,  it's  a  mystery  to  me. 


President  and  Mrs.  Soeharto  and  President  and  Mrs.  Reagan. 


President's 
Dinner  Toast, 
May  1,  19863 

Nancy  and  I  are  delighted  to  be  with 
you  tonight.  It's  a  great  honor  to  be 
visiting  Indonesia  again  and  to  receive 
the  warm  hospitahty  and  gracious  wel- 
come for  which  the  Indonesian  people 
are  justly  famous.  I  remember  how 
much  I  enjoyed  my  visit  to  Indonesia  in 
December  of  1973  when  I  was  Governor 
of  California  and  here  representing  our 
President  at  the  time.  I  also  recall  with 
pleasure,  Mr.  President,  your  visit  to 
the  United  States  in  October  of  1982.  I 
remember  well  that  in  your  dinner  toast 
you  suggested,  "Like  it  or  not,  we  must 
consider  the  world  as  the  common  home- 
land of  all  nations."  The  American  peo- 
ple are  honored  that,  as  citizens  of  the 
world,  we  count  as  our  close  and  trusted 
friends  the  people  of  Indonesia. 

Americans  see  Indonesia  as  an  impres- 
sive success  story.  In  just  over  40  years, 
this  vast  and  beautiful  nation  has  made 
enormous  strides.  We  Americans  appre- 
ciate that  the  path  to  national  union  is 
not  easy  for  a  country  that  spans  over 
3,000  miles  and  is  scattered  across  more 
than  13,600  islands.  The  challenges  you 
face  in  developing  your  country,  with  its 
wide  expanse  and  rich  diversity,  are  not 
unlike  the  obstacles  and  hazards  Ameri- 
cans faced  in  settling  and  developing  our 
own  country. 


Despite  regional  diversity,  Indone- 
sia, under  your  leadership  is  a  united 
country,  a  country  that  is  assuming  an 
increasingly  significant  role  in  the 
region  and  in  the  world.  Your  commit- 
ment to  Indonesian  resilience,  drawing 
on  your  own  resources  and  your  own 
traditions  and  institutions,  serves  to 
enrich  your  people  materially  and 
spiritually. 

In  the  United  States,  our  governing 
institutions  celebrate  the  wisdom  of  a 
balance  of  power  that  works  to  shape 
our  laws  and  traditions.  Indonesia's 
governing  philosophy  of  consultation  and 
consensus  is  different  from  our  own,  yet 
its  ultimate  goal  is  blending  diversity 
into  national  unity.  Even  though  our 
methods  of  government  differ,  the 
friendly  and  open  nature  of  the  discus- 
sions we've  had  here  and  when  you 
were  in  Washington  reflect  the  positive 
and  constructive  day-to-day,  year-to-year 
conduct  of  relations  between  our  two 
countries. 

I  want  to  congratulate  you  on  In- 
donesia's achievement  in  reaching  self- 
sufficiency  in  rice  production.  This  is  an 
enormous  accomplishment  of  which  you 
can  be  justifiably  proud.  Having  moved 
so  far,  so  fast  in  providing  ample  food 
resources  is  another  indication  of  your 
government's  effective  management. 
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The  attainment  of  rice  self- 
sufficiency  is  just  one  indication  that 
Indonesia's  economic  development  pro- 
gram has  been  wide-reaching  and  im- 
pressive. This  program  of  growth  and 
advancement  has  been  directed  toward 
bringing  the  benefits  of  development  to 
all  levels  of  society.  Mr.  President,  not 
too  long  ago  you  said,  "It  is  impossible 
to  reach  equity  in  development,  impossi- 
ble to  wipe  out  poverty  if  there  is  no 
economic  growth."  We  applaud  that  em- 
phasis. We  have  a  saying  in  the  United 
States  that  rather  than  talk  about  how 
to  divide  a  smaller  pie,  let's  work  and 
build  and  bake  a  bigger  pie  so  everyone 
can  have  a  bigger  slice. 

We  have  been  happy  to  cooperate 
with  you  in  a  number  of  social  and  eco- 
nomic fields,  including  food  production, 
off-farm  employment,  private  sector  de- 
velopment, and  health  care.  We  look  for- 
ward to  continuing  our  work  together. 
In  this  regard,  we  have  found  the  grow- 
ing cooperation  between  our  two  nations 
in  the  field  of  science  and  technology  to 
be  particularly  beneficial. 

Indonesia  is  also  to  be  congratulated 
for  its  humanitarian  policy  of  granting 
first  asylum  to  almost  100,000  refugees 
from  Indochina.  The  international  com- 
munity and  the  American  people  ap- 
plaud Indonesia  for  its  generous 
response  to  the  plight  of  these  unfor- 
tunate people  who  are  seeking  freedom 
and  refuge.  Many  of  these  refugees  have 
also  resettled  on  our  shores  and  have 
enriched  the  fabric  of  American  life.  The 
plight  of  these  friends  in  distress  is  very 
important  to  Americans.  I  want  to  ex- 
press to  you  my  personal  appreciation 
for  the  sacrifice  and  consideration  your 
government  has  shown  in  this  humani- 
tarian endeavor. 

I  am  struck  by  how  our  discussions 
have  reflected  a  mutuality  of  interests 
and  a  harmony  of  views.  And  I  am  con- 
fident the  spirit  that  has  prevailed  here 
will  enable  us  to  forge  even  stronger  re- 
lations in  the  years  ahead. 

And  I  would  ask  you  all  to  join  me 
then  in  toasting  the  people  of  Indonesia; 
their  distinguished  leader.  President 
Soeharto;  and  the  friendship  between 
the  Indonesian  and  American  People. 
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'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  5,  1986. 

^Press  release  96. 

^Made  at  a  dinner  hosted  by  President 
Soeharto  for  President  Reagan  and  the 
ASEAN  ministers  (text  from  Weekly  Compi- 
lation of  Presidential  Documents  of  May  5).  ■ 


People 

Nationality:  Noun  and  adjective— Indo- 
nesian(s).  Population  (1985):  173  million.  An- 
nual growth  rate:  2.1%.  Ethnic  groups: 

Javanese,  Sundanese,  Batak,  Buginese, 
Minangkabau,  Balinese,  Chinese,  Irianese. 
Religions:  Muslim  90%,  Christian  5%  (mostly 
Roman  Catholic),  Hindu  and  Buddhist  3%. 
Languages:  Indonesian  (official),  local 
languages,  the  most  widely  spoken  of  which 
is  Javanese.  Education:  Years  com- 
pulsory—6.  Enrollment— ^%  of  eligible 
primary  school-age  children.  Literacy 
(1980)-67%.  Health:  Infant  mortality 
ra<e-89/l,000.  Life  expectancy— 5b  yrs.  Work 
force  (67  million,  1985):  Agriculture-55%.  In- 
dustry and  commerce— 29%.  Services— 12%. 
Civil  Service— i%. 
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Geography 

Area:  2.0  million  sq.  km.  (736,000  sq.  mi.), 
about  the  size  of  Alaska  and  California  com- 
bined; 3.1  million  sq.  km.  sea  area.  Cities: 
Capita/— Jakarta  (1985  est.  pop.  8  million). 
Other  cihes— Surabaya  (3  million),  Bandung 
(2.2  million),  Medan  (1.5  million),  Semarang 
(1.2  million).  Terrain:  More  than  13,500 
islands;  the  larger  ones  consist  of  coastal 
plains  with  mountainous  interiors.  Climate: 
Equatorial,  but  cooler  in  highlands. 

Government 

Type:  Independent  republic.  Independence: 
August  17,  1945.  Constitution:  1945. 

Branches:  fixecwiwe— president  (head  of 
government  and  chief  of  state).  Legis- 
lative—\^-v(\&vc^qv  Parliament  (DPR), 
920-member  People's  Consultative  Assembly 
(MPR).  After  the  next  parliamentary  election 
in  1987,  the  DPR  will  be  expanded  by  40  ap- 
pointees and  the  MPR  by  80  appointees. 
Judicial— Supreme  Court. 


Subdivisions:  27  provinces,  281  regencies. 

Political  parties:  GOLKAR  (functional 
groups),  Indonesia  Democracy  Party  (PDI), 
Unity  Development  Party  (PPP).  Suffrage: 
Universal  over  21,  except  those  serving  in 
the  armed  forces. 

Central  government  budget  (1985-86): 
$21  billion. 

Defense:  10%  of  1985-86  budget. 

National  holiday:  Merdeka  (In- 
dependence) Day,  August  17. 

Flag:  Divided  horizontally— top  red,  bot- 
tom white. 

Economy 

GDP  (1984):  $90  billion.  Annual  growth  rate 

(1985  World  Bank/IMF  est.):  3%.  Per  capita 
income:  $566.  Inflation  rate  (CY  1984): 
8.8%. 

Natural  resources:  Oil,  tin,  natural  gas, 
nickel,  timber,  bauxite,  copper. 

Agriculture  (25%  of  GDP):  Products- 
rubber,  rice,  palm  oil,  coffee,  sugar. 
Land-8.6%'  cultivated. 

Industry  (12%  of  GDP):  Types-hod  and 
beverages,  textiles,  cement,  fertilizer,  light 
manufacturing,  wood  processing.  Minerals 
and  petroleum  (30%  of  GNP). 

Trade  (1984):  Exports-$21.9  billion:  oil, 
natural  gas,  plywood,  rubber,  tin,  tea,  coffee. 
Major  markets-Japan,  US,  Singapore. 
/wporfs-$13.8  billion:  food,  chemicals,  crude 
petroleum  and  petroleum  products,  capital 
goods,  consumer  goods.  Major  suppliers- 
Japan,  US,  Thailand. 

Official  exchange  rate  (October  1985): 
1,120  rupiahs  =  US$1. 

Fiscal  year:  April  1-March  31. 

Membership  in  International 
Organizations 

UN  and  some  of  its  specialized  and  related 
agencies,  including  the  General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT),  International 
Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  World  Bank;  Associa- 
tion of  South  East  Asian  Nations  (ASEAN); 
Non-Aligned  Movement;  Organization  of  the 
Islamic  Conference  (OIC);  Organization  of 
Petroleum  Exporting  Countries  (OPEC); 
Asian  Development  Bank  (ADB); 
INTELSAT;  Group  of  77;  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency  (IAEA);  Islamic 
Development  Bank  (IDB);  and  others. 


Taken  from  the  Background  Notes  of  Decem- 
ber 1985,  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  Editor:  Juanita 
Adams.  ■ 
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Unity  and  Dissent: 

On  the  Community 

of  Free  Nations 


by  Secretary  Shultz 


Address  before 

the  American  Jewish  Committee 

on  May  15,  1986^ 


I  appreciate  so  much  the  warmth  of 
your  welcome  and  your  beautiful  state- 
ment. It  is  an  honor  to  receive  this 
award  [the  American  Liberties  Medal- 
lion], and  I  am  really  delighted  to  have 
a  chance  to  be  here  and  to  address  you. 

Two  months  ago,  while  on  an  official 
visit  to  Athens,  I  had  the  pleasure  of  an 
early  morning  tour  of  the  Acropolis.  My 
guide  was  a  young  American  archaeolo- 
gist. He  described  in  some  detail  the 
friezes  on  the  Parthenon:  the  seemingly 
endless  struggles  between  the  ancient 
Greeks  and  their  warlike  neighbors;  bat- 
tles in  which  a  center  of  civilization  and 
culture  sought  to  defend  itself  against 
repeated  assault.  The  Parthenon,  and  its 
haunting  past,  capture  what  Yeats 
called  "tragedy  wrought  to  its 
utmost"— the  destruction  of  a  civilized 
community. 

The  Jewish  people,  like  the  ancient 
Greeks,  have  known  in  their  long  his- 
tory the  kind  of  tragedy  carved  on  the 
shattered  friezes  of  the  Parthenon.  They 
know  that  no  people  determined  to  en- 
sure their  own  survival  can  hold  any 
illusions  about  the  vulnerability  of  a 
center  of  civilization  in  a  world  threat- 
ened by  forces  of  barbarian  violence. 

These  stark  impressions  of  that 
early  morning  tour  of  the  Acropolis 
have  been  with  me  in  recent  weeks  as 
our  own  country  has  dealt  with 
challenges  to  its  security  by  violent  as- 
saults from  those  who  would  bring  fear 
and  chaos  to  our  community.  Tonight,  I 
would  like  to  share  with  you  some 
thoughts  about  how  we  are  winning  this 
struggle— and  what  we  still  must  do  to 
achieve  our  civilization's  triumph  over 
totalitarianism  and  barbarism. 


My  subject  tonight  goes  to  the  heart 
of  what  everyone  gathered  in  this  room 
represents.  The  American  Jewish 
Committee— like  the  Jewish  people  and, 
indeed,  like  Israel  itself— seeks  to 
safeguard  a  culture  and  a  people 
through  a  community  of  effort.  You 
know  that  a  community  is  more  than 
just  a  collection  of  individuals;  more 
than  the  separate  resources  they  bring 
together.  A  community  is  the  vessel  for 
the  ideals  and  values  a  people  hold  in 
common.  An  individual  of  extraordinary 
character  can  represent  and  can  lead  a 
community.  But  no  individual,  no  matter 
how  strong  or  devoted,  can  secure  his 
ideals  alone;  only  a  community  can  de- 
fend, nurture,  and  enable  its  ideals  to 
flourish  from  one  generation  to  another. 

But  we  must  recognize  the  tremen- 
dous role  that  individual  leadership  and 
examples  play.  And  I  can't  help  but  to 
reflect  on  the  example  and  the  heroism, 
the  flame  that  has  been  kept  burning 
there  by  Natan  Shcharanskiy.  He  never 
gave  up.  He  stuck  to  his  guns. 

The  other  day  he  visited  me  in  my 
office.  I  could  hardly  get  him  into  my 
office  because  everybody  there  wanted 
to  shake  his  hand  and  say  hello,  and  we 
talked,  of  course,  about  his  confinement, 
about  Soviet  Jewry.  And  after  we 
talked,  we  got  in  my  car  together— that 
great  big  thing  I  ride  around  in— and  we 
rode  over  to  the  White  House.  While  we 
were  riding  over  there,  he  was  telling 
me  about  his  experiences,  his  confine- 
ment for  over  a  year.  He  sat  in  a  cell 
with  nothing  in  it  in  about  half  the  size 
of  that  automobile,  but  he  persevered. 
And  from  that  cell  he  rallied  people  in 
every  part  of  the  world  behind  the 


great  cause  of  Soviet  Jewry  and  the 
great  cause  of  freedom. 

Through  it  all  somehow  he  kept  his 
incredible  sense  of  humor.  We  just  can't 
get  enough  of  this  guy.  His  spirit  is 
what  the  love  of  liberty  makes  possible. 
And,  of  course,  when  we  talked  about 
Soviet  Jewry,  he  gave  us  his  views 
about  how  to  handle  it,  from  which  we 
benefited,  and  we  agreed— and  I'm  sure 
all  of  you  agree— that  whatever  our  tac- 
tics of  the  moment  may  be,  we  must 
never  compromise,  we  must  never  give 
up,  we  must  keep  the  faith  with  this 
cause. 

I  thought  you  might  like  to  meet  the 
wonderful  lady  who  managed  the  negoti- 
ations to  get  Shcharanskiy  free  for  the 
President.  She  happens  to  be  here 
tonight— Roz  Ridgway  [Rozanne  L. 
Ridgway,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Euro- 
pean and  Canadian  Affairs]. 

I  was  speaking  about  the  importance 
of  a  community  to  defend  its  ideals  so 
that  they  flourish  from  one  generation 
to  another.  The  Jewish  people  have 
borne  witness  to  this  truth  over  the  cen- 
turies. It  was  a  fact  of  Jewish  life  long 
before  the  cause  we  share  today— the 
community  of  Western  civilization— had 
emerged  on  the  world  stage. 

Indeed,  the  Jewish  people  helped  to 
bring  that  civilization  to  life,  infusing  it 
with  their  religious  genius,  with  the 
sanctity  of  the  individual,  the  impor- 
tance of  tradition,  and  the  powerful 
integrity  of  a  community  defined  by  cul- 
ture and  religious  values. 

Today,  as  yesterday,  Western  civili- 
zation would  be  unthinkable  without  the 
contributions  of  the  Jewish  community. 
As  we  learned  from  the  Holocaust— the 
most  barbaric  assault  on  humanity  in 
our  time  and,  let  us  pray,  of  all  time— 
the  destiny  of  the  Jewish  people  and  the 
rest  of  the  civilized  world  is  joined  in  a 
ceaseless  struggle  to  defend  community 
against  enduring  assaults  by  forces 
hostile  to  our  way  of  life. 

The  Jewish  community  has  survived 
centuries  of  persecution  and  dispersion 
because  Jews  throughout  the  world 
have  kept  faith  with  their  common 
heritage.  So,  too,  the  continuity  of 
modern  civilization  requires  that  all 
members  of  the  community  of  nations- 
Americans  and  Israelis,  Europeans  and 
Japanese,  Latin  Americans,  Africans, 
and  others  of  the  developing  world  who 
seek  democracy— make  common  cause  in 
defending  our  highest  values  and  our 
way  of  life. 
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American  Jewry's  staunch  support 
for  Israel  is  an  outstanding  example  of 
dedication  to  our  shared  heritage.  In  the 
modern  world,  our  sense  of  community 
is  enriched  by  different  histories,  differ- 
ent customs,  different  religions,  and  lan- 
guages. But  the  civilization  we  share 
transcends  these  differences  and  joins 
us  in  a  community  that  is  stronger  for 
the  diversity  each  of  us  brings  to  it. 

I  am  speaking  tonight  about  our 
modern  community,  about  what  is  re- 
quired for  its  protection  and  propaga- 
tion, not  only  from  those  of  us  here  but 
from  the  larger  collective  we  are  part 
of:  the  community  of  like-minded 
nations. 

A  Community  of  Like-Minded  Nations 

The  very  idea  of  a  community  among 
nations  is  unique.  From  the  city-states 
of  ancient  Greece  to  the  modern  nations 
of  our  era,  communities  have  had  to  join 
forces  to  defend  their  individual  in- 
terests. Economic,  political,  and  military 
conditions  have  their  own  imperatives, 
requiring  shifting  alliances  and  coahtions 
of  expedience.  But  the  contemporary 
community  of  nations— a  free  association 
based  on  shared  principles  and  an  in- 
creasingly shared  way  of  life— emerged 
only  with  the  evolution  of  the  demo- 
cratic idea.  Just  as  free  peoples  choose 
their  governments,  so  do  free  nations 
choose  their  friends  and  allies.  We  are 
joined  not  just  by  common  interests  but 
by  ideals  that  transcend  the  dictates  of 
necessity. 

This  community  has  long  been  a 
minority  of  humanity.  In  our  own  time, 
however,  we  have  seen  our  numbers  in- 
crease. In  recent  decades  we  have  been 
joined  by  like-minded  nations  around  the 
Pacific  Basin;  by  the  struggling  young 
democracies  of  Latin  America;  and,  of 
course,  by  Israel,  whose  very  existence 
is  a  constant  reminder  of  what  may  be 
required  if  civilization  is  to  be  secured. 
Together,  we  stand  for  something  that 
no  other  alliance  in  history  has 
represented:  the  advancement  of  the 
rights  of  the  individual;  the  conviction 
that  governments  founded  on  these 
rights  are,  in  Lincoln's  phrase,  "the  last 
best  hope  of  men  on  earth." 

Our  community  and  our  heritage 
have  enemies.  Over  the  past  two  centu- 
ries, whether  separately  or  in  concert, 
free  peoples  have  defended  themselves 
against  marauders  and  tyrants,  militar- 
ists and  imperialists,  against  Nazis  and 
the  Leninist  totalitarians  of  our  time. 
We  have  seen  our  heritage  shaken  to  its 


roots.  The  graves  of  Normandy  and  the 
death  camps  of  the  Third  Reich  bear 
permanent  witness  to  the  vulnerability 
of  all  we  cherish. 

Today,  we  see  other  evidence  of  the 
determination  of  our  adversaries.  We 
see  it  in  the  Berlin  Wall,  a  disgrace  to 
humanity  and  a  mute  symbol  of  the  fear 
our  civilization  and  its  values  evoke  in  a 
totalitarian  world.  The  Soviets,  of 
course,  have  their  values  as  well.  They 
value  a  regime  that  imposes  an  un- 
challenged order  in  its  own  sphere  and 
foments  instability  and  division 
elsewhere. 

And  our  civilization  has  other  adver- 
saries: in  the  terrorist  networks  of  the 
Middle  East  and  Europe;  in  the  com- 
munist insurgents  that  threaten  develop- 
ing nations;  in  bandits,  criminals,  and 
narcotics  traffickers  who  tear  at  the 
fabric  of  society— and  in  all  the  states 
that  support  these  varieties  of  bar- 
barism. Taken  together,  they  form  an 
army  of  anarchy  marching  against  the 
heritage  we  share  and  would  pass  on— 
and  that  we  will  pass  on. 

These  threats  draw  strength  from 
one  another.  Entire  nations  have  disin- 
tegrated under  their  pressure.  Only  a 
few  years  ago  I  visited  Beirut  as  a  pri- 
vate citizen.  Visitors  in  those  days 
delighted  in  the  city's  gaiety,  in  its  cul- 
ture, its  sophistication  and  grace.  Today, 
thugs  and  murderers  comb  the  rubble. 
No  one  who  has  known  Beirut's  splen- 
did past  and  its  tragic  present  can  dis- 
miss the  possibility  of  anarchy  or  the 
evil  reality  of  unconstrained  violence. 

And  Beirut's  fate  now  threatens 
elsewhere.  We  see  it  in  Afghanistan, 
where  a  society  has  been  shattered,  an 
entire  nation  forced  underground  or  into 
exile.  We  see  it  in  Cambodia,  where 
the  Khmer  people  have  been  twice 
ravaged— by  Pol  Pot's  mass  slaughter 
and  now  by  the  Vietnamese  occupation. 
And  we  see  it  in  Latin  America,  where 
drug  traffickers,  thugs  like  the  M-19 
group,  and  communist  aggressors 
menace  nations  newly  devoted  to 
democracy  and  an  open  society. 

And  even  in  the  free  world,  with  our 
well-established  order,  we  find  the 
marauders  of  anarchy  intruding  into  our 
daily  lives.  Today,  the  nations  of  Europe 
are  discovering  again  that  accommoda- 
tion does  not  bring  immunity  to  such 
threats.  The  vanishing  tourist— and  we 
should  be  ready  to  travel;  let's  not  be 
scared  out  of  that— is  only  one  symptom 
of  Europe's  heightened  vulnerability. 
Americans,  too,  stand  exposed— both  pri- 
vate civilians  who  are  targeted  as  inno- 
cent travelers,  and  the  soldiers. 


diplomats,  and  other  official  personnel 
who  serve  our  nation  abroad. 

But  these  threats  have  not  gone  un- 
answered. The  free  world  has  shown 
that  it  will  not  allow  life  to  revert  to  the 
condition  characterized  by  Thomas 
Hobbes  three  centuries  ago  as  "contin- 
ual fear  and  danger  of  violent  death; 
and  the  life  of  man,  solitary,  poor, 
nasty,  brutish,  and  short."  Today  our 
adversaries,  who  have  long  underesti- 
mated our  resolve,  are  beginning  to 
learn  some  hard  lessons  of  their  own. 
Our  determination  is  turning  the  tide  of 
events  against  them. 

That  is  my  message  tonight:  we 
have  the  winning  hand.  Our  enemies  are 
losing.  We  have  to  keep  this  momentum 
going.  We  can  do  it  if  we  understand 
the  challenges  and  work  against  our 
enemies,  not  against  each  other. 

Defense— Alone  or  in  Concert? 

The  first  obligation  of  any  free  nation  is 
its  own  defense.  West  Germany's  ac- 
tions against  the  Baader-Meinhof  gang; 
Italy's  suppression  of  the  Red  Brigades; 
the  Israeli  rescue  at  Entebbe;  America's 
interception  of  the  Achille  Lauro  mur- 
derers; and  Japan's  actions  against  the 
Middle  Road  Faction:  these  are  all  ex- 
amples of  the  principle  of  national  self- 
defense  at  work. 

But  many  of  the  threats  that  come 
with  the  modern  age  are  not  confined  to 
individual  states.  Today,  ideologues  of 
violence  are  colluding  across  borders  to 
undermine  our  very  way  of  life.  The 
IRA  [Irish  Republican  Army],  the  PLO 
[Palestine  Liberation  Organization],  the 
Japanese  Red  Army,  M-19,  and  Sendero 
Luminoso:  these  and  other  groups  are  in 
communication;  they  are  cooperating 
and  even  coordinating  their  murderous 
actions.  And  they  do  not  operate  on 
their  own.  Terrorism  could  not  exist  on 
its  current  scale  without  aid  and 
encouragement  from  sovereign  states 
both  within  the  communist  world  and 
beyond.  This  collaboration  represents  a 
new  axis  of  aggression  against  the  free 
world. 

Because  the  challenge  these  forces 
pose  transcends  any  one  of  us,  we  have 
a  transcendent  obligation  to  meet  it 
together.  That  effort  takes  more  than 
determination  or  will.  We  must  be 
strong  in  body  as  well  as  in  spirit.  We 
must  have  vital  economies.  Economic 
growth,  as  the  American  example  has 
demonstrated  in  recent  years,  generates 
the  needed  resources  to  sustain  mihtary 
strength.  And  our  social  institutions 
must  remain  healthy.  Government  can- 
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not  make  up  for  what  family,  commu- 
nity, and  religious  organizations  fail  to 
provide.  We  must  nurture  these  institu- 
tions, protect  them  against  illegitimate 
intrusion  by  the  state,  and  strengthen 
them  against  the  forces  of  anarchy. 

And  we  must  be  strong  abroad.  Our 
collective  defense  depends  on  an  array 
of  strategic,  political,  economic,  and  mili- 
tary tools.  We  are  stronger  today  be- 
cause we  have  strengthened  many  of 
these  tools  over  the  past  few  years.  But 
others  are  in  disturbing  disrepair.  We 
need  to  take  a  hard  look  at  these  com- 
mon resources  and  ask  ourselves  what 
we  can  do  to  make  them  more  effective. 

The  Tools  of  Common  Security 

We  must  enhance  our  mutual  defense 
militarily.  In  the  last  few  years  we 
have  made  solid  gains:  U.S.  interme- 
diate-range missiles  have  been  success- 
fully deployed  in  Europe;  Spain  has 
reaffirmed  its  commitment  to  NATO; 
we  have  made  progress  with  allies  on 
SDI  [Strategic  Defense  Initiative] 
research;  and  our  regional  partnerships 
are  strong.  The  U.S. -Israeli  Joint 
Political-Military  Group  is  now  a  per- 
manent institution  of  increasing 
significance. 

Our  collective  security  depends  on 
the  nurturing  and  protection  of 
democracy.  Central  and  South  Ameri- 
can nations,  and  the  Philippines,  are  in- 
spiring recent  examples.  Our  community 
of  nations  must  stand  together  in  con- 
stant reaffirmation  of  the  democratic 
ideals  and  institutions  that  keep  our 
civilization  vibrant. 

Our  strategic  situation  requires 
economic  cooperation  among  friends 
and  allies.  The  importance  of  economic 
growth  has  been  demonstrated  by  the 
worldwide,  American-led  recovery  of  the 
early  1980s;  more  and  more  state-run 
economies  are  getting  the  message.  And 
economic  assistance  is  a  vital  tool: 
today,  Israel  is  a  most  dramatic  example 
of  how  economic  assistance  can 
strengthen  joint  interests.  "Operation 
Independence,"  an  association  dedicated 
to  bringing  to  Israel  the  vitality  of  the 
American  business  community,  is  an  in- 
spiring example  of  the  best  kind  of 
economic  cooperation  at  work. 

We  are  stronger  today  than  we  were 
10  or  even  5  years  ago.  Our  strategic 
and  economic  resources  are  doing  their 
work  on  behalf  of  collective  security  and 
well-being.  To  build  on  these  recent 
gains,  we  need  to  make  our  other  assets 
work  as  well— for  they  have  suffered 


from  political  attack  at  a  time  when  the 
need  for  unity  has  been  increasing. 
There  are  some  key  points  that  call  for 
recognition. 

While  always  seeking  to  act  with 
restraint,  we  must  recognize  that  pas- 
sivity is  sometimes  the  most  danger- 
ous course.  We  are  making  progress, 
but  there  is  much  more  to  do.  We 
reached  a  remarkable  consensus  in  the 
proclamation  against  terrorism  of  the 
seven  industrial  democracies  at  Tokyo 
last  week.  We  set  forth  critical  guide- 
lines for  the  civilized  world  to  follow  in 
responding  to  its  enemies.  Yet  we  must 
recognize  that  the  Tokyo  communique 
did  not  come  easily.  It  was  the  product 
of  bitter  lessons:  the  deaths  of  Robert 
Stethem,  Leon  Klinghoffer,  Kenneth 
Ford,  and  so  many  other  names  from  so 
many  other  countries.  Today,  as  in  the 
1930s,  the  consequence  of  inaction  is 
never  greater  security  for  ourselves  and 
our  friends  but  the  emboldening  of  those 
who  would  destroy  our  community.  A 
vital  next  step  after  the  Tokyo  commu- 
nique should  be  passage  of  the  U.S.- 
U.K.  Extradition  Treaty,  now  before 
the  Congress.  We  might  summarize  that 
treaty  in  a  phrase:  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  a  good  terrorist. 

And  we  must  recognize  that  action 
sometimes  means  military  action. 
There  has  been  less  public  consensus 
about  the  success  of  our  strike  against 
Libya— very  warmly  supported,  widely 
supported  in  the  United  States,  but 
some  variation  elsewhere.  But  the 
results  are  convincing  the  skeptics. 
Qadhafi  is  in  retreat,  and  Syria  is 
uneasy— a  reaction  which  may  induce 
that  country  to  think  hard  about  in- 
volvement in  murderous  adventures. 

As  we  look  for  support,  so  must  we 
support  friends  whose  armed  forces 
are  responding  to  aggression— such  as 
American  help  to  Great  Britain  during 
the  Falklands  war,  our  recent  aid  to  the 
French  effort  against  Libya  in  Africa, 
and  Great  Britain's  support  for  us  last 
month.  Those  who  use  military  force,  or 
help  those  who  do,  invariably  find  them- 
selves immersed  in  controversy.  But  it 
is  precisely  at  such  times  that  solidarity 
counts.  We  all  noticed  that  Israel  was 
quick  to  support  our  action  against 
Libyan  terrorism  and  aggression. 

Let  me  inject  something  at  this 
point  that  some  of  you  may  not  want  to 
hear.  This  principle  also  applies  to 
America's  need  to  support— under  care- 
fully limited  conditions— Saudi  Arabia's 
effort  to  defend  the  Persian  Gulf.  The 
danger  there  is  real.  If  Khomeini-ism  ad- 


vances into  that  area,  America's  stra- 
tegic interests  will  be  harmed— and, 
needless  to  say,  so  vdll  Israel's.  There 
are  many  in  the  Arab  world  who  want 
peace  and  stability  and  moderation— and 
who  can  be  brought  to  accept  the  per- 
manent reality  of  the  State  of  Israel. 
But  if  America  cannot  demonstrate  that 
we  are  a  constant,  effective,  strong,  and 
responsive  presence  in  the  Middle  East, 
those  with  the  best  of  inclinations  in- 
evitably will  make  their  accommodations 
with  those  who  bear  the  worst 
intentions  toward  us. 

Let  me  say  that  I  well  understand 
your  attitudes,  and  I've  talked  with 
Jewish  leaders  a  great  deal  about  this 
subject,  and  I  want  to  say  to  you  that 
when  votes  come  on  the  question  of  sus- 
taining the  veto  of  President  Reagan, 
there  is  an  added  dimension.  Not  simply 
a  vote  on  Saudi  arms  but  a  vote  on 
whether  we  want  to  say  to  our  Presi- 
dent that  we  support  him  and  the  world 
can  see  that  the  President,  in  the  clutch, 
will  have  support  on  something  that  he 
feels  very  deeply  about. 

Let  me  conclude  by  briefly  noting 
some  other  areas  where  greater  con- 
certed understanding  and  effort  are 
required. 

Trade  differences  within  our  inter- 
national community  have  been  partic- 
ularly divisive,  eroding  cooperation  and 
weakening  public  confidence  in  the  value 
of  our  common  ties.  We  must  guard  es- 
pecially against  protectionist  policies, 
which  undermine  long-term  growth  and 
encourage  longrunning  divisions. 

We  neeS  to  face  the  fact  that  our 
divisions  at  home  can  weaken  our 
unity  with  friends  abroad.  The  rela- 
tively recent  constraints  on  executive 
action  are  an  impediment  to  effective 
action  and  undermine  our  credibility 
with  friends  and  enemies  aUke.  As  an 
example,  the  constraints  on  the  use  of 
force  embodied  in  the  war  powers  act 
practically  invite  an  enemy  to  wait  us 
out.  And  they  undermine  support  from 
allies  who  might  be  more  willing  to  go 
along  with  us  if  they  were  convinced 
that  America  would  stay  the  course. 

I  might  say  to  you  that  the  Presi- 
dent sometimes  is  challenged:  "How  is 
it  that  you  sent  those  Navy  planes  and 
brought  down  that  Egyptian  plane  with 
the  terrorists  on  it  and  you  didn't  get 
congressional  approval  before  you 
acted?"  And  he  said:  "What  kind  of 
nonsense  is  that?" 

And  we  have  to  get  over  the  idea 
that  "covert"  is  a  dirty  word.  Free  na- 
tions accustomed  to  open  debate  are 
naturally  uneasy  about  covert  measures, 
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just  as  they  are  uneasy  about  the  am- 
biguous circumstances  that  require  us  to 
act  in  secret.  Yet  we  must  remember 
that  inteUigence  breakthroughs  and 
secret  operations  had  a  decisive  in- 
fluence on  our  victories  in  two  world 
wars. 

Today,  in  our  shadow  war  against 
terrorism,  the  use  of  these  instruments 
is  just  as  imperative.  The  United  States 
will  use  such  measures  legally,  properly, 
and  with  the  due  involvement  of  the 
designated  legislative  committees.  What 
is  crucial  is  the  ability  to  take  some  ini- 
tiatives quietly,  in  situations  where  the 
more  the  measures  are  known,  the  less 
effective  will  be  their  results. 

Recent  history  has  reaffirmed  to 
friends  and  aUies  that  American  in- 
fluence abroad  is  a  force  for  liberation 
and  prosperity.  Our  support  for 
democratic  forces  in  the  Philippines;  our 
support  for  national  movements  against 
tyrannical  regimes;  and  our  demon- 
strated willingness  to  defend  our  friends 
and  ourselves  from  attack  has  given 
renewed  confidence  to  our  allies  and  to 
our  own  public.  We  are  on  the  move. 
The  contest  is  going  our  way. 

But  recent  gains  are  vulnerable.  We 
are  beginning  to  understand  that  our 
enemies'  greatest  asset  is  our  own  dis- 
unity. Let  us  remove  all  doubt  that  we 
and  our  friends  have  the  potential  to 
mobilize  a  rich  range  of  capabilities  to 
ensure  our  security. 

The  Need  for  Unity 

A  community  of  free  nations  will  always 
see  the  expression  of  differing  opinions. 
Dissent  is  the  sound  of  freedom  and 
democracy  at  work.  But  we  need  to 
agree  at  least  on  two  fundamental 
points:  what  we  stand  for  and  what  we 
stand  against.  As  [Prime  Minister]  Bob 
Hawke,  speaking  for  Australia,  said 
after  the  U.S.  strike  against  Libya,  on 
these  questions  we  must  be,  in  his 
words,  "at  one." 

The  risks  of  disunity  could  not  be 
more  profound.  Dissent  over  fundamen- 
tal issues  encourages  our  adversaries 
and  erodes  our  cooperation  across  the 
range  of  our  relations.  And  it  under- 
mines the  security  and  morale  of  those 
who  aspire  to  join  us. 

The  community  of  civilized  nations 
has  known  threats  since  its  very  incep- 
tion. Our  way  of  life  has  survived  and 
flourished  despite  them.  It  has  with- 
stood global  depression  and  world  wars, 
surviving  even  in  the  darkest  comers  of 
Nazi-occupied  Europe  and  in  the  most 
remote  Soviet  gulags.  But  as  the  Jewish 


people  have  known  throughout  their  his- 
tory, any  community  that  has  faith  in  it- 
self and  its  values  seeks  more  than 
mere  survival.  It  seeks  to  ensure  that 
those  values  flourish.  And  above  all,  it 
seeks  to  pass  them  on  proudly  and  with- 
out fear  of  repression  to  generations  to 
come. 

Our  course  requires  sacrifice- 
individual  and  collective,  material  and 
human.  It  requires  what  Ben  Netanyahu 
[Israeli  Ambassador  to  the  United  Na- 
tions] calls  "civic  valor"— a  will  to 
sacrifice  for  the  common  good  that 
springs  from  faith  in  ourselves  and  our 
way  of  life.  And  it  requires  leadership. 
Communities  of  nations,  like  communi- 


ties within  them,  are  not  abstract 
enterprises;  they  are  collections  of 
individuals,  led  by  men  and  women  of 
vision  and  courage.  They  are  the  custo- 
dians of  our  aspirations  and  our  future. 

The  heroism  of  individuals  like 
Natan  Shcharanskiy  teaches  that  no  one 
struggles  alone.  That  is  a  truth  for  na- 
tions as  well  as  for  men.  The  United 
States  and  Israel,  and  our  friends  in 
Europe  and  the  rest  of  the  world,  are 
embarked  on  a  common  course.  If  we 
keep  faith  with  one  another,  and  with 
the  heritage  that  binds  us,  we  will  pre- 
vail against  all  challenges  to  our  commu- 
nity. And  we  will  prevail  together. 
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by  Chester  A.  Crocker 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittees 
on  Africa  and  on  International  Eco- 
nomic Policy  and  Trade  of  the  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on  April  9, 
1986.  Mr.  Crocker  is  Assistant  Secre- 
tary for  African  Affairs.^ 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  to  continue  the  hearings  on 
U.S.  policy  toward  South  Africa. 

When  I  last  appeared  before  you  on 
March  12,  I  reviewed  events  of  recent 
months  in  South  Africa  and  described 
the  course  of  U.S.  pohcy.  The  hearing 
today  is  intended  to  deal  specifically 
with  the  question  of  further  sanctions 
against  South  Africa,  including  those 
proposed  in  H.R.  997.  It  will  also  e.xam- 
ine  implementation  of  the  President's 
Executive  order  of  September  9,  1985, 
on  South  Africa.  I  am  pleased  to  ad- 
dress both  of  these  matters. 

U.S.  Policy 

Americans  are  united  on  the  issue  of 
apartheid.  No  responsible  voice  in  this 
country  defends  that  policy.  All  agree 
that  our  government  and  society  should 
work  to  end  apartheid  and  work  actively 
for  negotiations  on  the  establishment  of 
a  system  of  government  based  on  the 
consent  of  all  South  Africans.  We  take  it 
as  given  that  apartheid  is  a  doomed  sys- 


tem. What  matters  is  how  it  ends  and 
what  follows  it.  Moreover,  we  believe 
South  Africa— far  from  being  frozen  in  a 
rigid  status  quo— is  a  society  in  transi- 
tion. As  we  Americans  consider  our 
role,  we  must  avoid  the  temptation  to 
view  South  Africa  as  a  one-act  morality 
play  in  which  the  curtain  descends  after 
the  villain  has  been  punished.  Our 
responsibility  is  to  look  at  consequences. 
The  criterion  we  should  put  to  ourselves 
is  how  our  policy  can  effectively  pro- 
mote conditions  conducive  to  justice, 
democracy,  peace,  and  welfare  in  south- 
ern Africa.  The  question  we  should  ask 
ourselves  about  any  action  is  whether  it 
speeds  the  process  away  from  apart- 
heid's evils  and  toward  a  full  sharing  of 
power  by  all  South  Africans  on  a  non- 
racial  basis. 

Our  policy  is  designed  to  both  react 
to  and  encourage  the  real  ferment  in 
South  African  society,  to  capitalize  upon 
the  growing  realization  among  all  sec- 
tors there  of  the  imperative  of  change. 
We  do  this  in  many  ways:  as  a  govern- 
ment, working  within  and  outside  tradi- 
tional diplomatic  channels,  and  as  a 
partner  with  concerned  Americans  and 
South  Africans  anxious  to  bring  about 
the  type  of  societal  and  political  restruc- 
turing South  Africa  needs. 

Our  diplomacy  goes  well  beyond  the 
rhetorical.  It  is  one  of  action.  Our  diplo- 
matic mission  in  South  Africa  is  the 
most  active,  the  most  involved  of  any 
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nation  represented  there.  We  maintain 
contacts  with  all  political  elements,  not- 
withstanding the  grave  difficulties  of  do- 
ing so  in  a  highly  polarized  environment. 
We  maintain  a  constant  emphasis  on 
human  rights  themes  in  our  contact  with 
the  South  African  Government,  express- 
ing ourselves  privately  and  publicly  on 
the  critical  issues  of  detentions,  ban- 
nings,  torture,  unnecessary  use  of  force, 
and  other  abuses.  In  addition,  we  con- 
tinually stress  to  all  the  necessity  to  get 
on  with  the  pressing  task  of  negotiations 
which  will  lead  to  a  new,  just,  political 
dispensation  in  South  Africa. 

We  also  seek  to  help  private  Ameri- 
can individuals  and  companies  who  are 
engaged  in  promoting  change.  We  wel- 
come such  commitments  as  Coca-Cola's 
pledge  of  $10  million  for  programs  of 
social  betterment.  We  encourage  the 
Sullivan  signatories  in  their  efforts,  both 
inside  and  outside  the  workplace. 

Our  continued  presence  in  South 
Africa  is  our  most  effective  tool  for 
bringing  about  change.  By  applying  fair 
labor  standards  based  on  the  Sullivan 
principles,  U.S.  firms  have  set  a  promi- 
nent e.xampie  for  treating  workers  with 
dignity.  For  fiscal  years  1986  and  1987, 
the  U.S.  Government  proposes  allocat- 
ing $45  million  in  assistance  programs  in 
the  fields  of  education,  labor  and  entre- 
preneurial training,  legal  assistance,  and 
other  programs  to  help  those  disadvan- 
taged by  the  system  of  apartheid.  These 
programs  seek  to  educate  and  train  a 
new  generation  of  black  South  Africans 
who  will  play  a  major  role  in  shaping 
their  country's  destiny.  Our  human 
rights  fund  and  our  new  legal  assistance 
program  are  also  helping  those  South 
Africans  who  are  working  for  change. 

We  are  a  force  for  change  and,  I 
would  contend,  an  increasingly  effective 
one.  We  should  be  building  on  this  solid 
basis,  not  undercutting  it. 

Regrettably,  last  year's  debate  on 
South  Africa  emphasized  the  differences 
that  exist  among  concerned  Americans 
on  the  means  we  should  use  to  effect 
change  rather  than  the  goals  we  all 
share  regarding  South  Africa.  By  em- 
phasizing differences  over  punitive  sanc- 
tions, many  in  this  country,  in  South 
Africa,  and  in  third  countries  received 
the  erroneous  impression  that  we  are 
divided.  This  gave  precisely  the  wrong 
signal  to  those  in  South  Africa  who  be- 
lieve that  the  apartheid  system  can  be 
maintained  and  who  believe  that  there 
is  sympathy  for  this  view  in  the  United 
States.  They  are  wrong. 


The  President's  Executive  order  of 
September  9  was  intended  to  make  it 
clear  to  all  concerned  that  this  country 
speaks  with  one  voice  on  South  Africa. 
The  Executive  order  sent  a  powerful 
message  to  the  Government  of  South 
Africa  that  the  United  States  unequivo- 
cally rejects  apartheid  and  supports  the 
efforts  of  the  South  African  people  to 
put  an  end  to  that  repressive  system. 

The  measures  taken  by  the  Presi- 
dent last  September  were  intended  to 
serve  as  a  positive  form  of  pressure  for 
genuine  change.  Their  objective  was  not 
one  of  indiscriminate  punishment  or 
damage  to  the  economic  well-being  of 
the  people  of  South  Africa.  Rather,  they 
were  targeted  at  those  elements  of  the 
South  African  Government  that  enforce 
and  sustain  apartheid. 

We  do  not  believe  prospects  for 
change  in  South  Africa  can  be  enhanced 
by  worsening  the  economic  problems  of 
the  South  African  people.  We  conse- 
quently urge  you  to  resist  the  impetus 
to  focus  the  South  African  debate  again 
on  the  divisive  issue  of  punitive  sanc- 
tions. We  believe,  instead,  that  this 
country  should,  at  this  time,  focus  its  at- 
tention on  the  many  positive  things  we 
can  do  and  are  doing  to  support  the  ef- 
forts of  those  in  South  Africa  seeking 
genuine  change. 

This  is  not  the  place  for  me  to  re- 
hearse the  broad  range  of  political,  eco- 
nomic, and  moral  arguments  against 
punitive  sanctions  directed  at  South 
Africa.  In  lieu  of  that,  with  your  permis- 
sion, I  would  like  to  insert  into  the 
record  an  article  on  sanctions  to  be  pub- 
lished in  the  spring  1986  issue  of  Busi- 
ness and  Society  Review.  This  article, 
by  U.S.  Ambassador  [to  South  Africa] 
Herman  Nickel,  presents  a  definitive 
statement  of  our  case. 

I  would  add  that  we  are  aware  that 
some  South  Africans,  notably  Bishop 
Tutu,  have  called  on  Western  nations  to 
impose  such  measures.  Others  in  South 
Africa  and  here  have  a  very  different 
view.  Let  me  be  very  clear  on  this 
point.  We  can  understand  the  sentiment 
that  leads  some  to  call  for  what  may  ap- 
pear to  be  strong  measures  against 
apartheid.  We  do  not  question  their  mo- 
tives in  pressing  for  actions  which,  if 
seriously  implemented,  could  damage 
the  economy  and  standard  of  living  in 
that  country.  But  we  do  question  their 
assumptions  and  their  analysis  about 
how  to  achieve  real  change.  We  have  a 
duty— yes,  a  moral  obligation— to  take 
those  actions  we  believe  right,  proper, 
and  effective  in  the  current  circum- 
stances. 


The  Executive  Order 

It  has  been  7  months  since  the  Presi- 
dent signed  the  Executive  order  on 
South  Africa.  Since  that  time,  the 
numerous  provisions  in  the  Executive 
order  have  been  strictly  and  expedi- 
tiously implemented.  In  addition,  the 
President  promulgated  another  Execu- 
tive order  on  October  1  to  prohibit  the 
import  of  Krugerrands. 

A  series  of  rules  and  regulations  has 
been  issued  by  the  Office  of  Foreign  As- 
sets Control  [of  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment] on  bank  loans  and  Krugerrands; 
by  [Treasury's]  Bureau  of  Alcohol, 
Tobacco,  and  Firearms  on  arms  imports; 
by  the  International  Trade  Admin- 
istration of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce on  computers  and  other  exports; 
and  by  the  Department  of  State  on  the 
labor  practices  of  U.S.  firms  in  South 
Africa. 

The  Secretary  of  State  has  also  es- 
tablished an  Advisory  Committee  on 
South  Africa,  composed  of  12  distin- 
guished Americans,  to  provide  recom- 
mendations on  how  U.S.  policy  can  be 
most  effective  in  bringing  about  change 
in  South  Africa.  The  advisory  committee 
will  offer  its  report  to  the  Secretary  no 
later  than  12  months  after  its  first  meet- 
ing, which  took  place  on  January  29. 

Within  the  Department  of  State,  we 
have  taken  the  steps  necessary  to  imple- 
ment fully  the  Executive  order's  provi- 
sions on  the  fair  labor  practices  of  U.S. 
firms  in  South  Africa.  We  have  also 
taken  steps  to  ensure  that  our  Embassy 
and  consulates  in  South  Africa  comply 
with  these  fair  labor  practices  and  make 
affirmative  efforts  to  target  nonwhite 
firms  for  future  purchases  of  goods  and 
services,  as  called  for  by  the  Executive 
order. 

Our  regulations  on  the  labor  prac- 
tices of  U.S.  firms  in  South  Africa  en- 
tered into  force  on  January  1  of  this 
year.  All  U.S.  firms  employing  at  least 
25  nationals  in  South  Africa  were  re- 
quired to  register  with  the  Department 
of  State,  and  the  registration  process 
has  now  been  completed.  We  consulted 
closely  with  the  public  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  regulations  and  related  im- 
plementing documents,  such  as  the 
detailed  questionnaire  that  companies 
will  file  so  that  we  can  determine 
whether  they  are  taking  good  faith 
steps  to  implement  the  fair  labor  stan- 
dards specified  in  the  Executive  order 
We  believe  that  the  system  adopted  is 
simple,  efficient,  and  without  undue 
bureaucratic  and  regulatory 
requirements. 
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The  restrictive  measures  adopted  by 
the  United  States  against  South  Africa 
are  more  comprehensive  than  any  meas- 
ures adopted  by  any  Western  country. 
To  make  clear  for  the  record  the  extent 
of  these  measures,  I  would  like  to  in- 
troduce a  summary  of  the  measures 
adopted  by  the  United  States  and 
the  texts  of  the  relevant  laws  and 
regulations. 

House  Resolution  997 

We  strongly  oppose  bills  such  as 
H.R.  997  that  would  have  the  effect  of 
imposing  punitive  sanctions  on  South 
Africa.  H.R.  997  has  six  principal 
measures. 

Section  1  would  prohibit  any  U.S. 
person  from  making  any  investment  in 
South  Africa  and  would  require  com- 
plete disinvestment  within  180  days. 

Section  2  would  prohibit  the  import 
to  the  United  States  of  any  article 
grown  or  produced  in  South  Africa  and 
would  prohibit  the  export  to  South 
Africa  of  all  U.S.  goods  and  information. 

Section  3  would  curtail  U.S.  landing 
rights  (except  in  emergencies)  for  all  air- 
craft owTied  by  the  South  African 
Government  and  all  South  African 
nationals. 

Section  4  would  prohibit  the  import 
into  the  United  States  of  any  gold  coin 
minted  in  South  Africa  or  offered  for 
sale  by  the  South  African  Government. 

Section  5  would  prohibit  any  person 
from  receiving  any  credit  or  deduction 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  for 
certain  taxes  paid  or  accrued  to  South 
Africa. 

Section  6  sets  forth  severe  penalties 
for  violating  any  of  these  measures. 

In  our  view,  the  measures  proposed 
would  be  unreasonable  and  ineffective. 
The  broad  prohibition  on  investments 
would  not  bring  reform  and  change  from 
the  South  African  Government.  Instead, 
it  would  merely  cause  U.S.  firms  to 
suffer  substantial  economic  loss  as  a 
result  of  the  immediate  6  months'  sale 
required  under  the  bill.  There  is  no  con- 
sensus among  South  African  blacks  over 
the  usefulness  of  disinvestment.  Most 
U.S.  firms  operating  in  South  Africa 
have  worked  hard  during  the  past  10 
years  to  improve  working,  educational, 
and  living  conditions  for  their  em- 
ployees. These  companies  are  now  lead- 
ers in  the  efforts  of  the  business 
community  to  develop  a  concrete  pro- 
gram for  political  and  social  change.  If 
they  were  to  leave  South  Africa,  they 


would  be  replaced  by  domestic  South 
African  firms  or  firms  from  third  coun- 
tries who  would  not  be  active  catalysts 
in  pushing  for  reform  and  who  would  be 
less  likely  to  adhere  to  the  fair  labor 
practices  subscribed  to  by  their  Ameri- 
can counterparts. 

The  proposed  ban  on  imports  and 
exports  would  also  be  counterproduc- 
tive. The  United  States  already  has  in 
place  stringent  controls  on  selected  ex- 
ports to  South  Africa,  including  a  com- 
prehensive embargo  on  exports  to  the 
military  and  police.  Our  purpose  must 
be  to  target  carefully  the  machinery  of 
apartheid.  What  conceivable  purpose 
could  be  served  by  imposing  a  total  em- 
bargo on  that  society?  There  is  no  evi- 
dence to  sustain  a  belief  that  U.S. 
commercial  e.xports  "support"  apartheid 
or  that  a  ban  on  them  would  help  to 
bring  about  change  in  South  Africa.  The 
only  real  victim  of  such  measures  would 
be  ourselves,  our  exporters,  and  our 
workers  in  those  export  industries. 

The  proposed  import  ban  would  un- 
necessarily preclude  access  to  South 
African  minerals  and  resources,  some  of 
which  are  significant  to  our  national 
security  and  are  not  readily  available 
from  other  sources.  This  would  serve  no 
national  purpose.  The  ban  would  raise 
serious  questions  with  respect  to  our 
commitments  under  the  General  Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade.  Like  disin- 
vestment, pressure  of  this  kind  will  not 
influence  the  South  African  Government 
to  change  its  policy.  Instead,  we  can 
only  expect  that  it  would  result  in  a 
hardening  of  political  attitudes  among 
white  South  Africans  and  a  slower,  not 
faster,  pace  of  change. 

We  do  not  believe  that  cutting  off 
landing  rights  for  South  African  aircraft 
would  serve  our  interests.  Interfering 
with  travel  between  the  United  States 
and  South  Africa  could  cut  South  Afri- 
cans off  from  access  to  Americans  at  a 
time  when  exposure  to  the  United 
States  and  its  people  can  help  influence 
change.  In  addition,  a  termination  of 
landing  rights  would  contradict  the 
grant  of  rights  in  the  1947  Air  Trans- 
port Services  Agreement  between  the 
United  States  and  South  Africa.  South 
Africa  would  be  entitled  to  demand  in- 
ternational arbitration  if  the  United 
States  were  to  take  this  action  because 
of  H.R.  997. 

The  proposed  ban  on  tax  credits  is 
clearly  intended  to  penalize  U.S.  firms 
by  making  it  more  expensive  for  them 
to  operate  in  South  Africa.  The  ban 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  United  States  under  the 


1946  Convention  for  the  Avoidance  of 
Double  Taxation  between  the  United 
States  and  South  Africa— a  treaty  which 
was  ratified  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate. 

Conclusion 

H.R.  997  is  based  on  the  assumption 
that  isolating  South  Africa  from  the  peo- 
ple, economy,  and  Government  of  the 
United  States  vrill  help  influence  change 
in  South  Africa.  It  relies  on  a  belief  that 
indiscriminate  and  blunt  acts  of  eco- 
nomic punishment  inflicted  on  South 
Africa  would  produce  better  behavior 
or  changes  in  basic  policy  by  its 
government. 

We  believe,  on  the  contrary,  that 
there  are  serious  and  dangerous  risks  in 
imposing  punitive  sanctions  on  South 
Africa.  In  effect,  we  could,  perversely, 
maximize  intransigence  of  both  black 
and  white.  The  demands  of  the  sanc- 
tions/disinvestment movement  have  led 
many  whites  in  South  Africa  to  discount 
the  need  for  their  country  to  play  a  role 
in  the  world  community.  It  has  pro- 
duced a  "fortress  South  Africa"  men- 
tality in  many  who  argue  that  the  coun- 
try's vast  wealth  and  important  exports 
place  it  in  a  position  where  it  can  ignore 
the  clamor  for  change.  This  tendency 
toward  white  intransigence  is  mirrored 
among  many  in  the  black  community 
who  view  the  international  call  for  sanc- 
tions as  obviating  the  need  for  negotia- 
tions with  the  white  regime— that  is, 
with  enough  international  trumpets 
sounding,  the  walls  of  apartheid  vrill 
crumble.  The  fact  is,  South  Africa  needs 
less  intransigence,  more  negotiation,  less 
illusions,  more  dialogue,  less  hatred,  and 
more  civility. 

We  should  also  keep  in  mind  that 
pressures  are  already  in  place  in  South 
Africa,  put  there  by  the  international 
condemnation  of  apartheid,  market 
forces,  the  President's  Executive  order, 
and,  most  importantly,  by  the  un- 
diminished protests  and  actions  of  the 
black  population  of  South  Africa  itself. 
Important  initiatives  are  underway.  The 
Commonwealth's  Eminent  Persons 
Group  has  visited  South  Africa  and  will 
probably  do  so  again  in  pursuit  of  its 
mandate  of  promoting  dialogue.  The 
members  of  Secretary  Shultz's  Advisory 
Committee  on  South  Africa,  created  by 
the  President's  Executive  order,  are 
currently  working  toward  a  report  on 
the  subject  of  how  the  people  and 
Government  of  the  United  States  can 
best  use  our  influence  in  South  Africa. 
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This  is  not  the  time  to  mount  punitive 
sanctions  against  South  Africa  but, 
rather,  to  use  our  good  offices  and 
influence  to  move  ahead  the  process  of 
reform  and  negotiation  in  that  country. 
In  summary,  our  policy  is  a  coher- 
ent, logical  one  designed  to  promote 
change  in  South  Africa  and  to  pursue 
our  owTi  national  interests.  We  would 
welcome  efforts  by  this  body  to  increase 
U.S.  assistance  to  those  working  to  put 
an  end  to  apartheid  and  to  improve  our 
ability  to  reach  out  effectively  to  com- 


munities in  all  parts  of  South  Africa, 
such  as  we  had  in  mind  when  proposing 
the  creation  of  a  consulate  in  Port 
Elizabeth.  Such  measures  will  ensure 
that  the  United  States  has  a  positive 
role  to  play  in  bringing  about  our  goal 
of  ending  apartheid  in  South  Africa. 


>The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 
for  Sub-Sahara  Africa 


by  Chester  A.  Crocker 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  International  Operations  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
March  18,  1986.  Mr.  Crocker  is  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  African  Affairs.^ 

I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  testify  to- 
day on  the  1987  foreign  assistance  re- 
quest for  Africa.  I  believe  it  is 
important  to  be  here  because  Africa  is 
too  often  lost  in  the  shuffle  in  light  of 
higher  profile  interests  elsewhere  in  the 
world.  Yet,  it  is  Africa,  as  I  hope  this 
committee  will  agree,  that  poses  some  of 
the  greatest  challenges  and  opportuni- 
ties for  the  United  States. 

I  recognize  that  in  these  days  of 
budget  cutting  and  deficit  reductions  we 
need  to  ensure  that  all  U.S.  Government 
assistance  programs  are  based  on  sohd 
U.S.  foreign  poHcy  interests  and  objec- 
tives and  that  all  programs  have  been 
scrutinized  to  consolidate  and  reduce 
costs  wherever  possible. 

My  presentation  is  in  two  parts- 
first,  the  nature  of  U.S.  interests  and, 
second,  the  programs  proposed  to  sup- 
port these  interests.  While  these  cannot 
and  should  not  be  rigidly  separated,  I 
would  divide  U.S.  interests  in  Africa 
into  the  following  broad  categories- 
strategic  and  political,  economic  and  de- 
velopmental, and  humanitarian.  All  of 
these  interests  share  one  common  fac- 
tor: the  awareness  that  Africa  is  part  of 
a  broader  global  system. 


U.S.  Interests 

Soviet/Libyan/Cuban  adventurism  oper- 
ates in  Africa  just  as  it  does  in  Af- 
ghanistan, Nicaragua,  and  the  Middle 


East.  Africa's  financial  problems  are 
part  of  a  broader  global  framework,  and 
failure  to  deal  with  them  endangers  the 
multilateral  system  crucial  to  our  global 
interests.  For  example,  while  African 
debt  is  dwarfed  by  that  of  Latin  Ameri- 
ca, the  country  with  the  largest  arrears 
to  the  IMF  [International  Monetary 
Fund]  is  Sudan;  and  debt,  in  relationship 
to  size  and  potential  of  economies,  is  far 
more  serious  in  Africa  than  elsewhere. 
By  the  same  token,  Africa's  level  of 
socioeconomic  development  is  much  low- 
er than  that  of  other  regions.  African 
countries  do  not  have  the  same  ability 
to  adjust  to  changing  international  eco- 
nomic developments  that  other 
regions— such  as  Latin  America  and 
Asia— have.  For  this  reason,  I  think 
Africa  needs  to  be  recognized  both  for 
its  special  characteristics  and  for  its  im- 
portance to  our  world  interests. 

In  development  terms,  what  is  oc- 
curring in  Africa  today,  after  a  long 
period  of  stagnation  and  misdirection,  is 
positive  and  encouraging.  As  I  will 
describe  in  somewhat  greater  detail 
later,  Africans  have  taken  initiatives, 
risky  initiatives,  in  terms  of  policy 
changes  which  deserve  our  support. 
Africans  are  not  asking  for  a  handout, 
nor  do  we  propose  to  give  them  one. 
They  are  not  arguing  that  their  debt  be 
repudiated.  They  are  asking  for  support 
in  developing  institutions  which  will  per- 
mit their  economies  to  grow,  with 
benefit  to  Africans  and  non-Africans.  If 
we  and  our  allies  respond,  we  can  head 
off  far  worse  problems  in  the  future. 

Our  request  for  Africa  is  not  ex- 
travagant in  this  context.  Our  total  re- 
quest for  development  and  security 
assistance  to  Africa  comes  to  $2.50  per 
African.  This  is  not  an  amount  that  can 


be  cut  substantially  and  still  have  the 
effect  on  poverty,  disease,  and  disloca- 
tion that  is  desired.  Some  prominent  ele- 
ments in  the  United  States,  most 
notably  the  recent  report  of  the  Council 
on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Overseas 
Development  Council,  have  urged  that 
we  do  much,  much  more  in  Africa.  But 
we  are  very  much  aware  of  budget  con- 
straints and  have  shaped  our  proposals 
in  the  context  of  what  we  believe  is  our 
proper  share  of  our  international  effort, 
both  bilateral  and  multilateral. 

We  have  important  security  in- 
terests in  Africa.  Africa  is  relevant  in 
strategic  terms  to  the  shipping  lanes 
from  the  Middle  East,  the  security  of 
the  Indian  Ocean,  and  the  transit  across 
the  South  Atlantic.  Africa  is  also  near 
the  critically  important  southern  flank  of 
Europe  and  vulnerable  oil-producing 
areas  in  Saudi  Arabia  and  the  gulf.  Afri- 
cans are  active  participants  in  the  secu- 
rity of  these  regions,  for  their  own 
safety  and  development. 

We  have  an  interest  in  seeing  the 
continent  free  from  outside  subversive 
influence  and  aggression  or  its  use  as  a 
base  for  anti-Western  propaganda  and 
activities.  Most  African  leaders  share 
our  perceptions  about  the  dangers  to 
the  continent  offered  by  Soviet,  Cuban, 
and  Libyan  involvement  and  our  view 
that  disputes  should  be  settled  by  peace- 
ful negotiation— not  armed  force.  We 
have  not  hesitated  to  provide  military 
assistance  to  our  friends  when  threat- 
ened by  external  aggression,  as  we  did 
in  the  case  pf  Libyan  incursions  against 
Chad.  Our  allies  in  Europe  have  reacted 
strongly  as  well.  We  ignore  at  our  peril 
the  intrusion  of  hostile  external  in- 
fluence and  power  into  this  fragile  and 
often  unstable  zone. 

With  about  one-third  of  the  member- 
ship in  the  United  Nations,  African  na- 
tions are  the  most  cohesive  voting  bloc 
at  the  United  Nations  and  in  other  in- 
ternational fora.  They  play  a  critically 
important  role  in  determining  UN  posi- 
tions on  poHtical,  economic,  and  techni- 
cal issues,  such  as  policy  in  the  Middle 
East,  on  terrorism,  and  on  human 
rights.  Just  to  give  one  example,  Afri- 
can countries  consistently  resisted  ef- 
forts to  challenge  Israel's  right  to 
participate  in  the  United  Nations. 

Africa's  markets  and  our  access  to 
its  rich  mineral  resources  are  important 
concerns  to  American  industry  and  com- 
merce. We  depend  heavily  on  Africa  for 
the  supply  of  such  critical  minerals  as 
chrome  and  cobalt. 
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Africa  is  important  to  us  in  cultural 
and  historical  terms.  About  11%  of  the 
American  people  trace  their  ancestry 
back  to  Africa.  Afro- Americans  are  to- 
day a  more  cohesive  and  activist  consti- 
tuency than  at  any  time  in  the  past,  not 
only  on  the  emotionally  charged  issue  of 
South  Africa  but  also  on  the  range  of 
America's  African  interests  and  policies. 

And  finally,  we  have  a  strong  hu- 
manitarian interest  in  helping  our  fellow 
man  meet  basic  human  needs  and  realize 
his  potential.  Last  year,  Africa  ex- 
perienced one  of  its  worst  droughts  in 
modern  history,  with  over  30  million 
people  at  risk.  We  can  be  proud  of  the 
U.S.  role  in  providing  unprecedented 
levels  of  food  and  other  types  of  emer- 
gency assistance.  Millions  of  lives  were 
saved.  With  the  return  of  rains  to  much 
of  Africa,  the  specter  of  famine  is  reced- 
ing but  much  still  remains  to  be  done  to 
reduce  deprivation  and  suffering.  Equal- 
ly important,  we  must  ensure  that  Afri- 
cans Uving  on  the  narrow  margins  of 
subsistence  have  the  realistic  hope  that 
life  for  their  children  tomorrow  will  pro- 
vide more  opportunities  and  economic 
security  than  there  is  today. 

The  Shift  in  the  African  Approach 
to  Economic  Development 

Africa  is  at  a  crossroads  in  economic  de- 
velopment. Drought,  sharply  changing 
terms  of  trade,  and,  perhaps  above  all, 
misdirected  policies  have  brought  Africa 
to  a  point  where  it  has  regressed  to  the 
per  capita  income  of  1960.  The  serious- 
ness of  this  crisis,  however,  has 
produced  a  major  shift  in  African  think- 
ing. Indeed,  among  Africans  and  donors 
alike,  there  is  a  consensus  on  dramatic 
steps  that  must  be  taken  by  African 
governments  and  the  nature  of  interna- 
tional support.  If  these  steps  are  not 
taken,  the  situation  will  worsen  with 
terrible  human  as  well  as,  unquestiona- 
bly, political  consequences.  But  the  key 
is  that  this  crisis  is  recognized,  and  Afri- 
can leaders  are  taking  actions  of  un- 
precedented nature  to  meet  it. 

What  are  African  countries  doing  to 
help  themselves?  Much  of  the  reform 
taking  place  reflects  a  move  away  from 
bankrupt  statist  policies  dating  back  to 
the  early  years  following  independence. 
At  that  time,  many  African  leaders 
were  attracted  by  socialist  solutions 
which  held  out  the  promise  of  a  more 
rapid  economic  growth  while  at  the 
same  time  promoting  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  income.  Even  countries 
that  did  not  profess  socialism  were  in- 
clined toward  a  large  state  role  in 


production,  marketing,  distribution,  and 
finance.  This  path  clearly  has  been  a  dis- 
appointment. Rather  than  a  high  rate  of 
economic  growth,  it  has  promoted  rapid 
growth  of  government  and  state  enter- 
prises at  the  expense  of  the  fragile  but 
productive  private  sector.  Bureaucracies 
have  swollen  beyond  the  economy's  abil- 
ity to  support  them,  creating  incentives 
for  corruption  and  distortions  in  the  allo- 
cation of  benefits.  Subsidies  were  in- 
troduced that  increased  deficits  as  well 
as  dependence  on  imports. 

Many  African  countries  are  now 
aware  of  their  past  mistakes  and  are 
proceeding  to  pare  down  their  govern- 
ment bureaucracies  and  remove  controls 
which  are  preventing  the  economy  from 
operating  efficiently.  I  will  give  you 
briefly  specific  examples  of  important 
reform  efforts  by  selected  African 
countries. 

Zaire.  Zaire's  policy  adjustments  are 
among  the  most  thorough  in  support  of 
market-led  development.  The  local  cur- 
rency, the  Zaire,  has  been  devalued 
sharply  and  allowed  to  float  in  a  free 
foreign  exchange  market.  Import  licens- 
ing has  been  liberalized  and  payment 
restrictions  eased.  Virtually  all  state 
trading  monopolies  have  been  abolished 
and  price  controls  eliminated.  Question- 
able trading  practices  in  the  mineral  sec- 
tor that  allowed  for  hidden  capital  flight 
have  been  abolished  under  World  Bank 
direction.  Interest  rates  have  been  freed 
and  floated  to  rates  that  are  positive  in 
real  terms.  Finally,  public  expenditures 
were  cut  back  sharply.  As  a  result  of 
these  measures,  inflation  has  dropped  to 
an  annual  rate  of  20%  after  running  at 
over  100%  in  1983;  exports  have  in- 
creased, and  the  trade  surplus  has  dou- 
bled despite  a  continuing  decline  in 
copper  prices.  Growth  has  also  recov- 
ered, rising  to  a  2.8%  real  rate  in  1984. 
However,  despite  these  positive  results, 
debt  service  remains  a  tremendous 
problem  for  Zaire,  consuming  about  half 
of  the  government's  budget. 

Zambia.  In  Zambia,  the  government 
has  recently  introduced  a  series  of  fun- 
damental economic  policy  changes.  It 
has  established  an  auction  system  for 
foreign  exchange;  liberalized  its  foreign 
trade  regime  and  ended  all  import 
licensing  and  other  quantitative  restric- 
tions; decontrolled  interest  rates;  and 
established  a  daily  auction  in  Treasury 
bills  to  help  meet  its  domestic  credit 
needs  from  sources  outside  the  banking 
system.  No  less  significantly,  the 
government  has  also  continued  to  push 
ahead  with  sectoral  reform  programs. 


increasing  and/or  decontrolling  producer 
and  retail  prices  for  agricultural 
products,  restructuring  tariffs,  and  de- 
veloping an  action  program  for  the  ra- 
tionalization of  the  mining  industry. 

Somalia.  Similarly,  Somalia  in  1985 
embarked  upon  one  of  the  more  sweep- 
ing reform  programs  in  Africa.  Prices 
were  entirely  decontrolled;  import 
licensing  was  abolished;  all  restrictions 
on  internal  grain  marketing  were  elimi- 
nated; and  a  dual  foreign  exchange  mar- 
ket (with  a  freely  floating  exchange  rate 
for  most  commercial  transactions)  was 
developed  as  a  first  step  toward  a  uni- 
fied free  foreign  exchange  market.  Real 
public  expenditures  were  also  cut  back 
sharply.  Together,  these  measures  had 
an  immediate  impact  on  prices,  produc- 
tion, and  exports.  Inflation  settled  to  a 
rate  less  than  half  that  of  1984— about 
30%-35%;  foodgrain  production  rose  to 
record  levels;  exports  almost  doubled; 
and  overall  GDP  [gross  domestic 
product]  growth  strengthened  to  a  4% 
real  rate  for  the  year. 

Guinea.  After  26  years  of  economic 
mismanagement,  the  new  Government 
of  Guinea,  under  the  leadership  of  Presi- 
dent Conte,  launched  a  sweeping  eco- 
nomic reform  program  in  the  fall  of  1985 
aimed  at  implementing  IMF  and  World 
Bank  recommendations  and  putting  the 
Guinean  economy  on  a  private  sector 
footing.  Guinea  devalued  its  currency  by 
1,500%'  and  instituted  a  foreign  exchange 
auction  system  as  a  step  toward  market- 
determined  rates;  the  state  banking  sec- 
tor was  liquidated,  and  its  functions  are 
being  handled  by  three  Franco-Guinean 
banks;  the  prices  of  basic  commodities 
are  being  decontrolled  to  stimulate  in- 
creased supply;  the  import  and  retailing 
of  rice  was  privatized;  state  enterprises 
were  dismantled  or  privatized;  and  tar- 
gets were  set  for  deep  cuts  in  civil  serv- 
ant staffing. 

Role  of  the  Donor  Community 

What  should  the  donor  community  do  to 
support  such  important  economic  re- 
forms? In  its  recent  report  "Financing 
Adjustment  with  Growth  in  Sub- 
Saharan  Africa  1986-1990,"  the  Worid 
Bank  presents  a  sobering  view.  In  the 
introduction  to  the  report.  World  Bank 
President  Clausen  notes  that  the  "de- 
velopment strategies  of  many  African 
countries  have  changed  dramatically," 
that  "major  structural  reforms  are  be- 
ing undertaken,"  and  that  "there  has 
been  marked  progress  by  many  African 
countries  in  redressing  major  macro- 
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economic  and  sectoral  distortions."  He 
adds,  however,  that  "the  major  struc- 
tural reforms  undertaken  by  many  Afri- 
can countries  to  address  their  long-term 
development  problems  have  not  received 
adequate  donor  support." 

The  Bank  believes  that,  in  order  to 
achieve  sustained  and  sound  growth,  ap- 
proximately $2.5  bilhon  in  additional  as- 
sistance is  required.  Some  of  this  can 
come  from  an  enlarged  IDA  VIII  [Inter- 
national Development  Association],  but 
the  remainder  must  come  from  bilateral 
support.  I  am  not  arguing  for  a  gap- 
closing  exercise  for  all  of  Africa.  For 
better  or  for  worse,  this  is  not  sustaina- 
ble in  the  United  States  or  most  other 
countries.  What  is  needed  is  a  combina- 
tion of  donor  concentration  of  assistance 
on  programs  to  produce  results  in  those 
countries  in  Africa  seriously  engaged  in 
adjustment  and  to  provide  incentives  for 
the  future  to  other  countries  that  must 
eventually  take  this  path. 

Economic  Assistance 

I,  and  my  AID  [Agency  for  Internation- 
al Development]  colleagues,  believe  in 
this,  and  the  proposals  which  are  before 
you  reflect  this  approach.  U.S.  bilateral 
assistance  is  perhaps  one-eighth  of  total 
assistance  flows  to  Africa.  Yet  our  rela- 
tively small  share  of  assistance  is  crucial 
to  broader  patterns  of  assistance.  We 
are  proud  to  be  considered  the  leader 
and  innovator  in  African  development. 
This  is  a  role  we  wish  to  maintain. 

Accepting  the  reality  that  we  do  not 
have  the  resources  to  do  everything 
that  we  would  like  to  do,  we  have  evalu- 
ated our  priorities  carefully  to  focus  our 
assistance.  Our  request  for  economic  as- 
sistance for  Africa  in  FY  1987,  at  about 
$1  billion,  is  about  10%  below  actual  ex- 
penditures in  1985.  Over  half  of  our  as- 
sistance is  concentrated  in  nine  coun- 
tries: Cameroon,  Kenya,  Liberia,  Niger, 
Senegal,  Somalia,  Sudan,  Zambia,  and 
Zaire.  In  terms  of  programming  our  eco- 
nomic assistance,  about  43%  of  our 
resources  goes  to  assist  economic  stabili- 
zation and  reform  efforts;  35%-  to  pro- 
mote increased  agricultural  productivity 
which  is  made  possible  by  such  reforms; 
and  22%  for  human  resources  develop- 
ment. Development  assistance,  economic 
support  funds,  and  PL  480  food  assist- 
ance each  provide  roughly  a  third  of  the 
resources  for  our  bilateral  programs. 
While  some  of  these  resources  may  help 
meet  short-term  needs,  our  major  objec- 
tive is  to  increase  the  long-term  produc- 
tivity of  the  countries  we  are  helping. 


Economic  and  institutional  reforms 
will  continue  to  be  the  centerpiece  of 
our  development  strategy.  Under  our 
regular  assistance  programs  in  Africa, 
we  have  been  providing  increased 
balance-of-payments  assistance  and  con- 
ditioning it  on  economic  structural  re- 
forms (e.g.  trade  liberalization, 
agricultural  market  liberalization,  civil 
service  reform)  to  create  a  favorable 
framework  for  medium-  and  long-term 
growth.  This  is  precisely  in  line  with 
recommendations  of  the  World  Bank  to 
bilateral  donors. 

In  FY  1985,  we  began  implementing 
a  new  program,  the  African  economic 
policy  reform  program,  which  provides 
additional,  more  flexible  assistance  to 
African  countries  undertaking  critical 
policy  reforms  and  for  whom  additional, 
timely  resources  would  accelerate  the 
pace  of  such  reforms  and  ensure  im- 
plementation at  the  sector  level.  The 
first  year  was  a  success.  We  selected 
five  countries  for  a  total  program  of  $75 
million  and  negotiated  reforms  which  in- 
cluded: reduction  of  fertilizer  subsidies 
in  Malawi;  pruning  of  the  civil  service 
payroll  in  Mali;  lowering  of  tariffs  and 
marginal  personal  tax  rates  in  Mauri- 
tius; liberalization  of  price  controls  in 
Rwanda;  and  elimination  of  subsidies  on 
maize  and  fertilizer  in  Zambia.  Due  to 
budget  restraints,  funding  for  the  pro- 
gram in  1986  was  reduced  to  $47.9  mil- 
hon.  We  hope  Congress  will  provide  us 
the  resources  so  that  we  bring  this  im- 
portant, effective  program  back  up  to 
the  $75  million  level  in  1987. 

The  African  economic  policy  reform 
program  was  a  precursor  of  and  gave 
impetus  to  a  similar  program,  the  World 
Bank's  Special  African  Facility— a  facil- 
ity which,  together  with  bilateral  funds 
available  for  cofinancing,  totaled  about 
$1.3  billion  to  finance  pohcy  reform  pro- 
grams in  Africa.  The  facility  has  done 
useful  work,  and  we  have  been  coor- 
dinating our  reform  programs  with  the 
Worid  Bank  and  in  FY  1986,  at  the  in- 
itiative of  Congress,  made  a  direct  con- 
tribution to  the  special  fund. 

This  year,  we  will  begin  implement- 
ing "food  for  progress,"  using  an  initial 
allocation  of  75,000  tons  of  food  to  sup- 
port several  pilot  programs.  "Food  for 
progress"  is  designed  to  support 
market-oriented  reforms  in  the  agricul- 
tural sector  with  a  view  toward  increas- 
ing a  country's  productive  capacity. 
Benefiting  from  the  experience  of  the 
first  programs,  we  plan  to  expand  it  in 
1987  and  are  hopeful  that,  like  the  re- 


form program,  it  will  also  make  a  sig- 
nificant contribution  to  the  structural 
reform  efforts  of  African  countries. 
Lastly,  I  would  like  to  mention 
briefly  our  efforts  to  mobilize  additional 
multilateral  support  for  Africa.  Last  Oc- 
tober, at  the  IMF/IBRD  [IMF/Interna- 
tional Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development]  annual  meeting  in  Seoul, 
we  tabled  a  proposal  on  the  use  of  IMF 
trust  fund  reflows  in  conjunction  with 
World  Bank  resources  and  possibly 
bilateral  contributions.  The  proposal 
would  promote  greater  consistency  and 
coordination  of  efforts  of  all  parties  in- 
volved in  the  implementation  of  struc- 
tural adjustment  programs  in  the 
beneficiary  countries.  The  IMF  and 
World  Bank  would  develop  a  compre- 
hensive economic  framework,  and  then 
each  institution  would  negotiate  its  own 
policy-based  lending  programs  consistent 
with  the  overall  framework. 

At  the  February  11  meeting  of  the 
IMF  Executive  Board,  the  trust  fund 
proposal  was  endorsed.  The  initiative 
was  also  considered  at  the  March  17 
World  Bank  Board,  but  we  do  not  yet 
know  the  results.  Nonetheless,  we  are 
fairly  confident  that  the  initiative  will  go 
forward  and  expect  that  it  will  make  an 
important  contribution  toward  helping 
close  the  resource  gap  for  Africa  identi- 
fied by  the  Worid  Bank.  The  trust  fund 
part  of  the  U.S.  proposal  alone  would 
provide  substantial  increased  concession- 
al assistance  for  the  poorest  countries 
vrith  protracted  balance-of-payments  pro- 
blems. During  the  first  round  of  distri- 
butions of  the  IMF  trust  fund,  only  27% 
went  to  African  countries.  This  time  we 
would  expect  more  than  triple  that  per- 
centage to  go  to  Africa. 

This,  in  sum,  is  what  we  propose  on 
the  economic  side. 

Military  Assistance 

This  year,  as  in  previous  years,  our 
request  for  military  assistance  is  based 
upon  our  strategic  interests  in  Africa 
and  on  the  philosophy  that  the  armed 
forces  of  Africa  are  an  important  power 
factor  in  their  individual  countries.  We 
believe  that  these  military  organizations 
can  be  either  stabilizing  or  destabilizing 
forces  and  that  we  must  stay  involved 
in  terms  of  providing  justifiable  assist- 
ance to  key  countries.  If  we  do  not  play 
in  the  game,  we  will  have  no  influence 
over  the  outcome.  We  have  a  stake  in 
supporting  moderate,  friendly  states  and 
an  interest  in  moving  countries  that 
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have  been  part  of  the  Soviet  order  into 
a  more  fully  nonaligned  position. 

In  FY  1987,  as  in  the  past,  our  re- 
quest for  economic  assistance  outweighs 
our  request  for  military  assistance  by  a 
factor  of  5  to  1.  Our  request  for  military 
assistance  for  FY  1987  is  reduced  from 
our  FY  1986  request  by  9%.  The  re- 
quest for  FY  1986  was  $220  million,  but 
because  of  severe  budget  reductions,  we 
\vere  able  to  allocate  only  $111.5  million. 
The  request  for  FY  1987  is  $201.5  mil- 
lion: $174.1  million,  MAP;  $14  milhon, 
FMS  credit;  $13.4  million,  IMET. 

The  reductions  that  we  were  re- 
quired to  take  in  military  assistance  in 
FY  1986  were  very  costly  in  terms  of 
U.S.  interests.  In  Sudan,  the  reductions 
were  so  severe  as  to  give  rise  to  ques- 
tions about  our  seriousness  in  a  country 
of  vital  strategic  importance  to  Egypt 
and  Kenya  and  which  is  gripped  with  an 
internal  insurgency  fueled  by  Ethiopian 
arms.  In  Kenya,  we  cut  back  on  planned 
support  to  one  of  our  staunchest  friends 
in  the  region— indeed,  in  the  Third 
World.  In  Botswana— just  as  that  coun- 
try faced  greater  tension  on  its  borders 
and  more  than  ever  was  determined  to 
defend  itself  from  both  other  countries 
and  armed  movements  that  would  mis- 
use its  territory— we  had  to  cut  our  pro- 
gram nearly  in  half.  In  Cameroon,  which 
has  kept  its  borders  clear  of  trouble 
from  Chad  or  elsewhere,  we  had  to 
eliminate  the  program  altogether,  even 
though  it  is  one  of  the  best  managed 
programs  in  Africa.  These  are  costly 
steps.  These  reductions,  often  drastic, 
raise  the  most  basic  questions  in  the 
minds  of  important  regional  partners 
about  our  readiness  to  help  victims  of 
Libyan  encroachment  or  other  cross- 
border  raids.  These  countries  have  stood 
up  continuously  in  favor  of  positions  we 
have  supported  in  international  and 
regional  matters  and  expected  not  large, 
but  timely  and  consistent  help  from  us. 
If  we  continue  this  pattern  of  reductions 
in  future  years,  we  will  have  opened  the 
door  to  more  trouble  in  Africa  than  is 
readily  understood.  In  Sudan,  Libya  is 
today  actively  exploiting  the  uncertain- 
ties about  our  military  relationship  with 
that  country  to  gain  a  foothold  in  mili- 
tary matters.  And  unlike  our  role,  which 
was  to  concentrate  on  border  defense 
and  urge  strongly  a  negotiated  settle- 
ment of  the  internal  uprising,  Libya  will 
not  adhere  to  such  principles. 

Our  request  for  mihtary  assistance 
in  FY  1987  is  concentrated  in  five  coun- 
tries: Sudan,  Kenya,  Somaha,  Chad,  and 
Zaire.  Kenya,  Sudan,  and  Somalia  figure 
directly  and  prominently  in  the  U.S. 


Southwest  Asia  strategy.  These  coun- 
tries support  U.S.  political  and  military 
objectives  in  the  region  and  provide 
U.S.  forces  with  access  to  and  through 
their  countries. 

Chad  is  under  siege  from  Libya.  Lib- 
yan forces  occupy  the  northern  third  of 
the  country.  The  French  have  the  major 
responsibility  for  helping  Chad  defend 
itself,  but  the  United  States  plays  an 
important  supporting  role  as  France 
cannot  manage  the  entire  burden  alone. 
U.S.  bilateral  support  for  Chad  also 
demonstrates  our  resolve  to  help  Afri- 
can nations  counter  Libyan  aggression 
and  adventurism. 

Zaire  continues  to  be  a  staunch  sup- 
porter of  U.S.  policies  in  Africa,  includ- 
ing the  containment  of  Libyan  aggres- 
sion, as  shown  by  President  Mobutu's 
1983  decision  to  send  troops  to  Chad  to 
counter  earlier  intervention  by  Libyan 
and  rebel  troops.  Zaire  has  a  military 
that  has  an  enormous  mission  and  re- 
quires outside  assistance  from  a  number 
of  supporters,  especially  in  the  airlift 
and  logistics  areas. 

Our  other  major  mihtary  assistance 
goes  to  Liberia  and  Botswana  and  to  a 
regional  civic  action  program.  We  are 
well  aware  of  the  congressional  concerns 
about  military  assistance  to  Liberia,  but 
we  cannot  walk  away  from  that  coun- 
try's mihtary  establishment.  We  re- 
duced our  1986  allocation  to  $5  milhon, 
and  we  are  requesting  $8  million  less  as- 
sistance in  1987  than  in  1985.  While  we 
take  very  seriously  the  Senate  and 
House  resolutions  concerning  military 
and  ESF  assistance,  we  believe  it  is  vi- 
tal to  stay  involved  with  the  rank  and 
file  military  in  Liberia.  The  military  did 
not  impede  the  process  of  return  to  con- 
stitutional rule  nor  did  it  serve  as  an  in- 
strument to  interfere  with  the  recent 
elections.  This  military  is  a  prime  exam- 
ple of  where  a  properly  trained  force 
can  be  a  stabilizing  influence,  and  an  un- 
trained, undisciplined  force  can  be  a 
recipe  for  future  unrest  and  chaos.  We 
cannot  abandon  our  commitment  com- 
pletely or  precipitously. 

In  Botswana  we  have  a  commitment 
to  assist  the  defense  force  with  training 
and  equipment  that  will  increase  its 
border  defense  capabihties.  Botswana 
must  remain  both  economically  and 
mihtarily  stable  in  this  critical  and 
potentially  unstable  area  of  Africa. 

The  Africa  civic  action  program, 
although  only  in  its  second  year,  has  al- 
ready paid  dividends.  In  1985  and  1986 
we  have  been  able  to  identify  small 
projects  in  MaU,  Niger,  Malawi,  Sene- 
gal, Ivory  Coast,  and  Rwanda;  and  we 


are  working  on  coastal  security  pro- 
grams with  Senegal,  Guinea,  Sierra 
Leone,  and  Mauritania.  We  are  getting 
a  lot  of  mileage  out  of  the  civic  action 
program  for  a  very  small  investment. 

There  is  one  new  program  identified 
in  the  1987  request:  a  $1  milhon  MAP 
program  for  the  Central  African  Repub- 
lic (C.A.R.).  The  C.A.R.  has  been  very 
supportive  of  U.S.  and  French  policies 
in  the  region  and  has  acted  quickly  to 
deter  Libyan  adventurism  in  not  only 
the  C.A.R.  but  in  southern  Chad  as 
well.  The  French  provide  the  majority 
of  the  military  assistance  required  by 
the  Central  Africans,  but,  as  in  Chad, 
they  cannot  supply  all  of  the  legitimate 
requirements.  We  intend  to  provide 
trucks  for  key  mobile  infantry  units  to 
help  them  increase  their  effectiveness  in 
protecting  their  borders. 

In  this  era  of  reduced  resources 
available  for  military  assistance,  we 
have  carefully  examined  each  of  our  pro- 
grams and  have  consohdated  a  number 
of  projects  in  each  country.  I  would  hke 
to  point  out  that  we  have  maintained  a 
remarkably  consistent  military  assist- 
ance request  over  the  years.  Since  1982, 
the  total  request  for  mihtary  assistance 
each  year  has  been  approximately  $200 
million.  Because  of  the  shortfall  in  1986, 
we  consolidated  some  programs  and 
projects  and  deferred  others.  We  plan  to 
do  the  same  in  1987.  However,  there  is 
a  level  below  which  we  should  not  fall;  a 
level  below  which  our  assistance  would 
not  make  sense  or  be  effective.  There 
are  those  who  would  argue  that  we 
should  curtail  military  assistance  to 
African  countries.  We  cannot  and  should 
not  do  that.  We  would  run  the  risks  I 
outlined  above— the  risks  of  losing  the 
influence  that  we  have  and  of  actually 
adding  to  instability  rather  than 
stability. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  at 
this  point  to  set  the  record  straight  on  a 
commonly  expressed  misconception  of 
U.S.  military  assistance  to  Africa.  This 
Administration  has  been  accused  of  try- 
ing to  militarize  Africa,  of  emphasizing 
military  assistance  over  economic  assist- 
ance. That  is  simply  not  the  case. 

When  we  do  respond  to  requests  for 
military  assistance,  it  is  in  the  area  of 
training,  logistics,  supply,  communi- 
cations, engineering,  and  most  recently 
in  the  area  of  civic  action.  However, 
when  friends  and  alhes  are  threatened 
or  invaded,  as  in  the  case  of  Chad,  we 
have  responded  with  lethal,  primarily 
defensive,  equipment.  We  beheve  that 
this  is  the  correct  response,  and  we  will 
continue  to  follow  this  pattern. 
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The  Congress  and  the  public  are  not 
aware  of  the  number  of  requests  for 
military  assistance  that  we  deflect.  We 
consult  closely  with  African  nations 
when  they  ask  us  for  military  assist- 
ance, and  more  often  than  not  we  con- 
clude that  their  situation  does  not 
warrant  a  military  supply  relationship 
with  the  United  States.  In  these  cases 
we  have  established  training  programs 
which  have  proven  to  serve  better  the 
needs  of  African  militaries  than  expen- 
sive, hard  to  maintain,  equipment  pro- 
grams. Out  of  all  the  nations  in 
sub-Saharan  Africa,  we  have  military 
equipment  assistance  programs  in  only 
14.  These  14  fall  into  very  select 
categories:  they  are  either  key  actors  in 
U.S.  national  security  strategy  or  they 
are  threatened  by  external  aggression. 
There  are  a  few  countries  which  fall  into 
both  categories.  By  contrast,  we  have 
training  programs  with  44  nations.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  record  demonstrates 
where  we  place  our  priorities. 

I  want  to  emphasize  the  point  that 
there  are,  indeed,  African  nations  that 
are  threatened  by  aggression  and  inter- 
nal instability,  that  this  instability 
works  directly  contrary  to  U.S.  inter- 
ests, and  that  the  United  States  will 
respond  to  help  our  friends.  Deteriora- 
tion in  the  security  situations  in  Chad, 
in  Sudan,  in  Somaha,  and  in  southern 
Africa  will  impact  seriously  upon  U.S. 
interests  in  those  key  regions  in  Africa. 
We  are  not  requesting  military  as- 
sistance because  we  are  "nice  guys." 
We  receive  valuable  benefits  in  return 
for  our  investment.  We  are  pursuing 
objectives  that  are  part  of  U.S.  national 
strategic  policy. 

I  will  now  review  regional  high- 
lights. 

Southern  Africa 

We  are  engaged  in  a  major  diplomatic 
effort  in  southern  Africa  to  decrease  the 
level  of  violence  and  establish  a  more 
stable  basis  for  regional  security  and  to 
end  apartheid  and  establish  a  more  just 
system  based  on  the  consent  of  all  the 
governed.  These  objectives  are  inter- 
related. As  long  as  the  level  of  cross- 
border  violence  and  the  perception  of 
threat  remain  high,  it  will  be  difficult  to 
generate  among  white  South  Africans 
the  political  will  necessary  to  adopt  real 
reforms.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  no 
question  that,  for  as  long  as  it  exists, 
apartheid  will  be  the  principal  source  of 
conflict  and  instability  in  the  region, 
creating  opportunities  for  outside  inter- 
vention. 


We  have  seen  some  progress  toward 
these  objectives.  Our  goal  of  diplomatic 
resolution  of  conflict  and  of  economic 
development  is  gaining  support  as 
opposed  to  an  orientation  toward  armed 
conflict  which  favors  only  our  adver- 
saries. The  Nkomati  accord  between 
South  Africa  and  Mozambique  has 
decreased  the  level  of  cross-border  vio- 
lence. Our  effort  to  achieve  Namibian 
independence  on  the  basis  of  UN  Reso- 
lution 435  has  made  important  progress. 
We  now  have  concrete  proposals  on  the 
table  from  both  Angola  and  South  Afri- 
ca, including  a  date  of  August  1,  1986, 
for  implementation  of  UN  Resolution 
435  for  Namibian  independence,  if  there 
is  a  satisfactory  agreement  on  Cuban 
troop  withdrawal. 

These  achievements  are  fragile  and 
incomplete.  Much  more  remains  to  be 
done.  The  area  has  vast  development 
potential,  but  this  potential  can  never  be 
achieved  as  long  as  the  problems  of 
racism,  war,  economic  disruption,  and 
foreign  intervention  persist.  Our  assist- 
ance programs  have  been  greatly  ex- 
panded and  are  designed  to  achieve 
greater  regional  security,  economic 
development,  peaceful  change,  and  fur- 
ther reform  in  South  Africa.  They  are 
tangible  demonstrations  that  we,  and 
not  our  adversaries,  have  the  capacity 
and  willingness  to  help  the  countries  in 
the  region  achieve  peace  and  better  the 
lives  of  their  people. 

We  strongly  endorse  and  support 
the  objectives  of  the  Southern  African 
Development  Coordination  Conference 
(SADCC)  which  seeks  to  coordinate 
development  projects  of  the  nine 
majority-ruled  governments  in  southern 
Africa.  AID  provides  direct  technical 
and  financial  support  to  the  SADCC 
Secretariat  and  works  with  SADCC  in 
various  areas,  including  agricultural 
research,  manpower  development,  food 
security,  and  transportation. 

In  Zambia,  the  Kaunda  government, 
supported  by  the  IMF  and  World  Bank, 
remains  committed  to  a  difficult  pro- 
gram of  economic  reform.  Zambia  has 
begun  a  series  of  fundamental  changes 
in  its  basic  economic  policies  which  our 
aid  programs  are  helping  to  sustain. 
Zambia's  economy  remains  fragile  and 
needs  substantial  outside  assistance  to 
cushion  the  effects  of  its  reform 
program. 

Due  principally  to  sensible  agricul- 
tural policies,  Malawi  has  largely  been 
able  to  feed  its  population.  However, 
the  insurgencies  in  neighboring  coun- 
tries, particularly  Mozambique,  have 
made  Malawi's  ability  to  import  or 


export  commodities  extremely  costly. 
The  country  remains  extremely  poor, 
and  it  warrants  our  support  as  it  under- 
takes new  initiatives  to  diversify  and 
strengthen  its  economy. 

Our  aid  is  helping  Zimbabwe  to  stay 
on  a  sound  economic  footing.  Our  efforts 
are  focused  on  the  private  sector,  where 
an  invaluable  commodity  import  pro- 
gram has  alleviated  foreign  exchange 
limitations  that  otherwise  would  have 
stalled  industrial  and  commercial  recov- 
ery. The  private  agricultural  sector 
naturally  suffered  under  the  region's 
severe  drought  but,  all  things  consid- 
ered, coped  fairly  well  and,  with  im- 
proved weather  this  year,  has  had  major 
increases  in  production. 

Mozambique  continues  to  make 
major  desirable  changes  in  its  orienta- 
tion, and  we  have  responded  by  develop- 
ing diplomatic  relationships  and 
economic  assistance  programs  intended 
to  show  our  support  for  the  change.  I 
have  already  mentioned  the  Nkomati 
accord,  a  key  move  away  from  armed 
confrontation.  Mozambique  has,  since 
then,  moved  toward  greater  participa- 
tion in  the  Western  economic  system. 
It  has  joined  the  IMF  and  World  Bank, 
adhered  to  the  Lome  convention,  and 
signed  an  OPIC  [Overseas  Private 
Investment  Corporation]  agreement  and 
a  Paris  Club  rescheduling.  Several 
American  firms  are  initiating  important 
investments  in  the  country's  agricul- 
tural, fishing,  and  minerals  sectors. 
It  was  one  of  the  most  drought-affected 
countries  in  the  region,  and  we  re- 
sponded with  large-scale  emergency  food 
assistance.  Our  assistance  programs 
demonstrate  tangibly  our  support  for 
the  Machel  regime  and  the  reforms  it 
has  undertaken;  however,  congressional 
restrictions  on  our  aid  to  Mozambique 
have  caused  significant  reduction  in  this 
assistance.  Our  support  is  particularly 
timely,  since  the  Mozambican  Govern- 
ment's turn  away  from  heavy  reliance 
on  the  Soviet  Union  is  being  called 
into  question  by  continued  antigovem- 
ment  violence  committed  by  RENAMO 
[National  Mozambican  Resistance]— a 
movement  initially  created  by  Ian 
Smith's  Rhodesia,  nurtured  prior  to  the 
Nkomati  accord  by  the  South  African 
Government,  and  still  supported  by 
non- African  elements  such  as  the 
Portuguese. 

Our  assistance  program  within  South 
Africa  is  one  of  the  pillars  of  our  policy 
toward  that  country.  It  is  not  govern- 
ment-to-govemment,  and  it  demon- 
strates clearly  that  our  policy  is  not 
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limited  to  a  narrow  range  of  issues  nor 
to  dialogue  with  the  South  African 
Government  alone.  It  also  encourages 
individuals  and  groups  striving  for 
peaceful  change  in  South  Africa. 

The  proposed  U.S.  aid  program  for 
South  Africa  in  FY  1987  is  $25  million, 
of  which  $15  million  is  budgeted  in 
the  southern  Africa  regional  program 
(development  assistance  and  ESF),  and 
$10  million  would  come  from  a  special 
ESF  allocation  for  South  Africa.  Work- 
ing directly  with  regional  organizations, 
private  voluntary  organizations,  local 
community  groups,  and  individuals,  our 
assistance  program  is  aimed  at  improv- 
ing community  support  structures,  pri- 
vate enterprise,  and  educational  and 
training  opportunities  for  disadvantaged 
South  Africans.  Its  basic  goal  is  to 
assure  that  strong  and  responsible 
leadership  is  available  to  assume  in- 
creasingly greater  positions  of  responsi- 
bility and  authority  in  both  the  public 
and  private  sectors.  We  have  a  major 
human  rights  program  to  assist  in  legal 
defense  work  and  improving  the  respon- 
siveness of  legal  institutions  in  South 
Africa. 

Southern  Africa  is  of  substantial 
strategic  and  economic  importance  to 
the  United  States.  We  are  engaged 
there  in  a  continuing  major  diplomatic 
effort  to  bring  about  the  independence 
of  Namibia  under  UN  Security  Council 
Resolution  435,  and  a  situation  of  peace 
among  countries  suffering  from  cycles  of 
violence.  We  have  seen  progress  toward 
these  objectives  and  in  our  relationships 
with  all  the  countries  of  the  region,  but 
we  have  still  major  efforts  ahead  of  us. 

The  area  has  vast  development 
potential,  but  this  potential  can  never  be 
achieved  as  long  as  the  problems  of  war, 
economic  disruption,  racism,  and  foreign 
intervention  persist.  Our  policy  in  the 
region  is  designed  to  address  these 
problems  through  enhanced  regional 
security,  economic  development,  peace- 
ful change,  and  a  movement  in  South 
Africa  away  from  apartheid  and  toward 
a  system  of  governance  based  on  the 
consent  of  all  the  governed.  Our  assist- 
ance programs  are  targeted  at  achieving 
these  goals  and  allowing  the  area  to 
resolve  its  difficulties  and  develop 
without  outside  interference,  especially 
from  Soviet-bloc  nations. 


Central  Africa 

The  United  States  has  a  major  policy 
stake  in  ensuring  an  independent  Chad 
in  the  face  of  continuing  Libyan  aggres- 
sion. Libya  occupies  the  northern  40% 
of  Chad  and  is  currently  supporting 
attacks  by  dissident  forces.  Our  security 
assistance  support  for  Chad  is  designed 
to  complement  the  efforts  of  France, 
which  has  the  primary  role  in  assisting 
with  Chad's  security.  Because  of  its 
shattered  economic  base,  caused  by  the 
ravages  of  war  and  drought,  Chad  needs 
fast  disbursing  ESF  to  restore  basic 
civilian  services  and  development  activ- 
ity as  well  as  MAP  to  strengthen  its 
capabilities  to  resist  continuing  Libyan 
aggression  and  subversion. 

Zaire,  a  country  of  crucial  strategic 
importance  in  Africa,  has  been  a  firm 
friend  and  supporter  of  U.S.  policies.  It 
contributes  substantially  to  stability  in 
central  Africa.  For  example,  it  helped 
the  Chadian  Government  by  sending 
troops  to  Chad  to  permit  that  country 
to  defend  itself  against  the  Libyan  inva- 
sion in  1983,  and  it  provides  training  in 
Zaire  to  Chadian  troops.  In  addition, 
Zaire  has  pursued  constructive  policies 
on  issues  outside  Africa.  Zaire  has  close 
ties  with  Israel,  with  which  it  reestab- 
lished diplomatic  relations  in  1982.  A 
neighbor  of  conflict-ridden  Angola,  Zaire 
is  equally  a  critical  country  in  the 
search  for  peaceful  resolution  of  south- 
em  African  conflicts.  Zaire's  military 
has  long  been  underfunded,  and  our 
MAP  program  is  designed  to  get  Zaire 
programs  back  on  their  feet,  particularly 
in  the  key  airlift  area.  The  importance 
of  this  program  was  demonstrated  in 
November  1984  when  Zairian  forces 
were  airlifted  in  a  U.S. -provided  C-130 
to  recapture  a  town  in  eastern  Zaire 
that  had  been  seized  by  antigovemment 
rebels  coming  across  the  border.  And 
lastly,  as  outlined  earlier,  Zaire  has 
taken  major  steps  to  reform  its  economy 
which  we  need  to  continue  to  support. 

Cameroon  is  a  country  where  we 
want  to  build  on  success.  Cameroon's 
policies,  including  emphasis  on  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  active  encouragement  of 
foreign  investment,  have  been  conducive 
to  sound  development  programs.  With 
$21.89  million  in  assistance  proposed  in 
FY  1987,  our  economic  aid  emphasis  is 
on  increased  production  in  food  crops 
and  market  participation  and  income  of 
small  farmers.  Our  security  assistance 
seeks  to  improve  the  mobility  and  effi- 
ciency of  its  modest  defense  forces. 


East  Africa 

A  number  of  countries,  including  Kenya, 
Sudan,  Somalia,  Mauritius,  and  Mada- 
gascar have  undertaken  tight,  much- 
needed  economic  adjustment  programs 
to  establish  a  stronger  basis  for  self- 
sustaining  growth.  Two  countries,  Soma- 
lia and  Madagascar,  are  in  the  process 
of  correcting  earlier  severe  economic 
distortions.  Early  this  year,  for  exam- 
ple, the  IMF  approved  a  standby  agree- 
ment and  additional  funding  to  compen- 
sate for  lost  export  earnings— critical 
financial  assistance  in  support  of  major 
economic  reforms  undertaken  by  the 
Somali  Government.  Our  aid  programs 
focus  in  several  cases  on  quick-disburs- 
ing ESF  grants  which  enable  importa- 
tion of  needed  inputs  to  agriculture  and 
commerce  and  provide  the  catalysts  for 
financial  assistance  from  other  donors  as 
well  as  assistance  complementary  to 
that  from  international  organizations 
such  as  the  IMF  and  World  Bank. 

Our  economic  assistance  is  vitally 
important  to  Sudan  as  its  government 
undertakes  a  return  to  democracy  for 
the  first  time  in  17  years,  seeks  con- 
structive solutions  to  the  country's 
desperate  economic  problems,  and  main- 
tains a  liberal  policy  toward  refugees. 

The  United  States  has,  in  the  past, 
played  a  leading  role  in  an  extraordi- 
nary international  effort  which  has 
mobilized  resources  to  enable  Sudan  to 
meet  recurring  payments  for  imports 
essential  to  development  and  other  obli- 
gations. Through  quick  disbursing  com- 
modity import  program  funds  and,  when 
necessary,  cash  grants,  we  have  helped 
Sudan  manage  its  economic  resources 
within  an  international  framework. 
These  programs  broke  down  under  the 
growing  political  instability  and  civil 
strife  in  the  final  months  of  the  Nimeiri 
regime.  They  will  be  rebuilt  only  pains- 
takingly as  the  country  works  first  to 
restore  democracy  through  elections  in 
April.  We  have  reassured  the  Sudanese 
of  our  intent  to  support  this  process. 
We  have  also  indicated  our  readiness  to 
work  with  the  newly  elected  govern- 
ment in  addressing  the  most  urgent  eco- 
nomic problems.  Meanwhile,  there  is 
ongoing  need  to  restore  infrastructure 
badly  damaged  during  the  drought  and 
to  help  support  economic  activity  in  the 
agricultural  sector  through  the  election 
period.  At  the  same  time,  we  have  be- 
gun quiet,  informal  consultations  with 
other  significant  donors  so  that  the 
donor  community  can  move  quickly  and 
in  a  coordinated  way  to  meet  Sudan's 
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urgent  needs.  While  many  basic  deci- 
sions must  await  elections,  our  economic 
assistance  constitutes  a  principal  base 
for  Sudanese  recovery. 

I  have  noted  earlier  the  importance 
of  our  continuing  to  have  a  military 
assistance  relationship  with  Sudan. 
Sudan  continues  to  be  threatened  by 
subversion  at  home  and  abroad.  The 
security  problem  on  two  borders— Libya 
and  Ethiopia— exacerbates  the  internal 
political  tasks  of  Sudan.  We  have  made 
clear  that  our  military  assistance  is  not 
for  pursuit  of  a  military  solution  to 
problems  in  the  south.  The  interim  gov- 
ernment has,  indeed,  taken  several  ini- 
tiatives to  seek  political  reconciliation. 
We  expect  these  initiatives  to  intensify 
after  elections  install  a  permanent  gov- 
ernment this  April.  However,  Ethiopian 
support  of  the  southern  insurgency 
appears  to  be  a  serious  obstacle  to 
negotiations,  as  Ethiopia  seeks  to 
exploit  this  situation  for  its  own  ends. 
While  strongly  urging  a  negotiated 
settlement  of  the  southern  problem,  we 
are  not  disposed  to  see  Ethiopia  use  the 
situation  to  help  spread  Soviet  influence 
in  the  region. 

Our  security  assistance  in  1986  is 
vital  for  Somalia  to  control  its  borders 
and  manage  its  own  destiny.  Somalia  is 
still  engaged  in  a  residual  border  con- 
flict with  Ethiopia.  Ethiopian  troops  still 
occupy  two  Somah  villages.  Ethiopian- 
backed  insurgents  in  the  north  periodi- 
cally engage  in  border  harassments.  We 
and  our  allies  continue,  meanwhile,  to 
encourage,  through  every  diplomatic 
way  possible,  a  lessening  of  tensions  in 
the  region  and  a  process  for  overcoming 
border  and  other  divisive  issues.  The 
careful  balance  of  our  assistance  to 
Somalia  over  the  past  several  years,  giv- 
ing Somalia  defensive  capability  but  not 
supporting  actions  against  Ethiopian  ter- 
ritory, contributed  to  the  atmosphere  in 
which  Ethiopia's  Mengistu  and  Somalia's 
Siad  recently  met  for  the  first  time  to 
find  a  peaceful  solution  to  their  long- 
standing disputes. 

Kenya  is  successfully  coping  with 
the  economic  conditions  that  brought  so 
many  other  African  countries  down. 
Kenya  has  taken  tough  measures  to 
limit  its  critical  balance-of-payments  and 
foreign  exchange  deficits  through  deval- 
uation, import  reductions,  and  budget 
cuts.  Kenya  moved  quickly  to  get  food 
into  the  country  when  the  drought 
struck,  and  its  performance  stands  in 
sharp  contrast  to  that  of  Ethiopia. 
Assistance  from  the  IBRD,  the  IMF, 
and  the  world  donor  community  in  sup- 
port of  Kenya's  short-  and  long-term 


reform  efforts  has  given  Kenya  the 
external  help  necessary  to  make  its 
domestic  adjustments.  This  is  a  success 
story  that  we  must  not  abandon.  Con- 
tinued help  will  now  focus  on  a  major 
opening  of  the  private  sector  in  agricul- 
ture, exports,  and  social  development  so 
that  Kenya  can  keep  up  with  the  press- 
ing problems  of  population  growth, 
unemployment,  and  poverty. 

West  Africa 

While  the  American  presence  and  aid 
levels  in  the  16  countries  of  West  Africa 
generally  are  not  large,  they  are,  none- 
theless, significant.  In  drought-affected 
countries,  such  as  Niger  and  Mali,  our 
emergency  assistance  has  proven  cru- 
cial. Dealing  with  acute  food  deficits  is 
both  a  short-term  humanitarian  problem 
and  a  longer  term  developmental  objec- 
tive. 

In  Senegal,  our  programs  are  de- 
signed to  bolster  a  friendly  democratic 
government  and  one  which  is  a  leader  in 
economic  restructuring.  In  addition  to 
providing  Senegal  the  largest  amount  of 
U.S.  development  assistance  in  franco- 
phone Africa,  we  are  using  ESF  to 
enable  the  Senegalese  to  continue  to 
pursue  more  rapidly  significant  economic 
policy  reforms,  such  as  in  agricultural 
'  marketing.  Our  assistance  programs  are 
being  coordinated  with  France,  Sene- 
gal's largest  donor,  and  vdth  the  inter- 
national financial  institutions.  We  also 
seek  to  continue  a  modest  but  highly 
valued  $4.5  million  MAP  program  in 
FY  1987  to  augment  Senegal's  capability 
to  resist  Libyan  subversion;  our  highly 
successful  IMET  program  trains  about 
30  officers  of  Senegal's  apolitical,  pro- 
fessional armed  forces  in  the  United 
States.  We  believe  that  this  mix  of  pro- 
grams in  FY  1987  will  assist  this  friend 
of  the  United  States  to  sustain  policy 
reforms  and  to  preserve  stability  in  this 
key  area  in  Africa. 

Liberia  has  a  special  historical  rela- 
tionship with  the  United  States,  and  it 
is  the  site  of  several  vital  realities. 
There  are  some  5,000  Americans  there. 
Since  1980,  it  has  struggled  with  the 
transition  from  100  years  of  one-party 
aristocratic  rule  to  power  and  control  by 
elements  of  the  previously  disenfran- 
chised population.  It  has  been  a  difficult 
period,  marked  by  inexperience  of  the 
new  rulers,  human  rights  abuses,  and 
deep  economic  problems. 

In  Liberia,  our  assistance  levels 
were  considerably  reduced  in  FY  1986 
from  previous  years.  In  making  that 


decision,  we  took  into  account  this 
year's  budgetary  constraints  and  the 
Administration's  and  congressional 
views  about  human  rights.  Our  assist- 
ance programs  in  development  assist- 
ance, ESF,  and  MAP  in  FY  1987  are 
carefully  tailored  to  improve  the  quality 
of  life  of  Liberians,  particularly  in  rural 
areas,  to  encourage  the  Liberian  Gov- 
ernment to  take  key  decisions  regarding 
economic  reform  and  its  international 
debt  that  are  essential  to  restore  inter- 
national financial  confidence  in  that 
country  and  prevent  economic  collapse, 
and  to  continue,  at  a  much  reduced 
level,  the  supply  of  essentially  nonlethal 
equipment  and  facilities  and  training  to 
Liberia's  Armed  Forces,  which  help 
make  them  a  more  disciplined  and  less 
politicized  force. 

Liberia  held  national  elections  in 
October  1985  and  returned  to  civilian 
constitutional  rule  on  schedule  in  Janu- 
ary 1986.  But  the  process  was  marred 
by  disputes  over  the  election  results  and 
by  a  coup  attempt  and  its  aftermath  a 
month  later.  Steps  have  been  taken  by 
government  and  some  opposition  leaders 
to  promote  national  reconciliation  within 
the  framework  of  the  new  democratic 
constitution  and  institutions  of  elected 
government.  Much  more  needs  to  be 
done.  Our  continued  assistance  program 
will,  in  our  view,  contribute  to  the 
prospects  for  national  reconciliation, 
political  stability,  and  human  rights  in 
Liberia.  We  have  sent  strong  messages 
on  all  these  matters  this  year  and  at  the 
same  time  have  applauded  the  recent 
release  of  prominent  political  detainees, 
the  opening  of  trials  to  outside  ob- 
servers, and  removal  of  some  of  the 
press  restrictions  from  last  year.  We 
shall  keep  those  matters  very  much  in 
mind,  as  well  as  the  Liberian  Govern- 
ment's actions  to  address  seriously  its 
economic  problems,  as  we  disburse 
assistance  funds  throughout  the  year. 


>The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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Nuclear  and  Space  Arms  Talks 
Open  Round  Five 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 

MAY  7,  1986' 

Tomorrow  marks  the  opening  of  round 
five  of  the  nuclear  and  space  talks 
(NST)  in  Geneva.  Our  overriding  prior- 
ity in  these  negotiations  is  the  achieve- 
ment of  deep,  equitable,  and  verifiable 
reductions  in  the  nuclear  arsenals  of  the 
United  States  and  U.S.S.R.  and  the 
strengthening  of  strategic  stability. 
Through  agreements  on  such  reductions, 
we  seek  to  achieve  a  safer  world  and  to 
work  toward  our  ultimate  goal  of 
eliminating  all  nuclear  weapons. 

The  session  that  begins  tomorrow  is 
an  important  one.  In  Geneva  last 
November,  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev and  I  agreed  to  accelerate  the 
negotiations  on  nuclear  and  space  arms, 
particularly  where  we  had  already  iden- 
tified areas  of  common  ground.  This  in- 
cludes the  principle  of  50%  reductions  in 
nuclear  arms,  appropriately  applied,  as 
well  as  the  objective  of  an  interim 
agreement  limiting  intermediate-range 
missile  systems.  Unfortunately,  little 
progress  was  made  during  the  most  re- 
cent round  of  the  negotiations,  largely 
due  to  the  failure  of  the  Soviet  Union  to 
act  on  the  commitments  it  undertook  in 
the  November  21  joint  statement. 

In  January  Mr.  Gorbachev  advanced 
publicly  a  "plan"  calling  for  the  elimina- 
tion of  all  nuclear  weapons  by  the  end 
of  the  century.  While  we  are  pleased 
that  the  Soviet  Union  has  embraced,  in 
principle,  our  ultimate  goal  of  elimina- 
tion of  all  nuclear  weapons,  we  believe 
this  must  be  accomplished  through  a 
progression  of  practical  measures.  Our 
immediate  focus  should  I'emain  the 
prompt  accomplishment  of  the  necessary 
first  steps  in  this  progress— 50%  reduc- 
tion in  strategic  nuclear  arms  and  an  in- 
terim INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces]  agreement,  as  agreed  last 
November  in  Geneva. 

Toward  this  end,  the  United  States 
has  put  forward  fair  and  balanced 
proposals  in  all  three  areas  of  the  NST 
negotiations.  Our  new  strategic  arms 
proposals  adopt  the  concept  of  50% 
reduction  in  the  nuclear  arsenals  of  the 
United  States  and  U.S.S.R.  and  seek  to 
enhance  stability  by  reducing  the  capa- 
biUty  to  conduct  a  first-strike.  These 


new  proposals  are  designed  as  well  to 
take  into  account  concerns  expressed  by 
the  Soviet  Union  and  to  build  on  areas 
of  common  ground  in  our  respective 
positions. 

In  the  defense  and  space  forum,  we 
want  to  initiate  a  dialogue  with  the 
Soviets  on  the  vital  relationship  be- 
tween strategic  offense  and  defense. 
Furthermore,  as  a  demonstration  of  our 
peaceful  intentions,  we  are  proposing  an 
exchange  of  information  on  our  respec- 
tive strategic  defense  research  programs 
and  reciprocal  visits  by  U.S.  and  Soviet 
experts  to  laboratories  which  are  en- 
gaged in  such  research. 

Unfortunately,  neither  in  their  Janu- 
ary announcement  nor  in  their  state- 
ments at  Geneva  have  the  Soviets 
provided  a  constructive  response  to  our 
proposals  in  either  the  strategic  arms 
reduction  talks  (START)  or  defense  and 
space  area.  We  hope  they  will  do  so  this 
round. 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Gorbachev's 
announcement  did  seem  to  show  a 
potential  for  progress  in  the  INF  area. 
Taking  this  into  account,  I,  therefore, 
made  another  new  U.S.  offer:  a  con- 
crete, phased  plan  for  the  global  elimina- 
tion of  this  entire  category  of  U.S.  and 
Soviet  missiles  by  the  end  of  this  dec- 
ade. This  new  proposal,  developed  in 
close  consultation  with  our  allies  in  Eu- 
rope and  Asia,  builds  upon  areas  of  com- 
mon ground— as  called  for  in  the  summit 
joint  statement.  Our  previous  INF 
proposals  also  remain  on  the  table. 

In  INF  we  also  are  proposing  very 
concrete  verification  measures.  After 
resisting  for  years  U.S.  proposals  for 
verification,  the  Soviet  Union  recently 
has  professed  in  its  public  statements 
that  it  now  shares  our  interest  in  effec- 
tive verification.  We  are  seeking  to  put 
these  Soviet  pronouncements  to  the  test 
at  the  negotiating  table.  In  light  of  the 
unfortunate  events  of  the  past  week, 
moreover,  the  need  for  effective  verifi- 
cation measures  has  become  clearer 
than  ever. 

In  sum  our  key  objectives  in  the 
Geneva  negotiations  are:  deep  cuts;  no 
first-strike  advantage;  continuing  defen- 
sive research  because  defense  is  safer 
than  offense;  and  no  cheating. 


We  are  making  a  sincere  and  deter- 
mined effort  to  see  the  promise  of  the 
November  summit  fulfilled,  and  the  in- 
structions I  gave  to  Ambassadors  Kam- 
pelman  [defense  and  space  arms 
negotiator],  Glitman  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  arms  negotiator],  and  Lehman 
[strategic  nuclear  arms  negotiator]  on 
their  return  to  Geneva  provide  them 
with  the  flexibility  they  need  to  explore 
all  promising  approaches  for  agreement. 

It  is  high  time  now  for  the  Soviet 
Union  to  get  down  to  business  by  ad- 
dressing seriously  with  us  in  Geneva  the 
practical  implementation  of  the  mutual 
commitments  which  Mr.  Gorbachev  and 
I  made  at  the  summit.  If  the  Soviets 
truly  join  us  in  this  vital  effort,  real 
progress  in  nuclear  arms  reductions  is 
clearly  within  our  reach. 

I  want  to  emphasize  in  closing  that 
the  way  to  make  progress  is  at  the  bar- 
gaining table  in  Geneva  in  the  confiden- 
tial atmosphere  provided  by  these 
negotiations.  I,  therefore,  call  on  the 
Soviet  Union  to  study  these  practical, 
yet  far-reaching,  U.S.  proposals  care- 
fully and  to  respond  in  an  equally  con- 
crete and  constructive  manner  at  the 
negotiating  table.  Only  this  will  estab- 
lish the  kind  of  dialogue  that  can  lead  to 
progress. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  12,  1986. 


MBFR  Talks  Resume 
in  Vienna 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  15,  1986' 

Today  in  Vienna,  respresentatives  of 
NATO  and  the  Warsaw  Pact  resume 
their  efforts  to  reach  a  verifiable  agree- 
ment that  would  reduce  and  limit  con- 
ventional forces  in  central  Europe. 
These  negotiations,  known  as  the  mu- 
tual and  balanced  force  reduction 
(MBFR)  talks,  have  the  important  goal 
of  creating  a  more  stable  balance  of 
forces  at  an  equal  and  significantly  low- 
er level  in  central  Europe,  the  area  of 
greatest  concentration  of  armed  forces 
in  the  world. 

The  MBFR  talks  are  at  an  impor- 
tant stage  of  their  13-year  history.  Last 
December  5,  the  President  joined  other 
allied  leaders  in  making  a  new  far- 


July  1986 


37 


EAST  ASIA 


reaching  proposal  aimed  at  finding  out  if 
the  Soviet  Union  is  seriously  interested 
in  moving  toward  an  accord  in  these 
long-running  negotiations. 

The  Warsaw  Pact  had  asked  for  a 
time-limited,  first-stage  agi'eement  call- 
ing for  initial  reductions  by  U.S.  and 
Soviet  ground  forces,  followed  by  a 
freeze  on  all  forces  of  the  two  alliances 
remaining  in  the  area.  In  its  December 
proposal,  the  West  agreed  to  this  frame- 
work. The  East  also  insisted  that  prog- 
ress could  be  made  only  if  the  West 
dropped  its  demand  that  the  sides  agree 
on  the  number  of  forces  each  currently 
has  in  the  area  before  reductions  begin. 
We  agreed  to  this  also,  despite  the  fact 
that  this  demand  had  been  a  crucial  part 
of  the  NATO  position  for  over  a  decade. 

We  hoped  the  East  would  recipro- 
cate our  concessions  and  agree  to 
Western  verification  proposals,  a  central 
remaining  prerequisite  to  forging  a  via- 
ble agreement.  Unfortunately,  the  East 
was  not  forthcoming  during  the  round  of 
negotiations  that  ended  in  March. 
Despite  General  Secretary  Gorbachev's 
public  declarations  endorsing  realistic 
verification  measures  for  conventional 
force  reductions,  the  Soviets  did  not 
respond  positively  in  Vienna.  Indeed  in 
response  to  NATO's  concessions,  the 
Soviets  and  their  Warsaw  Pact  alhes 
actually  moved  backward  by  rejecting 
the  Western  proposals  and  recycling  old, 
shopworn  verification  ideas  the  East 
had  made  2  or  3  years  previously.  The 
Soviet  leadership  has  now  had  additional 
time  to  give  full  and  careful  considera- 
tion to  the  details  of  NATO's  Decem- 
ber 5,  1985,  proposal.  In  East  Berlin  on 
April  18,  General  Secretary  Gorbachev 
again  asserted  that  his  government  is 
committed  to  achieving  reductions  in 
conventional  forces  and  pledged  that 
these  reductions  will  be  assured  through 
dependable  verification,  including  on-site 
inspections. 

The  President  has  instructed  the 
U.S.  negotiator.  Ambassador  Robert  D. 
Blackwill,  working  with  his  NATO  col- 
leagues, to  put  these  Soviet  pubhc 
claims  on  verification  to  the  practical 
test  at  the  negotiating  table  in  Vienna. 


Secretary's  Visit  to  Korea 
and  the  Philippines 


•Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  19,  1986. 


Secretary  Shultz  departed  Tokyo 
May  7,  1986,  to  visit  Seoul  (May  7-8) 
and  Manila  (May  8-9),  before  returning 
to  the  United  States  on  May  9. 

Following  are  a  toast,  a  news  con- 
ference, and  a  statement  he  made  dur- 
ing the  trip. 

Seoul, 

Dinner  Toast, 
May  7,  1986» 

Since  its  founding  in  1948,  the  Republic 
of  Korea  has  made  remarkable  progress 
in  all  fields.  U.S. -Korean  relations  con- 
tinue to  grow  deeper  and  broader,  as 
the  increasing  frequency  of  our  consulta- 
tions shows.  We  now  have  regular  talks 
on  economic,  scientific  and  technological, 
political,  and  cultural  issues,  as  well 
as  annual  sessions  of  the  military  con- 
sultative meeting  and  the  security 
consultative  meeting. 

During  President  Chun's  visit  to 
Washington  in  April  last  year,  our 
Presidents  agreed  that  the  ties  between 
our  two  countries  warranted  an  inten- 
sification of  foreign  ministerial  consulta- 
tions. My  visit  here  is  a  consequence  of 
that  decision.  It  is  also  an  opportunity, 
of  course,  to  discuss  with  you  the 
results  of  the  economic  summit  in 
Tokyo. 

Over  the  past  30  years,  our  commit- 
ment to  Korea's  security  has  been  the 
fundamental  element  in  our  bilateral 
relationship.  This,  of  course,  will  not 
change.  But  the  rapid  emergence  of 
Korea's  economy  brings  new  dimension 
to  the  relationship  which  can  only 
strengthen  the  close  ties  we  now  enjoy. 

Your  success,  following  the  destruc- 
tion and  devastation  of  the  Korean  war, 
underscores  the  determination  and  in- 
dustriousness  of  the  Korean  people  and 
your  commitment  to  market  principles. 
As  you  said,  Mr.  Minister,  GNP  per 
capita— which  amounted  to  less  than 
$100  in  1960  but  now  approaches 
$2,000— is  only  one  indication  of  Korea's 
success.  The  real  GNP  growth  rate  fore- 
cast for  1986  is  8%.  The  contrast  be- 
tween these  impressive  measures  and 
what  North  Korea  turns  in— per  capita 
GNP  half  that  in  the  South,  with  esti- 
mates of  GNP  growth  this  year  at 
1-3%— could  hardly  be  greater. 


An  aid  recipient  as  late  as  1975,  the 
Republic  of  Korea  has  become  our 
seventh  largest  trading  partner,  as  you 
noted,  with  total  bilateral  trade  amount- 
ing to  over  $16  billion  last  year. 
Sophisticated  Korean  exports  in  the 
form  of  high  quality  automobiles  and 
electronic  goods  are  contributing  to 
Americans'  awareness  of  the  enormous 
potential  of  Korea's  manufacturing 
sector. 

In  recent  months,  the  emergence  of 
trade  disputes  has  caused  some  concern, 
but  I  believe  these  differences  are  a 
natural  outgrowth  of  our  expanding  eco- 
nomic relationship.  U.S.  firms  are  eager 
to  participate  in  Korea's  rapidly  grow- 
ing economy. 

Korea  stands  to  gain  much  from  the 
technical  skills  which  the  American 
services  and  high-tech  industries  have  to 
offer.  As  an  agricultural  producer,  the 
United  States  is  second  to  none.  Open 
markets  and  liberalized  trade  will  im- 
prove the  efficiency  and  competitiveness 
of  Korean  industry,  objectives  very 
much  in  Korea's  self-interest. 

To  maintain  open  markets,  we  must 
work  together  to  resist  protectionist 
pressures  on  both  sides  of  the  Pacific,  a 
message  which  was  repeated  and  re- 
peated at  the  Tokyo  economic  summit— 
a  message  we  all  need  to  take  in.  I  am 
heartened  by  President  Chun's  firm 
commitment  to  trade  liberalization.  The 
progress  we  have  made  toward  narrow- 
ing our  differences  in  the  ongoing  301 
cases  demonstrates  what  can  be  done. 
We  must  not  allow  the  momentum  to 
die.  Both  Korea  and  the  United  States 
need  to  redouble  our  efforts  to  resolve 
outstanding  trade  issues. 

Your  country's  phenomenal  success 
and  your  persistent  diplomatic  efforts 
have  brought  North  Korea  back  to  the 
negotiating  table.  As  you  know,  we  wel- 
come this  because  we  share  dialogue 
between  the  parties  most  directly  con- 
cerned: North  and  South  Korea.  Thus, 
the  simple  fact  that  North  Korea  has 
entered  into  direct  talks,  after  decades 
of  impugning  the  sovereignty  and  legiti- 
macy of  the  Republic  of  Korea,  is  in  it- 
self significant. 

But  the  course  of  the  South-North 
talks  since  they  resumed  in  1984  raises 
questions  about  North  Korea's  motiva- 
tions and  purposes.  North  Korea  has 
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continued  to  stall  on  the  very  practical 
steps  you  have  proposed,  including 
trade  measures.  The  North  has  also  sus- 
pended the  dialogue  a  second  time, 
using  as  a  pretext  the  annual  U.S.- 
Republic of  Korea  military  exercise, 
Team  Spirit,  which  will  continue. 

If  North  Korea  has  serious  purposes 
in  the  talks— if  it  truly  desires  to  reduce 
tensions,  improve  the  lives  of  its  people, 
and  foster  its  image  abroad— it  must 
return  to  the  talks  expeditiously  and 
conduct  itself  in  a  sincere  and  responsi- 
ble manner.  You  have  our  full  support 
in  your  efforts  to  bring  this  point  home 
to  the  North  Korean  leadership. 

We  all  hope  that  the  realization  is 
glimmering  in  North  Korea  that  it  must 
open  itself  to  the  outside  world- 
beginning  with  its  brothers  in  the 
South— if  it  wishes  to  compete  peace- 
fully in  this  modem  age.  One  needs  only 
contrast  the  progress  of  much  of  East 
Asia,  including  the  Republic  of  Korea, 
with  the  sterile  and  economically  be- 
leaguered societies  of  North  Korea  and 
Vietnam  to  understand  why  there  is  a 
worldwide  movement  toward  more  open 
societies  and  toward  democracy.  The 
evidence  is  clear:  Open  and  democratic 
societies  are  the  most  stable  and  the 
most  prosperous. 

The  Republic  of  Korea  is  preparing 
for  a  peaceful  transfer  of  the  presidency 
in  March  1988,  an  important  precedent 
in  the  political  progress  that  is  the  goal 
of  all  Koreans.  Just  a  few  months  after 
that,  you  will  host  the  Olympics  here  in 
Seoul,  which  will  symbolize  for  you  and 
for  the  entire  world  the  progress  you 
have  made  in  all  fields. 

These  are  times  of  tremendous  op- 
portunities and  challenges  for  our  coun- 
tries. Through  our  alliance,  our 
friendship,  and  our  pursuit  of  common 
values,  we  are  each  better  positioned  to 
take  advantage  of  our  opportunities.  Mr. 
Foreign  Minister,  permit  me  to  salute 
you  and  the  lasting  friendship  between 
our  two  countries.  Please  join  me  in  a 
toast  to  Foreign  Minister  and  Mrs.  Lee 
and  to  that  friendship  and— let  me  say  it 
this  way— "team  spirit"  between  our 
two  countries. 


Seoul, 

News  Conference, 

May  8,  19862 

This  is  my  fourth  visit  to  Korea  as 
Secretary  of  State.  Of  course,  I've  been 
here  on  other  occasions.  Again,  I'm 
grateful  for  the  hospitality  and  for  the 
opportunity,  even  in  the  brief  period,  to 
have  such  an  intense  round  of  discussion 
with  a  range  of  Korean  Government  offi- 
cials and  also  an  opportunity  to  meet 
vdth  members  of  the  opposition  and 
others  in  Korea  at  breakfast  this 
morning. 

During  my  discussions  here,  we 
covered  a  great  deal  of  ground  that  I 
could  basically  group  the  subjects:  First, 
under  the  heading  of  the  importance  of 
the  U.S.  support  for  firm  security 
arrangements  in  Korea,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  aggressive  and  military 
regime  in  the  North.  Second,  my 
admiration— and  we  discussed  the  ins 
and  outs  of  the  brief  progress  in  eco- 
nomic development  that  is  evident  here 
in  Korea.  Third,  we  discussed  the 
progress  in  the  evolution  of  democratic 
institutions  and,  particularly  with  Presi- 
dent Chun,  his  determination  to  see  a 
smooth  transition  and  stable  transition 
and  nonviolent  transition  as  power 
changes  from  his  hands  to  someone 
else's  hands  in  1988.  Beyond  that  we 
also  had  some  discussion  of  the  problem 
of  terrorism,  and  we  found  a  great 
parallelism  of  views  with  ours  and  a 
keen  appreciation  of  the  importance  of 
the  statement  made  at  the  Tokyo  sum- 
mit on  the  fight  against  terrorism. 

Q.  This  is  your  first  stop  since  the 
Tokyo  summit,  where  a  declaration  on 
terrorism  was  adopted,  one  that  the 
United  States  says  will  make  waves 
beyond  the  seven,  that  other  countries 
will  isolate  Qadhafi.  Did  you  ask  the 
President  to  cut  back  Libyan  oil  pur- 
chases or  to  bring  some  of  the  20,000 
Koreans  home  from  Libya?  And  how 
are  other  countries  supposed  to  get 
the  message? 

A.  I  think  people  have  the  message, 
and  Koreans,  of  course,  will  speak  for 
themselves.  But  I  believe,  on  the  basis 
of  my  conversations  here  and  what  I've 
seen  of  things  being  done  elsewhere, 
that  Qadhafi  is  being  isolated  more  and 
more  in  all  respects,  and  nobody  has  a 
good  word  to  say  for  Qadhafi. 

Q.  In  your  airplane  interview 
yesterday,  you  expressed  considerable 
satisfaction  with  the  pace  and  sub- 
stance of  whether  the  government 


moves  in  the  political  field  and  you 
condemned,  I  quote,  "an  opposition 
which  seeks  to  incite  violence."  Do 
you  have  any  evidence  that  the 
Korean  opposition  is  seeking  to  incite 
violence,  or  even  credible  reports?  And 
are  you  wanting  to  be  seen  as  taking 
sides  in  this  highly  charged  dispute? 

A.  I  didn't  characterize  the  opposi- 
tion, that  is,  the  leaders  of  the  opposi- 
tion that  I  met  with  this  morning  as 
fomenting  violence.  There  are  people 
opposed  to  the  government  and  appar- 
ently opposed  to  what  the  government 
is  trying  to  do  who  have  fomented  vio- 
lence as  in  the  activities  at  Inchon  the 
other  day.  Those  were  the  people  I  was 
referring  to. 

I'm  not  taking  sides.  It  is  not  for 
the  United  States  to  take  sides  in  the 
political  internal  debate  of  other  coun- 
tries. They  have  to  work  these  problems 
out  themselves.  However,  when  it 
comes  to  general  observations  on  the 
democratic  process,  I  think  it  is  fair  to 
say  that  one  of  the  great  virtues  of 
democracy,  and  one  of  the  things  that 
people  have  to  take  in  as  part  of  the 
process  of  democratization,  is  that  the 
democratic  process  is  the  alternative  to 
violence.  Violence  as  a  means  of  ex- 
pressing protest  is  not  part  of  the 
democratic  tradition.  You  do  that 
through  argument  and  voting. 

Q.  You  said  frequently  you  talked 
about  the  economic  miracle  here  in 
Korea  and  the  military  strength  in  the 
North.  Had  you  met  with  the  opposi- 
tion leaders  this  morning,  do  you  be- 
lieve that  there  would  be  any  change 
[inaudible]  were  they  in  power  or 
President  Chun  were  out  of  power, 
would  that  affect  economic  or  military 
posture? 

A.  It  was  clear  in  the  discussions 
this  morning  that  everybody  present 
was  only  too  well  aware  of  the  threat 
from  the  North  and  the  importance  of 
the  security  arrangements  that  have 
been  made  by  this  country  and  the  rela- 
tionship of  the  United  States  that  has 
been  supporting  that.  So  I  didn't  see 
any  differences  of  view  about  that.  I 
didn't  see  differences  of  view  about  the 
desirability  of  moving  at  a  good  pace  in 
the  direction  of  democracy.  And,  in  gen- 
eral, everyone  felt  that  good  progress 
was  being  made. 

There  were  differences  of  opinion 
expressed,  particularly  about  the  prob- 
lem of  constitutional  reform.  And,  again, 
this  is  something  for  the  Koreans  them- 
selves to  work  out.  But  we  didn't  have 
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an  opportunity  to  talk  about  the  eco- 
nomic situation  very  much  at  that  meet- 
ing that  I  had  with  the  opposition. 

Q.  If  I  may  follow  up,  it  seems 
that  when  you  asked  about  [inaudible] 
human  rights  in  South  Korea.  The  an- 
swer seems  to  be  first  look  [inaudible] 
at  economic  and  look  at  [inaudible] 
your  military  support,  and  I'm  won- 
dering if  there— how  direct  a  parallel 
there  is  between  democratization  and 
some  other  important  aspects? 

A.  Democratization  obviously  in- 
volves the  rule  of  law,  and  we  believe 
that  that  is  the  method  by  which  one 
should  proceed.  And,  when  I  raised  that 
question,  there  is  complete  agreement 
with  that.  There  can  be  problems.  No 
one  says  the  situation  in  human  rights  is 
perfect.  Not  here,  not  in  the  United 
States,  not  anywhere.  But  the  way  we 
make  it  better  is  by  working  at  it  and 
being  willing  to  confront  problems 
where  they  exist.  I  trust  that  that  is 
the  spirit  that  is  moving  forward  here. 
On  the  handling  of  the  most  recent 
riots,  of  course,  you  have  a  situation 
where  two  policemen  are  killed,  others 
wounded;  and  I  think  it's  pretty  clear 
from  all  the  accounts  I've  heard  that 
this  was  something  really  kind  of  incited 
by  those  who  were  conducting  the  dem- 
onstration. And  certainly  any  govern- 
ment has  to  be  responsible  for  law  and 
order  as  well  as  for  the  security  of  the 
country. 

Q.  What  is  your  assessment  of  the 
volatile  political  situation  in  South 
Korea? 

A.  It  doesn't  appear  to  me  to  be 
that  volatile,  that  is,  unless  you  say  sort 
of  the  explosion  of  economic  growth  is 
volatility.  But  the  security  situation  has 
great  stability  to  it.  The  economic  situa- 
tion is  progressing  well.  The  institutions 
of  democracy  are  taking  shape.  Most  of 
the  campuses  are  quiet.  And  there  are 
some  problems  here  and  there.  But  I 
wouldn't  describe  the  situation  as  vola- 
tile by  any  means. 

Q.  In  your  meeting  today  with  the 
opposition  leaders,  what  were  their 
concerns?  What  concern  did  they  ex- 
press to  you  about  the  situation  [in- 
audible]? 

A.  I  had  a  meeting  that  went  for  an 
hour  and  a  quarter,  and  it  was  conduct- 
ed in  consecutive  translation.  Quite  a 
few  of  the  people  at  the  meeting  were 
not  able  to  speak  because  of  the  lack  of 
time;  but  I  think  both  leaders  of  the 
opposition  spoke  as  long  as  they  wished 
to.  But  even  so,  I'm  sure  they  felt 


somewhat  constrained.  So,  I  would  say 
that  the  principal  thing  that  they  em- 
phasized, in  particular  the  leader  of  the 
leading  opposition  party,  was  the  ques- 
tion of  constitutional  reform  and  direct 
election  of  the  President.  That  was  the 
principal  point  that  they  made. 

Q.  What  is  your  assessment  of  the 
pace  of  the  changes  after  many  of  the 
members  of  the  opposition  say  it's  just 
not  fast  enough;  the  government 
hasn't  gone  far  enough  in  its  moments 
of  compromise? 

A.  The  pace  of  change  is  quite  rapid 
in  the  economic  sphere.  The  determina- 
tion to  provide  for  security  is 
unchanged— strong.  In  the  political 
sphere,  the  National  Assembly  is  an 
elected  body.  There  is  freedom  of 
assembly.  There  is  no  lack  of  ability  for 
people  to  criticize.  You  hear  a  lot  of 
that,  as  evidenced  by  this  press  confer- 
ence. That's  all  that's  discussed  here. 
There  will  be  a  transition  in  power  in 
early  1988  which  is  not  very  far  away. 
As  that  happens,  it  will  be  the  first  time 
that  it's  been  possible  to  do  that  in  an 
orderly  way  in  Korea  in  40  years.  It  will 
be  an  achievement.  And  it's  that  kind  of 
orderly,  peaceful  transition  of  power 
from  one  person  to  another  in  the  con- 
text of  democratic  institutions  that's  the 
essence  of  managing  this  change  suc- 
cessfully. I  think  that  it  deserves  our 
support  and  gets  it. 

Q.  During  and  after  the  Philip- 
pines, there  have  been  high  notions 
that  Korea  and  the  Philippines  were 
parallel  situations.  What  is  the  U.S. 
Government's  judgment  on  the  Korean 
situation,  and  what  is  the  basis  of 
your  judgment? 

A.  Each  country  is  different.  I  think 
you  have  to  start  with  that  proposition. 
However,  in  the  range  of  similarities 
and  differences,  I  can't  imagine  two 
countries  more  different  than  the  Philip- 
pines and  Korea.  The  security  situation, 
the  threat  from  the  outside  neighbor- 
aggressor  here  is  different  from  the 
Philippines.  At  the  same  time,  there  is 
no  really  internal  subversive  element. 
The  military  here  is  highly  professional, 
first-class,  and  works  closely  with  the 
U.S.  military  as  an  important  deterrent 
force. 

In  the  Philippines,  Mrs.  Aquino  has 
inherited  an  economy  that's  in  a  sham- 
bles and  which  she  is  trying  to  refoi-m, 
and  we  hope  we  can  help  her  to  do  that. 
There's  no  reason  why  the  Philippines 
can't  be  a  healthy  economic  system.  But 
the  contrast  between  that  situation  and 


the  strong  economy  here  and  strong  eco- 
nomic performance  here  is  quite  great. 
Insofar  as  the  political  institutions 
are  concerned,  you  see  here  a  deliberate 
effort  to  nurture  and  develop  institu- 
tions of  democracy  which  haven't  been 
present  here  before.  And  you  see  the  in- 
cumbent President  working  to  arrange  a 
stable  transition  of  power  in  which  he 
leaves  office  and  somebody  else  comes 
into  power.  I  think  that  the  contrasts 
are  quite  great,  and  the  tendency  to 
kind  of  snap  at  the  conclusion  that 
everywhere  is  parallel  to  the  Philippines 
is  just  not  warranted. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  with  President 
Chun  the  need  to  move  on  human 
rights  and  political  reforms  in  order  to 
prevent  the  sort  of  violence  that  you 
obviously  feel  is  being  incited  here  in 
Korea? 

A.  Ah,  these  parallels! 

Q.  Parallel  is  apt,  because  that's 
the  sort  of  urging  that  the  United 
States  did  engage  in  in  the 
Philippines. 

A.  I  don't  want  to  make  the  same 
speech  all  over  again  that  I  just  made, 
but  the  idea  that  the  economic  malaise 
of  the  Philippines  is  present  here  is  just 
totally  wrong.  The  idea  that  you  don't 
have  a  military  capable  of  defending  the 
security  of  the  country  here  as  contrast- 
ed with  the  Philippines  is  all  wrong.  The 
idea  that  somehow  there  isn't  an  effort 
to  bring  into  play  democratic  institu- 
tions and  have  an  orderly  transition  of 
power  is  wrong.  It's  right  there  for 
everyone  to  'see. 

In  the  handling  of  problems  accord- 
ing to  the  rule  of  law,  that's  obviously 
something  that  we  emphasize,  and  it 
needs  to  be  emphasized.  President  Chun 
has  expressed  himself  unequivocally, 
publicly,  and  many  times  that  what  he 
wants  to  see  is  an  orderly  transition  of 
power.  You  don't  have  to  ask  him  to 
say  that.  He  says  that. 

As  far  as  the  constitution  is  con- 
cerned, that's  a  matter  for  the  people  of 
the  Philippines  to  decide,  and  President 
Chun  has  said  he's  ready  to  Usten  to 
what  people  may  want  to  say  about 
that.  Without  taking  sides  on  the  issue, 
I  think  it  is  not  particularly  typical 
around  the  world  that  the  leaders  of 
democratic  countries  are  put  there  by 
direct  election.  They  aren't.  The  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  isn't.  The 
Prime  Minister  of  the  United  Kingdom 
isn't;  she  was  here  recently.  The  Prime 
Minister  of  Japan,  who  has  been  quoted 
because  of  his  chairmanship  of  the  sum- 
mit, isn't.  And  so  just  what  the  right  ar- 
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rangements  are  constitutionally  is  not 
something  that's  given  by  saying  the 
word  democracy.  Each  country  has  to 
work  out  its  own  democratic  destiny  but 
somehow  have  it  be  such  that  the 
government  is  basically  responsive  to 
the  will  of  the  people.  That's  the  name 
of  the  game. 

Q.  I'd  just  like  to  ask  you  some 
more  on  ideas  of  transition  because 
some  of  us  have  been  talking  to  South 
Koreans,  [inaudible]  none  of  them  are 
in  the  room  because  they  are  afraid  to 
ask  you  any  questions  about  [inaudi- 
ble]. You  talked  about  the  profession- 
alism of  the  Korean  military,  but  do 
you  think  it's  wise  for  the  Korean 
military  to  be  as  involved  in  the 
domestic  politics  of  a  country?  After 
all,  the  President  of  this  country 
wasn't  elected  to  office;  he  took  it.  He 
says  he's  going  to  leave  office  in  1988. 
You're  talking  about  this  as  a  peace- 
ful transition,  but  do  you  have  any 
certainty  that  this  would  lead  to  a 
democratic  election  or  just  another 
President  put  in  by  the  military? 

A.  The  military  have  historically  had 
a  strong  position  here,  and  I  must  say  if 
you  are  on  the  front  hnes,  as  South 
Korea  is— and  I'm  sure  you've  been  to 
the  DMZ  [demilitarized  zone]— you  can 
feel  it.  There  is  a  front  line,  and  it's  not 
very  far  away  from  where  you're  sit- 
ting. So  under  those  circumstances,  if  a 
country  doesn't  have  a  strong  mihtary, 
they  would  not  be  managing  things  very 
well.  Insofar  as  movement  toward 
democracy  is  concerned  and  civilian 
government,  that  is  exactly  the  process 
that  the  present  leadership  of  the 
Government  of  Korea,  by  all  the  evi- 
dence that  I  can  see,  is  trying  to 
manage.  That  is  what  it  means  to  have 
a  National  Assembly  that  has  increas- 
ingly a  capacity  for  debate,  criticism,  op- 
position parties— and  the  President  has 
announced,  said,  many  times.  I  don't  see 
any  reason  why,  just  because  he  said  it, 
you  should  not  believe  it— that  he 
doesn't  mean  that  he  wants  to  have  a 
peaceful  and  orderly  transition.  I'm  con- 
vinced that  he  does. 

And  institutions  of  democracy  grow; 
they  don't  come  instantly  into  being.  So 
one  has  to  nurture  this.  They  have  no 
experience  here,  for  example,  with  a 
lame  duck  President.  They're  worried 
about  what  does  that  mean.  I  said, 
"Well,  you  know  President  Reagan  is 
supposed  to  be  a  lame  duck,  but  he 
doesn't  act  that  way.  But  he  doesn't 
have  much  longer  in  office  than 
President  Chun."  So,  that's  a  new 
experience. 


And  there  are  a  lot  of  things  of  that 
kind  that  you  have  to  get  used  to,  and 
you  have  to  have  experience  wdth  them. 
And  probably  before  people  feel  com- 
fortable, there  have  to  be  two  or  three 
orderly  transitions  of  government  from 
one  hand  to  another.  It's  a  problem  that 
you  have  to  work  at  continuously.  You 
can't  solve  it  with  a  constitution  or  a 
snap  of  the  fingers. 

Q.  Recent  remarks  by  the  leading 
Reagan  Administration  officials,  in- 
cluding yours  at  Kansas  University, 
seem  to  indicate  that  a  new  American 
theory  has  emerged  linking  the  U.S. 
national  interest  to  the  democratiza- 
tion in  its  Third  World  allies.  Based 
on  this  theory,  how  do  you  view  the 
democratization  problem  in  Taiwan? 
And  will  the  United  States  apply  the 
same  logic  to  handling  its  ties  with 
mainland  China? 

A.  It's  not  a  new  idea.  Democracy  is 
an  old  idea,  and  as  we  view  it  in  the 
United  States,  it's  a  good  idea.  It's  a 
good  idea  for  us.  We  think  it  can  be 
productive  for  other  people,  and  we  see 
that  it  provides  a  setting  which  is  less 
aggressive  militarily  than  other  forms  of 
government.  We  favor  it;  we  think  it's 
in  our  interest.  And  so  that  being  the 
case,  the  President  has  said  that.  It 
isn't  as  though  it's  something  new.  It's 
something  old  and  honored  and  worth- 
while. We  encourage  an  evolution 
toward  more  open  and  free  and 
democratic  forms. 

In  that  regard,  in  China,  the  shifts 
in  gears  as  far  as  the  way  agricultural 
policy  is  run  is  a  move  in  what  we  think 
is  a  good  direction.  Not  that  that  makes 
China  a  democratic  country,  but  it 
makes  it  more  open.  The  same  is  true  of 
the  economic  arrangements  in  Taiwan. 
From  our  standpoint,  as  we  see  it,  free- 
dom works.  We  like  it,  and  we'd  hke  to 
see  other  people  have  a  chance  to  enjoy 
its  benefits. 


Manila, 

Dinner  Statement, 

May  8,  19863 

Vice  President  Laurel  and  distinguished 
ladies  and  gentlemen,  I'm  very  flattered 
at  the  turnout  here  and  pleased  to  have 
a  chance  to  talk  with  you  informally  and 
look  forward  to  meeting  a  great  many  of 
you  during  the  course  of  the  day 
tomorrow. 

Relations  between  our  two  countries 
have  traditionally  been  characterized  by 
unusually  strong  bonds  of  friendship 
based  on  a  shared  historical  experience 


and  democratic  values.  We  have  a 
shared  past,  including  sacrifice  in  a 
bloody  war.  We  also  have  a  shared  de- 
votion to  democratic  institutions. 

A  short  time  ago,  your  devotion  to 
democracy  transformed  your  history.  All 
Americans,  myself  included,  were  pro- 
foundly impressed  with  the  courage  and 
commitment  to  democracy  displayed  by 
the  Filipino  people  in  the  peaceful  politi- 
cal transition  last  February.  Your  ac- 
tions were  a  stirring  triumph  of  the 
democratic  spirit.  They  have  earned  the 
Philippines  the  respect  and  admiration 
of  freedom-loving  peoples  everywhere. 

The  Philippines  has  now  entered  a 
crucial  period  of  transition.  Your  new 
government  has  inherited  challenges  in 
the  economic  and  security  areas  that 
will  tax  your  ingenuity  and  resolve  in 
the  months  and  years  ahead.  You  are 
aware  of  the  problems.  You  also  know, 
as  you  knew  in  February,  that  only 
Filipinos  can  solve  them.  I  might  say— 
what  I  see  of  it— the  problems  that  you 
have  are  soluble  problems.  Not  that  it 
doesn't  take  a  lot  of  work,  but  you  can 
see  in  the  capabilities  of  your  people,  in 
the  resources  at  hand,  and  in  the 
tremendous  good  will  you  have  all  over 
the  world,  that  with  hard  work  and  sen- 
sible activities  it  ought  to  be  possible, 
and  surely  will  be  possible,  to  solve 
these  problems.  But  as  I  say,  they  are 
basically  yours  to  solve. 

However,  because  of  our  close  ties, 
you  know  as  well  that  the  United  States 
stands  ready  to  work  with  you  to  help 
find  solutions  to  these  critical 
problems— such  as  economic  develop- 
ment, rebuilding  of  your  armed  forces- 
problems  whose  resolution  are  vital  to 
the  well-being  of  the  Philippines  and  to 
stability  throughout  East  Asia. 

Mr.  Vice  President,  we  note  that  in 
addition  to  plans  for  economic  and  mili- 
tary reforms,  your  government  has  also 
decided  to  undertake  a  fundamental 
political  renewal.  The  current  timetable 
calls  for  the  drafting  of  a  new  constitu- 
tion to  be  submitted  to  the  people  for 
ratification  and  elections  for  local  offi- 
cials and  members  of  the  legislature.  I 
know  this  because  this  is  what  you  told 
me  and  the  President  in  Bali.  And  as 
you  informed  President  Reagan,  you  ex- 
pect all  this  to  be  completed  by  Novem- 
ber. This  is  an  ambitious  undertaking, 
but  an  important  one.  Adherence  to 
your  announced  schedule  will  surely  go 
a  long  way  in  returning  the  Philippines 
to  the  democratic  tradition.  All  your 
friends  in  the  United  States  anticipate 
and  support  an  early  return  to  fully 
functioning  institutions  as  the  key  to  the 
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long-term  political  stability  and  to  the 
business  confidence  that  renewed  invest- 
ment requires. 

We  are  impressed  with  the  skillful, 
enlightened  leadership  demonstrated  by 
President  Aquino.  We  applaud  her  ap- 
pointment of  a  cabinet  of  experienced, 
respected  professionals  representing  a 
broad  political  spectrum.  We  are  en- 
couraged by  the  statements  of  your  new 
economic  team  outlining  sound,  market- 
oriented  policies  which  we  believe  offer 
real  promise  for  the  revitalization  of  the 
Philippine  economy.  We  also  note  that 
in  recent  weeks  confidence  in  the  finan- 
cial community  regarding  Philippine  eco- 
nomic policies  and  prospects  has 
increased. 

In  response  to  this  new  and  promis- 
ing situation,  President  Reagan  an- 
nounced late  last  month  that  the  United 
States  plans  to  support  the  efforts  of 
your  government  to  meet  its  pressing 
financial  needs.  Your  government 
wants— and  we  agree— a  multilateral  ap- 
proach to  your  assistance  needs.  Our 
part  will  consist  of  bilateral  programs, 
renewed  trade  and  investment  efforts, 
and  support  through  the  multilateral 
financial  institutions. 

We  plan  to  increase  our  bilateral  as- 
sistance in  both  quantitative  and  quahta- 
tive  terms.  A  key  component  of  our  aid 
package  is  a  request  to  Congress  for 
$100  million  of  grant  assistance  in 
economic  support  funds.  We  also  are 
seeking  authority  to  accelerate  the  dis- 
bursement of  funds  already  appropri- 
ated, and  better  terms  under  which 
funds  are  made  available.  (You  dis- 
cussed it  with  the  President  in  Bah.) 
This  funding,  which  totals  about  $500 
million,  will  be  on  a  grant  basis,  except 
for  $50  million  in  food  aid  which  will  be 
provided  on  a  highly  concessionary  loan 
basis.  Thus,  our  assistance  will  provide 
economic  support  without  adding  ap- 
preciably to  the  large  external  debt  bur- 
den inherited  by  the  Aquino 
government. 

With  respect  to  trade  and  invest- 
ment, the  United  States  will  undertake 
a  variety  of  measures  in  support  of  your 
new  government's  economic  program. 
These  include  looking  for  ways  to  ex- 
pand and  improve  your  government's 
use  of  the  generalized  system  of  prefer- 
ences for  exports  to  the  United  States, 
seeking  to  assure  continuing  reasonable 
growth  of  Philippine  textiles  to  the  U.S. 
market,  and  increasing  Export-Import 
Bank  funding  for  U.S.  suppliers  of  key 
Philippine  imports.  We  also  will  be  dis- 
cussing with  your  government  the  possi- 
bilities for  Overseas  Private  Investment 


Corporation  and  Department  of  Com- 
merce investment  and  trade  missions  to 
the  Philippines  this  year. 

Concerning  multilateral  aid,  we  have 
welcomed  your  government's  interest  in 
the  "program  for  sustained  growth," 
the  initiative  taken  last  fall  by  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  Baker  to  strengthen  the 
international  debt  strategy  and  support 
sustained  growth  in  middle-income 
debtor  countries.  The  broad  policy  direc- 
tions outlined  by  your  economic  spokes- 
men thus  far  have  positioned  you  well 
to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunities 
provided  in  the  Baker  plan  to  achieve 
sustained  economic  growth.  We  have 
also  agreed  to  assist  your  government  in 
arranging  for  an  early  meeting  with 
multilateral,  as  well  as  bilateral,  donors 
in  order  to  mobilize  their  support  for 
Philippine  economic  recovery. 

Our  two  countries  also  have  had  a 
longstanding,  close,  and  effective  secu- 
rity relationship.  Through  our  defense 
cooperation,  the  Philippines  and  the 
United  States  make  an  important  contri- 
bution to  the  growth  and  stability  of  the 
East  Asia  region.  We  believe  it  is  the 
will  of  most  Filipinos  and  Americans 
that  this  relationship  continue  and  be 
strengthened  even  further. 

We  welcome  the  plans  of  your  gov- 
ernment to  restore  professional  capabili- 
ties to  your  mihtary  forces.  A  strong, 
competent,  and  apolitical  military  is 
essential  to  uphold  a  democratic  system. 
As  a  concrete  manifestation  of  our  sup- 
port for  the  rebuilding  of  the  new 


Armed  Forces  of  the  Philippines,  our 
President  has  also  announced  our  inten- 
tion to  obtain  an  additional  $50  million 
in  military  grant  aid  for  the  fiscal  year. 
Also,  we  will  seek  to  convert  $29  milhon 
of  prior  unused  military  sales  loans  re- 
quested for  next  fiscal  year  to  grants. 
AH  of  this  assistance  will  be  targeted  on 
basic  requirements— logistics,  communi- 
cations, transportation,  and  troop 
support— and  to  help  promote  mihtary 
reforms. 

All  these  issues  are  Philippine  issues 
that  Filipinos  will  have  to  resolve.  U.S. 
policy  is  based  on  our  desire  to  assist 
you  in  all  appropriate  ways  to  meet 
these  challenges.  Our  primary  objective 
is  to  build  on  the  strong  foundations  of 
our  historical  relationship  to  forge  a 
close,  productive  partnership  with  the 
Philippine  Government  that  will  serve 
effectively  the  interests  of  our  two  coun- 
tries and  peoples. 

Vice  President  Laurel  and  honored 
Filipino  guests,  permit  me  to  salute 
your  recent  triumph  and  to  wish  Presi- 
dent Aquino  and  her  new  government 
well  in  forging  a  new,  democratic, 
prosperous,  and  stable  Philippines. 
Mabuhay. 


'Made  at  a  dinner  hosted  by  Foreign 
Minister  Lee  (press  release  104  of  May  8, 
1986). 

2Press  release  109  of  May  13. 

^Made  at  a  dinner  hosted  by  U.S.  Ambas- 
sador to  the  Philippines  Stephen  W. 
Bosworth  (press  release  106  of  May  9.)  ■ 


The  U.S.  and  East  Asia: 
Meeting  the  Challenge  of  Change 


by  Gaston  J.  Sigur,  Jr. 

Address  before  the  Council  on  World 
Affairs  in  Cincinnati  on  April  18,  1986. 
Mr.  Sigur  is  Assistant  Secretary  for 
East  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs. 

I'm  delighted  to  be  with  you  this  even- 
ing at  this  annual  conference  on  interna- 
tional affairs  sponsored  by  the  Council 
on  World  Affairs.  I  promised  the  presi- 
dent of  this  distinguished  council— my 
old  friend  Bill  Messner— some  time  ago 
that  I  would  be  here  tonight.  Neither  he 
nor  I  knew  that  I  would  be  here  in  my 
present  capacity  with  the  Department  of 
State,  but  such  are  the  vagaries  of 


Washington  careers.  It  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  be  able  to  offer  you  some 
perspectives  from  this  vantage  point. 

I  can  tell  you  that,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  Libya,  no  other  single  part  of  the 
world  has  claimed  so  much  of  the  sched- 
ule of  the  President  and  the  Secretary 
of  State  this  past  week  as  the  East 
Asian  and  Pacific  region.  The  Prime 
Ministers  of  two  leading  nations  of  the 
free  world,  Yasuhiro  Nakasone  and 
Robert  Hawke,  have  made  separate  offi- 
cial visits  to  Washington  this  week. 
Japan  and  Australia  are,  of  course,  two 
of  our  closest  allies;  and  we  place  the 
greatest  importance  on  close  and  regu- 
lar consultations  with  them  on  matters 
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across  the  board.  Our  series  of  discus- 
sions this  week  have  affirmed  our 
cooperation  in  a  variety  of  important 
areas,  and  the  United  States  is,  indeed, 
fortunate  to  have  such  resolute  and 
reliable  partners  in  the  region. 

Increasingly,  East  Asia  and  the 
Pacific,  as  a  whole,  consumes  a  greater 
portion  of  our  policy  attention  in 
Washington,  fortunately  for  positive 
rather  than  negative  reasons.  These 
vibrant  nations  demonstrate  time  and 
time  again  their  integral  role  in  the 
global  economy  and  in  the  stable  evolu- 
tion of  a  more  secure  and  democratic  en- 
vironment for  us  all.  There  has  been  a 
revival  and  growth  of  broad  popular  in- 
terest within  our  country  regarding 
Asia  and  the  Pacific,  and  our  ties  to  this 
vast  neighborhood  are  undergirded  by  a 
clear  and  firm  national  consensus. 
Therefore,  we  are,  indeed,  prepared  to 
meet  whatever  challenges  change  may 
bring,  with  confidence  and  clarity  of 
purpose. 

Coherent  Objectives 

The  successful  application  of  our  policy 
over  time  requires  that  we  have  a  clear- 
headed understanding  of  our  fundamen- 
tal objectives  and  interests  in  the  area. 
Furthermore,  we  must  pursue  those 
goals  with  visible  coherence,  consist- 
ency, and  a  respect  for  our  partners 
that  breeds  respect  and  cooperation  in 
return.  It  simply  will  not  do  for  regional 
governments,  either  friendly  or  adver- 
sarial, to  misconstrue  the  nature  or  pur- 
pose of  our  role  in  political  and  economic 
developments.  Nor,  for  that  matter,  can 
we  afford  to  send  the  wrong  signals  to 
political  opposition  groups  that  may 
seek,  accurately  or  not,  to  exploit  the 
role  of  the  United  States  in  the  area  for 
their  own  purposes. 

President  Reagan  has  plotted  a  sure 
and  steady  policy  course  toward  the 
region  which,  time  and  again,  has 
benefited  the  constructive  interests  and 
objectives  of  both  the  United  States  and 
its  regional  partners.  I  believe  we  are 
on  the  right  track  and  that  the  people  of 
East  Asia  and  the  Pacific  fully  appreci- 
ate our  policy  role  and  support  in  the 
area.  The  challenges  and  opportunities 
ahead  call  for  a  patient  nurturing  of 
those  policy  directions  already  so  well 
defined  by  this  Administration. 

Let  there  be  no  mistake  about  our 
fundamental  commitment  to  the  preser- 
vation of  a  stable  environment  in  East 
Asia  conducive  to  its  continuing  eco- 
nomic, political,  and  social  progress.  Of 


course,  we  support  the  evolution  of  po- 
litical processes  that  bolster  popular 
participation  and  representative  govern- 
ment. Of  course,  we  support  the  loosen- 
ing of  economic  strictures  that  hamper 
the  benefits  of  an  open  market.  Of 
course,  we  support  the  right  of  individ- 
ual states  to  register  their  concerns 
about  nuclear  proliferation  and  to  par- 
ticipate fully  in  consultations  over 
regional  security  measures.  But  we  do 
not,  and  cannot,  acquiesce  in  misguided 
notions  of  political  anarchy,  trade  pro- 
tectionism, or  the  disregard  of  impor- 
tant alliance  commitments,  which  could 
jeopardize  the  prosperity  and  safety  of 
all  peoples  in  the  area. 

Our  policy  is  to  defend  the  expan- 
sion of  individual  and  economic  liberty 
just  as  we  support  respect  for  stable 
democratic  institutions  and  processes. 
We  will  strive  to  nurture  closer  security 
cooperation  and  stronger  alliances  just 
as  we  encourage  frequent  consultations 
with  our  partners  on  matters  of  mutual 
interest  and  concern.  We  will  protect 
and  promote  the  activity  of  an  open 
market  system  so  necessary  to  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  the  free  world.  We 
believe  these  objectives  to  be  thought- 
ful, responsible  approaches  to  issues 
that  affect  not  just  our  own  interests 
but,  indeed,  the  interlinking  interests  of 
all  in  the  Asian-Pacific  neighborhood.  In 
pursuing  these  objectives,  we  must  re- 
main vigilant,  for  always  there  are  those 
in  the  backwaters  of  progress  who 
would  readily  intervene  to  exploit  any 
discord  among  us. 

Should  there  be  any  doubt  about  it 
here  at  home,  our  own  national  interests 


in  Asia  and  the  Pacific  are  tangible  and 
significant.  Our  vital  basing  rights  and 
port  access  are  critical  to  maintaining 
overall  strategic  balance  and  peace  in 
the  region,  by  ensuring  U.S.  operational 
ability,  manueverability,  and  accessibil- 
ity in  the  event  of  crisis.  Our  alliance 
partners  benefit  significantly  from  the 
umbrella  of  our  protection.  Our  invest- 
ments and  trading  patterns  in  the  area 
are  important  to  us,  just  as  they  are 
critical  to  the  growth  and  prosperity  of 
the  developing  nations.  The  preservation 
of  Asian  freedom  in  face  of  totalitarian 
threats  is  vital  to  our  global  political 
posture,  yet  even  more  vital  to  the  aspi- 
rations and  great  potential  of  the  Asian 
people  themselves. 

Our  Asian  friends  increasingly  are 
shouldering  the  responsibilities  of  free 
world  partnership  in  responding  to 
global  threats  and  deprivations.  They 
provide  important  leverage  to  interna- 
tional sanctions  against  terrorism  and 
aggression. 

We  certainly  cannot  pretend  that 
these  factors  are  unimportant  to  us  as  a 
nation  any  more  so  than  our  regional 
partners  can  honestly  denigrate  the  im- 
portance to  their  own  goals  and  in- 
terests. In  a  true  partnership,  all  benefit 
equitably,  and  clearly  that  is  the  situa- 
tion we  enjoy  with  our  Asian  friends 
and  allies. 

Regional  Trade 

Trade  is  of  central  importance  to  our 
economic,  political,  and  security  in- 
terests in  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific 
region.  Our  own  trade  expansion  policies 
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with  the  area  have  remained  remarka- 
bly consistent  over  the  past  50  years 
and  have  benefited  immensely  both  the 
United  States  and  its  trading  partners. 
Between  1970  and  1985,  our  two-way  ex- 
changes with  the  region  increased  more 
than  tenfold,  and  there  is  every  reason 
to  expect  commerce  of  this  magnitude  to 
continue  and  to  prosper  in  the  years 
ahead. 

The  broad  application  of  export-led 
gi'owth  in  East  Asia  has  resulted,  in  the 
1970s  and  1980s,  in  prosperity  and  sta- 
bility that  is  the  envy  of  most  of  the  de- 
veloping world.  Over  the  past  decade, 
this  region  has  surpassed  all  others  in 
terms  of  basic  economic  development, 
GNP  [gross  national  product]  growth, 
and  overall  increases  in  international 
trade.  Not  surprisingly,  the  dramatic 
success  of  the  market  economies  of  East 
Asia  has  helped  to  encourage  some  non- 
market  economies,  such  as  China,  to 
enact  economic  reforms.  And  best  of  all, 
by  achieving  rapid  economic  growth  and 
rising  standards  of  living,  the  region 
largely  has  managed  to  avoid  the  unrest 
that  plagues  much  of  the  developing 
world.  Only  where  economic  mismanage- 
ment has  stifled  economic  growth— and 
here  the  Philippines  becomes  a  case  in 
point— has  widespread  domestic  instabil- 
ity taken  hold. 

It  is  no  accident  that  those  nations 
which  have  enjoyed  the  greatest 
prosperity  are  close  economic  partners 
of  ours.  The  United  States  has  provided 
lucrative  markets  for  both  labor- 
intensive  and  high-technology  products 
of  the  region,  and  the  Asian  commercial 
dynamism  continues  to  rely  heavily  on 
healthy  Western  economies  such  as  our 
own.  Our  investment  there  now  exceeds 
$33  billion  and  is  still  growing. 

At  the  same  time,  of  course,  we 
benefit  in  many  ways  from  this  bond  of 
interdependence.  The  14%  of  our  total 
overseas  investment  which  goes  to  this 
region  produces  over  23%  of  our  total 
income  from  all  direct  investment 
abroad.  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific  has 
been  our  primary  regional  trading  part- 
ner since  1980,  accounting  for  almost 
one-third  of  our  global  trade;  and  7  of 
our  20  largest  export  markets  are  in  the 
area.  Not  at  all  coincidentally,  those 
with  which  we  share  this  large  and 
beneficial  trading  relationship  are  the 
same  societies  with  which  we  have  a 
broad  range  of  cultural,  scientific,  and 
other  ties  as  well.  Japan,  Korea,  Singa- 
pore, and  Taiwan  are  examples  of  long 
standing. 


Therefore,  we  understand  well  the 
critical  role  that  open  markets  and  free 
trade  play  in  supporting  the  overall 
structure  of  our  own  interests,  as  well 
as  those  of  our  closest  friends  and  allies. 
We  are  the  world's  largest  trading  na- 
tion, taking  17%  of  all  imports  the  world 
over,  and  we  recognize  that  our  own 
prosperity  is  increasingly  tied  to  the 
health  of  the  world  trading  system. 
Free  and  fair  trade  is  in  our  own  best 
interest,  while  the  specter  of  protec- 
tionism threatens  our  prosperity  and 
that  of  our  free  world  partners. 

Shortsighted  individuals  with  short 
memories  may  be  tempted  to  believe 
that  closing  our  markets  in  this  sector 
or  that  one  would  relieve  the  burdens  of 
our  mounting  trade  deficits  with  Asia 
and  the  world  in  general.  But  we  tried 
that  remedy  in  the  1930s,  and  all 
suffered  from  the  global  depression  that 
resulted.  If  we  were  to  erect  protec- 
tionist barriers  now  to  Asian-origin  ex- 
ports, not  only  would  the  economic 
health  of  those  nations  be  endangered 
but  their  fundamental  stability  would  be 
undermined,  thereby  jeopardizing  our 
own  security  and  economic  well-being 
also.  Protectionist  barriers  would  drasti- 
cally reduce  the  growth  upon  which  the 
notable  success  of  the  Asian  economies 
has  been  built.  Now  that  the  economic 
growth  of  most  Asian-Pacific  nations  is 
slowing  from  the  surge  of  recent  years, 
any  exacerbation  of  that  slowdown  could 
pose  serious  political  and  security 
problems. 

An  open  trading  system  is  vital  to 
us  all,  but  the  United  States  cannot 
carry  this  burden  alone.  We  tradi- 
tionally have  been  at  the  forefront  of  ef- 
forts to  sustain  free  trade,  but  politically 
this  role  is  difficult  to  sustain  as  a  lone 
crusade.  Our  trading  partners  must  do 
their  share  to  lower  trade  barriers  and 
eliminate  subsidies  and  other  market- 
restricting  trade  practices  to  help 
redress  unrealistic  advantages.  We  are 
not  afraid  to  compete,  but  we  want  to 
compete  on  a  "level  playing  field." 
Toward  that  end,  Japan's  new 
"Maekawa  Report"  outlines  some  very 
significant  changes  that  country  intends 
to  make  to  align  its  economic  future 
more  harmoniously  with  the  needs  of 
the  global  economy. 

I  firmly  believe  that  economic  inter- 
dependence has  bolstered  traditionally 
close  political  and  security  ties  with  our 
Asian  friends.  When  we  sit  down  at  the 
negotiating  table  to  hammer  out  solu- 
tions to  trade  disputes,  all  parties 
understand  the  consequences  of  failure. 


Truly,  the  fundamental  basis  of  our 
relationship  with  East  Asia  and  the  Pa- 
cific has  been  and  will  continue  to  be 
the  flowering  of  our  economic,  cultural, 
political,  and  security  cooperation.  These 
strong  hnks  of  friendship  and  inter- 
dependence are  grounded  solidly  in 
mutual  interest  and  genuine  common 
benefit. 

Democratic  Reform 

Not  infrequently,  the  United  States 
finds  itself  in  touch  with  situations 
where,  superficially,  there  may  seem  to 
be  a  contradiction  between  our  moral 
commitment  to  democracy  and  political 
modernization  and  our  immediate  secu- 
rity interests.  In  fact,  however,  there  is 
a  direct  link  between  these  interests  of 
ours,  for  political  stabiUty  and  regional 
security  are  mutually  supportive  condi- 
tions. The  one  cannot  function  reliably 
without  the  presence  of  the  other.  And 
both  rely  as  well  on  a  healthy  economic 
system  to  provide  the  confidence  and 
the  wherewithal  to  underwrite  security 
and  democracy. 

The  United  States  does  support,  as 
a  matter  of  principle,  peaceful  demo- 
cratic evolution  and  the  rule  of  law 
throughout  the  world.  We  support  this 
both  on  moral  grounds  and  on  the  clear 
understanding  that  popularly  supported 
political  institutions  and  processes  are 
the  best  guarantee  of  stability  and 
peace.  We  obviously  have  no  less  an 
interest— in  fact,  quite  the  contrary— in 
seeing  peaceful  progress  toward  more 
responsive  government  and  democratic 
reforms  in  friendly  countries  in  Asia. 

At  the  same  time,  Secretary  of  State 
George  Shultz  has  pointed  out  that  such 
transitions  are  ". .  .often  complex  and 
delicate  and. .  .can  only  come  about  in  a 
way  consistent  with  a  country's  history, 
culture,  and  political  realities."  In  order 
to  succeed  in  working  with  our  friends 
toward  political  maturity,  we  must  also 
give  credit  for  positive  change  when  it 
does  occur;  and  we  must  give  appropri- 
ate cognizance  to  even  greater  threats 
to  freedom  which  arise  from  external  or 
internal  forces  of  totahtarianism. 

Equally  significant  is  the  observation 
by  Secretary  Shultz  that  ". .  .our  in- 
fluence with  friendly  governments  is  a 
precious  resource;  we  use  it  for  con- 
structive ends. .  .[and]  therefore,  we 
stay  engaged."  This  was  the  case  in  the 
Philippines,  where  our  policy  toward  the 
Marcos  government  was  to  encourage 
its  peaceful  resolution  of  the  serious  po- 
litical, economic,  and  security  problems 
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facing  the  country  by  revitalizing 
democratic  institutions  and  restoring  a 
free  market  economy  and  military 
professionalism.  Ultimately,  dramatic  po- 
litical change  did  occur  in  a  nonviolent, 
popular  reaffirmation  of  democratic 
processes;  and  all  credit  for  that  ti-ansi- 
tion  belongs  to  the  people  of  the  Philip- 
pines. Yet,  it  demonstrated  once  again 
that  it  serves  no  purpose  for  the  United 
States  simply  to  turn  its  back  on  the 
critical  internal  problems  of  our  friends. 

In  such  situations,  we  remain  en- 
gaged in  a  constructive  way;  and  we 
support  the  concept  of  peaceful  institu- 
tional and  procedural  reform  by  staying 
in  contact  with  all  democratic  political 
forces,  in  the  opposition  as  well  as  in 
government.  This  does  not  entail  med- 
dling in  others'  affairs.  Given  the  time, 
these  nations  will  work  out  solutions  on 
their  own,  according  to  their  own  unique 
circumstances. 

Alliance  Responsibilities 

Certainly,  one  of  the  more  unfortunate 
incidents  we've  had  to  deal  with  re- 
cently has  been  the  isolated  challenge  to 
the  integrity  of  our  alliance  system.  It 
has  brought  to  the  fore  some  of  the 
most  fundamental  issues  concerning  the 
purposes  and  nature  of  modern  alliances 
among  democratic  states.  In  the  Asian- 
Pacific  region,  we  have  formal  treaty  al- 
liances with  Japan,  South  Korea,  the 
Philippines,  Thailand,  Australia,  and 
New  Zealand,  established  by  mutual 
consent  to  deter  aggression  and 
preserve  peace,  particularly  against 
threats  from  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
proxies.  Over  the  past  2  years.  New 
Zealand  attached  certain  conditions  to 
our  access  to  its  naval  ports,  in  response 
to  antinuclear  sentiment  among  its  elec- 
torate, which  made  impossible  our  prac- 
tical alliance  cooperation.  Allies  occa- 
sionally differ,  of  course,  on  political 
issues;  but  fundamental  cooperation  and 
preservation  of  mutual  confidence  re- 
quire an  appreciation  for  the  concerns 
and  risks  involved  for  all  when  one  ally 
decides  to  set  its  own  arbitrary  rules  for 
others  to  follow. 

Modern  alliances  among  democracies 
differ  from  the  alliances  of  antiquity  in 
that  they  are  agreements  not  just  be- 
tween rulers  or  governing  officials  but 
between  peoples  with  shared  values  and 
perspectives.  Bonds  between  people  who 
share  fundamental  interests  can— and 
must— survive  periodic  changes  of 
leadership.  Indeed,  we  and  our  demo- 
cratic allies  are  united  not  only  by  long- 
range  strategic  interests  but  also  by 


moral  and  philosophical  bonds  which  run 
deep.  Alliances  of  this  nature  present 
special  problems  and  gi-eater  demands 
on  all  partners. 

Perhaps  paradoxically,  but  not  sur- 
prisingly, a  nation  at  peace  today  must 
be  prepared  for  war  if  it  is  to  deter 
war.  This  is  an  especially  difficult 
responsibility  for  democracies  to  shoul- 
der, yet  shoulder  it  we  must.  Among 
democratic  allies,  it  is  a  delusion  to 
think  that  sacrifices  can  be  safely 
deferred.  For  whenever  partners  do 
not  reinforce  one  another,  the  safety 
and  unity  of  the  entire  alliance  is 
jeopardized.  All  democratic  allies  face 
similar  domestic  pressures.  All  would 
prefer  to  use  their  resources  in  other 
ways  to  serve  more  immediate  social 
purposes.  But  if  one  partner  is  unwilling 
to  bear  the  burdens  of  defense,  why 
should  other  partners  make  sacrifices? 

In  fact,  each  ally  must  help  maintain 
the  strength  of  the  alliance,  according  to 
its  own  capabilities  and  what  it  has  to 
offer.  Not  all  need  to  possess  their  own 
nuclear  deterrent,  of  course;  but  if  they 
undermine  our  ability  to  maintain  any 
naval  presence— by  adopting  practices 
that  undercut  our  policy  of  neither  con- 
firming nor  denying  whether  our  naval 
vessels  are  nuclear  armed  or  by  banning 
ships  that  are  nuclear  propelled— then 
they  weaken  their  own  national  security 
in  the  process. 

Of  course,  the  shared  responsibilities 
in  a  democratic  alliance  go  beyond  just 
the  deterrence  of  a  military  threat.  Our 
partnership  depends  on  deeper  and 
broader  bonds  of  mutual  cooperation 
that  span  the  entire  range  of  our 
relations— political  and  economic,  as  well 
as  security  ties.  Our  overall  unity, 
across  the  board,  is  essential  to  the  suc- 
cess of  East-West  negotiations.  And  so 
our  mutual  support  on  the  smaller  is- 
sues is  so  very  important  to  the  larger 
picture.  Fortunately  for  all  concerned, 
our  alliances  are  working;  they  are 
preserving  the  deterrent  strength  of 
unity  and  purpose  upon  which  our  secu- 
rity and  our  freedoms  depend.  Let  there 
be  no  misconceptions  about  the  false 
security  of  isolationism  or  unilateralism, 
which  was  discredited  long  ago.  It  is  the 
responsibility  of  governments  them- 
selves to  lead  and  educate  their  people, 
to  prevent  the  erosion  of  the  basic  spirit 
and  consensus  underlying  unity.  Ex- 
perience certainly  shows  that  we  can 
overcome  our  occasional  differences  if 
we  make  an  effort  to  do  so. 


Looking  Ahead:  Challenges 
and  Opportunities 

East  Asia  and  the  Pacific  is  a  dynamic 
region  with  vast  potential,  not  just  for 
its  own  developmental  success  but  for 
the  benefit  of  global  stability  and 
prosperity  more  generally.  The  nations 
of  the  region  will  remain  active  players 
in  worldwide  commerce,  politics,  and 
security  in  the  decades  ahead.  They  will 
provide  an  example  for  other  developing 
nations  in  terms  of  economic  and  techno- 
logical development,  political  reform  and 
social  progress,  and  in  their  earnest  ap- 
proach to  preserving  peace.  And  the 
Asian-Pacific  nations  will  be  increasingly 
intertwined  with  our  own  destiny,  with 
America's  own  goals  and  interests.  We 
are  a  Pacific  nation,  just  as  we  are  an 
Atlantic  nation,  and  we  are  prepared  to 
share  the  responsibilities  ahead. 

There  will,  of  course,  be  many 
challenges  down  the  road,  both  for  the 
region  as  a  whole  and  for  U.S.  interests 
and  policy  there.  We  want  to  be  realis- 
tic about  them— to  anticipate  and  plan 
ahead  in  full  consultation  with  our 
regional  partners.  To  the  extent  that  we 
overcome  the  pitfalls  together,  all  of  us 
will  benefit. 

Economic  fortunes  will  ebb  and  flow, 
although  there  is  every  reason  to  be- 
lieve this  region's  prosperity  will  match 
and  surpass  that  of  any  other  in  the 
years  ahead.  Asian  dynamism  will  con- 
tinue to  stimulate  global  prosperity  but 
will  depend  on  healthy  Western  econo- 
mies in  turn.  While  the  U.S.  trade 
deficit  may  shrink  with  the  dollar's  fall, 
protectionist  pressures  likely  will  per- 
sist. We  must  all  guard  against  the 
temptation  to  seek  simple,  shortsighted 
solutions  to  complex  trade  problems. 

Up  to  this  point,  political  stability  in 
East  Asia  and  the  Pacific  has  been 
based  as  much  on  traditional  leadership 
continuity  as  on  economic  well-being. 
However,  historical  transitions  are 
underway  or  imminent  in  several  coun- 
tries, and  inevitable  challenges  regard- 
ing leadership  succession  lie  ahead. 
Rapid  socioeconomic  modernization  jux- 
taposed with  these  forthcoming  occa- 
sions for  political  succession  may  fuel 
popular  pressures  for  political  reform 
from  within.  I  anticipate  increasing 
popular  support  for  democratization  at 
the  expense  of  authoritarianism  and 
potential  instability  wherever  resistance 
to  political  pluralism  and  popular  partici- 
pation persists.  Let  us  hope  that 
benevolent  leaders  maintain  channels  of 
communication  and  cooperation  with 
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those  who  call  for  orderly  democratic  re- 
foi-m  and  that  those  who  challenge  exist- 
ing political  systems  maintain  their 
democratic  integrity  and  refrain  from 
violence  or  unrealistic,  destabilizing  de- 
mands. The  United  States  will  never  in- 
terfere in  these  domestic  processes,  but 
we  will  maintain  our  prerogative  to 
work  with  both  governing  officials  and 
reformers  to  preserve  democratic  insti- 
tutions and  processes. 

Alliance  stresses  will  test  and 
repeatedly  prove  the  resilience  of  our 
mutual  treaty  commitments.  Sources  of 
disagi'eement  may  be  periodic  and 
varied,  but  we  are  prepared  to  adopt  an 
orderly  approach  to  any  problems  that 
arise  through  regular  consultations  with 
our  allies.  It  is  incumbent  on  both  us 
and  our  allies  to  remain  cognizant  of  the 
threats  to  our  common  interests  and  of 
the  potential  ripple  effects  of  any  dis- 
putes that  defy  ready  reconciliation.  I 
believe  all  of  us  share  a  responsibility  to 
discuss  and  reconcile  our  differences 
harmoniously  and  to  continually  nurture 
attitudes  of  resilience  based  upon  com- 
mon recognition  of  both  threats  and 
benefits. 

Soviet  political  and  military  chal- 
lenges to  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific  have 
grown,  and  Moscow  most  lil<ely  will  con- 
tinue to  probe  the  vulnerabilities  of  the 
region.  There  is  no  reason  for  undue 
alarm  in  this  regard— Soviet  success  to 
date  has  been  negligible— but  we  and 
our  allies  must  remain  alert  and  resolute 
in  resisting  new  incursions.  Other 


challenges,  of  course,  lurk  on  the 
horizon,  and  the  United  States  always 
will  try  to  stay  ahead  of  events  to  pro- 
tect peace  and  defend  its  interests  and 
objectives. 

Conclusion 

Teamwork  has  been  the  hallmark  of 
America's  phenomenal  achievements 
through  history,  and  I  believe  it  will 
spell  success  for  our  relations  with  the 
Asian-Pacific  states  as  well.  If  we  are 
able  to  work  together— to  consult,  to 
cooperate,  to  combine  our  resources 
efficiently— there  is  no  goal  too  high  and 
no  threat  too  powerful  to  blunt  the  aspi- 
rations of  our  peoples.  This  fundamental 
theme  of  regional  partnership  will 
propel  our  nations  forward  together  into 
the  21st  century. 

The  Asian-Pacific  region  is  changing, 
and  with  change  come  new  and  different 
challenges  for  us  all.  The  United  States 
does  not  resist  change;  nor  does  it 
shrink  from  challenge.  We  propose  to 
anticipate  change  and  to  help  channel  it 
where  possible  in  constructive  direc- 
tions. But  we  also  intend  to  protect  and 
preserve  those  interests  essential  to 
security  and  stability.  As  Americans,  we 
will  stand  by  our  allies  and  friends,  as- 
sist where  requested,  advise  as  neces- 
sary, and  accept  advice  and  support  in 
return.  Surely  our  own  interests,  objec- 
tives, and  values,  and  global  stability  in 
general  will  benefit  by  it.  ■ 


Prospects  for  Continuing 
Democratization  in  Korea 


by  Gaston  J.  Sigur,  Jr. 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
April  16,  1986.  Dr.  Sigur  is  Assistant 
Secretary  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
Affairs.^ 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify 
before  the  subcommittee  in  connection 
with  the  Administration's  policy  toward 
the  Republic  of  Korea. 

A  natural  focus  of  attention,  both  in 
Korea  and  abroad,  is  the  drama  of 
Korea's  sometimes  heated  partisan  poli- 
tics. Accordingly,  I  will  address  current 
Korean  domestic  developments  in  some 


detail  today,  and  I  look  forward  to  your 
questions.  Current  Korean  developments 
need  to  be  seen  in  a  broader  perspective 
to  enable  us  to  make  balanced  judg- 
ments about  the  meaning  of  partisan 
competition  there  and  about  the  role  the 
United  States  can  or  should  play. 
Whether  we  look  at  South  Korean  poli- 
tics historically  or  in  comparison  with 
North  Korea,  there  are  strong  grounds 
for  optimism. 

Korea  has  been  surrounded  by 
larger  and  more  powerful  states  through 
much  of  its  history  but  successfully  sur- 
vived as  a  strong  and  culturally  unique 
nation.  A  traditional  agricultural  society 
just  a  few  decades  ago  and  devastated 
by  the  Korean  war,  South  Korea  has 


progressed  economically  at  a  rate  virtu- 
ally unmatched  in  the  world. 

Politically,  Korea  was  a  monarchy 
for  most  of  its  history.  In  the  20th  cen- 
tury, Korea  was  subjected  to  Japanese 
colonial  rule  from  1910  to  1945.  The  un- 
settled period  after  liberation  was  fol- 
lowed by  the  Korean  war  and  the  need 
for  massive  reconstruction  in  the  1950s. 
In  the  few  years  of  relative  stability 
since  then,  South  Korea  has  clearly  es- 
tablished itself  as  a  member  of  the  free 
world  with  an  increasingly  open  and  in- 
ternationally oriented  society  and  econo- 
my. The  values  of  democracy  and  human 
rights  which  we  hold  dear  are  gradually 
asserting  themselves  in  spite  of  the 
authoritarian  elements  in  the  neo- 
Confucianism  that  permeates  all  sectors 
of  traditional  Korean  political  culture. 

In  contrast.  North  Korea  has  chosen 
communism,  isolation  from  the  world, 
and  xenophobia.  The  cult  of  personality 
is  so  intense  that  Kim  Il-Song  is  pre- 
sented to  the  people  as  virtually  a  god, 
and  his  son  is  apparently  being  groomed 
for  the  first  dynastic  succession  in  the 
communist  world.  Mihtary  expenditures 
eat  up  perhaps  a  fourth  of  its  gross  na- 
tional product,  while  standard  consumer 
goods  are  rare  luxuries  of  the  vast 
majority  of  North  Korea's  people.  The 
North  Korean  economy  is  stagnant  and 
beset  with  the  shortages,  dislocations, 
and  inefficiencies  that  characterize  com- 
mand economies.  The  vast  majority  of 
North  Koreans  have  no  opportunity  to 
exercise  basic  human  rights  nor  partici- 
pate in  the  decisions  which  shape  their 
lives.  The  government  takes  such  care 
to  limit,  control,  and  "purify"  all  infor- 
mation reaching  its  population  that  the 
people  have  no  way  to  compare  their 
situation  to  that  in  other  countries. 

South  Korea's  Basic  Consensus 

Given  Korea's  history  and  the  quite 
different  course  taken  by  North  Korea, 
how  has  the  Republic  of  Korea  been 
able  to  make  such  remarkable  progress? 
Many  reasons  could  be  put  forward,  and 
any  answer  is  necessarily  complex.  I  be- 
lieve that  a  major  factor  is  that  South 
Korea  has  enjoyed  a  remarkable  consen- 
sus ever  since  the  North  Korean  inva- 
sion of  1950— a  fundamental  consensus 
often  obscured  by  soaring  political 
rhetoric. 

From  the  experience  of  the  Korean 
war,  the  people  of  South  Korea 
became— and  remain— virtually  unani- 
mous in  their  concern  over  the  threat 
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posed  by  the  North.  Thus,  no  major 
South  Korean  figure,  either  in  the 
government  or  in  the  opposition,  calls 
for  the  withdrawal  of  American  forces 
or  a  reduction  in  U.S.  foreign  military 
sales  credits  or  any  attenuation  of  the 
steadfast  American  security  commitment 
that  has  successfully  deterred  North 
Korea  these  past  decades.  Both  govern- 
ment and  opposition  parties  support  dia- 
logue with  North  Korea  but  are 
uncompromising  in  the  belief  that  the 
South  must  remain  part  of  the  free 
world. 

There  is  also  fundamental  agreement 
that  the  market  economy  plays  a  key 
role  in  economic  progress.  Korea's 
historical  poverty  and  the  economic 
deprivations  and  dislocations  of  the 
Korean  war  made  the  Korean  people 
desperate  for  economic  progress. 
Korea's  economic  successes,  based  on  an 
outward-looking  and  market  economy 
since  that  war,  have  transformed  a 
fatahstic  people  into  one  of  the  world's 
most  ambitious  and  optimistic. 

Political  Development 

There  is  also  a  consensus  in  South 
Korea  on  the  need  for  progress  toward 
greater  democracy— a  goal  espoused  by 
virtually  all  political  parties  there  since 
the  Korean  war.  Yet  the  realization  of 
this  goal  remains  one  of  Korea's  most 
vexing  problems. 

Political  power  in  Korea  has  histori- 
cally been  concentrated  in  the  ruling 
party.  Government  and  opposition  forces 
fought  bitter  factional  disputes  to  wrest 
or  maintain  all  the  apparatus  of  state. 
Rarely  was  there  the  kind  of  dialogue 
and  compromise  Americans  take  for 
granted  which  nurtures  mutual  trust 
and  transforms  politics  into  something 
more  than  a  zero-sum  game.  Surrounded 
by  major  powers.  Korean  factions  be- 
came adept  at  seeking  foreign  allies  to 
give  them  advantage  in  their  domestic 
struggles. 

Modem  analogues  of  these  tradi- 
tional attitudes  continue  to  create 
problems  in  South  Korean  politics  and, 
incidentally,  our  efforts  to  encourage 
further  democratization  and  greater 
respect  for  human  rights.  Nonetheless, 
we  believe  that  South  Korea  is  on  the 
road  to  a  more  democratic  system.  In 
this  regard,  we  have  welcomed  as  a  step 
of  great  importance  President  Chun  Doo 
Hwan's  pledge  to  step  down  at  the  end 
of  a  single  7-year  term  in  March  1988. 
Virtually  unprecedented  in  Korea,  his 
voluntary  action  should  set  the  stage  for 
further  progress  toward  democracy. 


Constitutional  Revision  Campaigji 

There  appears  to  be  general  agreement 
in  Korea  that  President  Chun  will  step 
down  in  1988,  and  so  the  political  focus 
has  shifted  to  the  mechanism  by  which 
the  next  president  will  be  elected.  The 
opposition  is  demanding  constitutional 
revision  so  that  the  next  presidential 
election  will  be  determined  by  direct 
popular  vote  rather  than  through  the 
current  electoral  college  system.  While 
the  electoral  college  itself  is  popularly 
elected,  the  opposition  maintains  that 
the  Korean  Government  can  more  easily 
manipulate  the  approximately  5,000  elec- 
tors than  an  electorate  of  over  20  mil- 
hon.  Opposition  efforts  in  the  National 
Assembly  last  year  to  persuade  the  rul- 
ing party  to  agree  to  the  formation  of  a 
committee  for  constitutional  revision 
resulted  in  a  ruling  party  offer  to  set  up 
a  committee  to  "study"  the  constitution. 
This  proposal  was  rejected  by  the 
opposition. 

With  a  minority  in  the  National  A- 
ssembly,  the  main  opposition  party,  the 
New  Korea  Democratic  Party  (NKDP), 
decided  to  take  its  case  to  the  pubHc 
through  a  nationwide  petition  campaign. 
President  Chun  and  the  ruHng  Demo- 
cratic Justice  Party  (DJP)  strongly 
opposed  the  petition  campaign,  declaring 
it  illegal  and  arguing  that  it  threatened 
the  political  stability  necessary  to  stage 
a  successful  Olympic  games  in  Seoul  in 
1988.  In  his  state  of  the  nation  address 
in  mid- January,  President  Chun  said 
that  South  Korea  had  formerly  tried 
both  direct  and  indirect  electoral  sys- 
tems, but  neither  system  had  been  suffi- 
cient in  itself  to  bring  about  the  political 
progress  all  Koreans  desired. 

The  NKDP,  along  with  the  Council 
for  the  Promotion  of  Democracy  (CPD) 
led  by  Kim  Young  Sam  and  Kim  Dae 
Jung,  launched  a  nationwide  petition 
campaign  for  direct  elections  on  Febru- 
ary 12.  The  Korean  Government  initially 
tried  to  prevent  activities  on  behalf  of 
the  campaign.  Government  measures  in- 
cluded police  cordons  around  the  NKDP 
and  CPD  offices,  intermittent  house  ar- 
rests of  political  figures,  and  arrests  of 
students  demonstrating  in  favor  of  con- 
stitutional revision. 

After  about  2  weeks  of  confronta- 
tion. President  Chun  suddenly  met  with 
ruling  and  opposition  party  heads.  He 
indicated  that  the  measures  taken  by 
Korean  police  had  been  "excessive"  and, 
henceforth,  the  government  would  be 
more  tolerant  of  NKDP  petition  efforts. 
However,  he  reaffirmed  his  view  that 
constitutional  revision  could  be 


considered  only  after  he  left  office  and 
following  the  Olympics.  He  said  a  presi- 
dential commission  would  be  established 
and  that  he  would  support  the  formation 
of  a  multipartisan  National  Assembly 
committee  to  study  post- 1988  constitu- 
tional revision.  After  the  meeting,  the 
NKDP  repeated  that  constitutional  re- 
form must  come  before  the  next  presi- 
dential election. 

Following  the  meeting,  the  NKDP 
launched  a  series  of  rallies  in  major 
cities  to  support  the  petition  campaign. 
The  first  rally,  which  took  place  in  Seoul 
on  March  11,  attracted  several  thousand 
people.  Among  the  speakers  was  opposi- 
tion leader  Kim  Young  Sam  who,  for 
the  first  time  since  1980,  dehvered  a 
major  public  address.  His  colleague  Kim 
Dae  Jung,  however,  was  prevented  by 
police  from  attending  this  and  subse- 
quent rallies  on  the  grounds  that  such 
activity  was  ipso  facto  "political"  and 
would,  therefore,  subject  him  to  reim- 
prisonment  under  the  terms  of  his  sus- 
pended sentence.  The  rally  also  featured 
a  peaceful  march  through  downtown 
Seoul.  The  police  did  not  intervene  and 
assisted  with  traffic  control. 

On  succeeding  weekends,  similar  ral- 
lies in  Pusan  and  Kwangju  drew  crowds 
in  the  tens  of  thousands,  while  a  rally  in 
Taegu  was  somewhat  smaller.  The  ral- 
lies themselves  were  peaceful,  but 
groups  of  several  hundred  persons, 
mostly  students,  violently  confronted 
police  after  the  rallies  had  ended.  Some 
of  these  demonstrators  were  detained 
by  the  police,  who  were  given  high 
marks  by  most  observers  for  their  re- 
straint and  professionalism.  Several 
dozen  demonstrators  have  been  indicted, 
as  have  a  number  of  students  who  en- 
gaged in  petition  activities  on  campus 
since  the  start  of  the  spring  semester. 

Immediate  Background  to  the 
Government-Opposition  Debate 

The  current  intensified  government- 
opposition  debate  came  after  President 
Chun  decided  in  late  1983  to  pursue  a 
more  relaxed  domestic  policy.  Virtually 
all  prisoners  in  politically  related  cases 
were  released.  The  ban  was  gradually 
lifted  from  Koreans  who  had  been 
barred  from  political  activity.  Students 
were  permitted  to  demonstrate  on  cam- 
pus for  the  first  time  in  years.  Perhaps 
most  significantly,  last  year's  February 
National  Assembly  election  was  one  of 
the  most  open  in  South  Korea's  history, 
and  the  newly  created  NKDP  beat  the 
less  outspoken,  former  main  opposition 
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party.  The  result  was  a  generally  more 
open  political  climate. 

Not  unexpectedly,  greater  opportu- 
nity to  exercise  freedom  of  expression 
resulted  in  increased  public  criticism  of 
the  government.  In  the  National  Assem- 
bly, the  opposition  raised  such  pre- 
viously taboo  issues  as  the  1980 
Kwangju  incident  and  personal  criticism 
of  President  Chun  and  his  family.  On 
campus,  student  activists  engaged  in 
nonstop  debate  and  increasingly  at- 
tempted to  take  to  the  streets,  despite 
the  government's  continued  ban  on 
street  protests.  Student  tactics  became 
more  violent:  Molotov  cocktails  were 
throwTi  at  police  attempting  to  block 
student  demonstrations  from  leaving  the 
campuses.  There  was  increasingly  van- 
dahsm  by  small  groups  of  students 
against  government  offices,  and  some 
government  offices  were  occupied  as  a 
means  of  protest. 

Not  all  student  occupations  were 
aimed  at  government  offices.  On  May  23, 
1985,  73  Korean  college  students  oc- 
cupied the  American  Cultural  Center 
Library  in  Seoul.  They  demanded, 
among  other  things,  an  apology  for  the 
alleged  U.S.  Government  role  in  the 
1980  Kwangju  incident.  For  3  long  days, 
U.S.  Embassy  officials  talked  with  the 
students,  who  were  finally  persuaded  to 
leave  the  library  peacefully. 

As  senior  Embassy  officials  said  at  a 
press  conference  following  the  student's 
departure,  we  do  not  feel  that  these  or 
most  other  students  are  anti-American 
or  procommunist.  They  acted  on  the 
basis  of  a  limited  and  often  inaccurate 
understanding  of  U.S.  policy  in  Korea. 
We  continue  our  efforts  to  explain  our 
role  in  Korea.  We  do  not  anticipate  that 
anti-American  sentiment  among  students 
or  other  Koreans  will  emerge  as  a 
significant  issue. 

In  reaction  to  occasionally  violent 
student  protests  and  increasing  criticism 
within  the  National  Assembly,  in  June 
1985  the  Korean  Government  began 
again  to  arrest  demonstration  leaders. 
Legal  action  was  taken  against  dissident 
and  youth  activist  groups  believed  to 
support  the  students.  During  the  fall 
semester  of  1985,  police  began  to  pre- 
vent demonstrations  on  campus.  With 
the  beginning  of  the  spring  semester 
this  year,  the  head  of  the  Korean  police 
declared  that  no  politically  motivated 
demonstrations  would  be  permitted  on 
Korean  campuses. 

Though  we  heard  very  few  reports 
in  the  previous  2  years  about  the  old 
problem  in  Korea  of  police  abuse  of 
prisoners,  reports  that  prisoners  had 


been  tortured  increased  in  the  fall  of 
1985.  In  one  case,  we  confirmed  that  a 
student  activist  was  tortured;  in  another 
instance,  three  journalists  were  beaten 
by  security  personnel.  We  stated  pub- 
licly at  the  time  that  we  regard  such 
charges  with  the  utmost  seriousness, 
and  we  continue  to  make  our  views 
known  to  the  Korean  Government. 

Prospects  for  Human  Rights 
and  Political  Progress 

While  there  have  been  setbacks,  we  be- 
lieve Korea  is  still  a  freer  place  than  it 
was  a  few  years  ago.  The  government- 
opposition  debate  is  vigorous,  as  shown 
by  last  year's  National  Assembly  elec- 
tion campaign,  subsequent  National  As- 
sembly proceedings,  and  the  opposition's 
recent  series  of  rallies.  President  Chun 
has  reassured  the  nation  that  he  will 
step  dovra  in  1988,  and  he  has  offered 
some  proposals  about  reform  that  could 
contribute  to  the  dialogue.  Although 
constrained  by  government  guidelines, 
the  Korean  press  does  engage  in  some 
direct  criticisms  of  the  government,  and 
it  publishes  considerably  more  indirect 
critical  commentary. 

The  U.S.  Role 

In  such  a  setting,  what  should  be  the 
American  role?  I  beheve  we  should  con- 
tinue to  encourage  both  the  government 
and  the  opposition  to  practice  modera- 
tion, to  engage  in  dialogue,  and  to  be 
vdlling  to  compromise,  as  these  are 
values  inherent  in  our  democratic  socie- 
ties. Similarly,  we  should  condemn  viola- 
tions of  human  rights  and  restrictions  on 
political  participation.  It  is  important,  I 
beheve,  that  our  efforts  be  on  behalf  of 
basic  principles  and  practices  rather 
than  support  of  particular  individuals  or 
specific  partisan  points  of  view,  which 
are  matters  which  should  rightly  be  left 
to  the  Koreans  themselves. 

We  must  be  aware  that  our  influ- 
ence on  the  Korean  poUtical  situation, 
while  greater  than  that  of  other  foreign 
countries,  is,  nevertheless,  limited.  We 
have  no  right  to  interfere  directly  in 
domestic  matters.  We  should  also  ap- 
preciate that  many  Koreans,  perhaps  for 
historical  reasons,  have  an  exaggerated 
notion  of  our  abihty  to  influence  events 
in  Korea  and  have  partisan  reasons  for 
urging  us  to  do  so.  Because  of  these 
considerations,  we  need  to  be  cautious 
in  our  public  pronouncements  so  as  not 
to  raise  expectations  that  we  may  not 
be  able  to  meet. 


Finally,  as  I  noted  at  the  beginning 
of  my  testimony,  Korea  is  a  unique 
place,  and  we  need  to  deal  vnth  it  as 
such.  There  has  been  pubhc  speculation, 
both  here  and  in  Korea,  about  so-called 
parallels  between  Korea  and  the  Philip- 
pines and  prognostications  about  the 
implications  of  recent  developments  in 
the  Phihppines  for  our  policies  toward 
Korea. 

We  believe  the  differences  between 
Korea  and  the  Philippines  are  more  sig- 
nificant. In  Korea,  President  Chun  has 
promised  to  step  down  in  less  than  2 
years,  and  the  economy  is  booming. 
Korea  does  not  face  a  domestic  com- 
munist insurgency  but  a  real  and  im- 
mediate external  threat,  and  the  Korean 
military's  professionalism  is  at  a  high 
level.  We  have,  of  course,  encouraged 
continued  democratization  in  Korea  in 
the  past,  and  we  will  continue  to  do  so 
in  the  future.  We  believe  that  some  suc- 
cess has  been  achieved.  However,  we 
should  remember  that  ultimately  it  will 
be  Korean  efforts  that  nurture  and 
achieve  the  open  and  more  consensual 
political  system  that  all  Koreans  desire. 


^The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Aid  to  the 
Philippines 


WHITE  HOUSE  ANNOUNCEMENT, 
APR.  23,  1986' 

The  President  announced  today  a  major 
progi'am  of  economic  and  military  sup- 
port for  the  Philippines.  This  program  is 
based  on  an  assessment  of  Philippine 
economic  and  military  needs  by  a  U.S. 
assistance  team  headed  by  Agency  for 
International  Development  (AID)  Ad- 
ministrator M.  Peter  McPherson  and  in- 
cluding senior  Treasury,  State,  and 
Defense  Department  officials,  which  has 
recently  concluded  a  visit  to  the 
Philippines. 

During  their  stay  in  Manila,  the 
delegation  members  met  with  President 
Aquino  and  conducted  extensive  discus- 
sions with  senior  economic  and  military 
officials  of  the  Aquino  government.  The 
purpose  of  these  discussions  was  to  as- 
sess how  the  U.S.  Government  might  be 
helpful  in  supporting  the  new  govern- 
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ment  in  its  efforts  to  address  Philippine 
economic  and  military  problems. 

The  Philippine  economy  faces  a  num- 
ber of  severe  problems  which,  if  they 
are  to  be  resolved,  will  require  a  sus- 
tained effort  by  the  Philippine  people 
and  Government  and  the  support  of  the 
international  financial  community.  This 
effort  will  involve  both  people-to-people 
programs  designed  to  meet  the  immedi- 
ate needs  of  the  poorest  segments  of  the 
population  and  policy  changes  that  will 
lay  the  basis  for  lasting  job  creation  and 
growth. 

With  respect  to  policy  changes,  the 
Philippine  economic  officials  outlined  the 
sound,  market-oriented  economic  poli- 
cies, both  macroeconomic  and  structural, 
which  the  government  intends  to  pursue 
in  order  to  restore  sustainable,  job 
creating,  and  non-inflationary  growth  in 
the  Philippine  economy.  The  U.S.  team 
welcomed  these  policy  directions  and 
noted  that  in  recent  weeks  confidence  in 
the  financial  community  regarding 
Philippine  economic  policies  and 
prospects  had  increased.  The  U.S.  team 
shared  that  increased  confidence. 

In  response  to  this  new  and  prom- 
ising economic  situation,  the  U.S. 
Government  intends  to  support  the  ef- 
forts of  the  Philippine  Government  to 
meet  its  pressing  financial  needs 
through  bilateral  assistance  programs, 
trade  and  investment  policies,  and  par- 
ticipation in  the  multilateral  financial  in- 
stitutions. 


Bilateral  Economic  Assistance 

The  United  States  plans  to  increase  its 
bilateral  economic  assistance  to  the 
Philippines  in  both  quantitative  and 
qualitative  terms.  The  elements  of  the 
foreign  assistance  package  include  a 
higher  level  of  funding,  acceleration  in 
the  disbursement  of  funds  already  ap- 
propriated, and  better  terms  under 
which  funds  are  made  available: 

•  A  request  to  Congress  in  FY  1986 
for  authorization  and  appropriation  of  an 
additional  $100  million  in  economic  sup- 
port funds  (ESF); 

•  Acceleration  of  disbursement,  as 
feasible,  of  the  currently  authorized 
pipeline  of  about  $200  million  in  ESF 
funds; 

•  Conversion  of  $100  million  of  de- 
velopment assistance  funding  from  loan 
to  grant,  thus  providing  a  total  of  $140 
million  of  grant  development  assistance; 
and 


•  An  expansion  of  food  imports  un- 
der PL  480,  Title  I,  and  the  President's 
sugar  compensation  program,  as  author- 
ized by  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (as  amended),  from  $35  to 
$50  million. 

This  funding,  which  totals  about 
$500  million,  will  all  be  on  a  grant  basis 
except  the  PL  480,  Title  I,  which  is  on  a 
highly  concessionary  loan  basis.  Thus 
our  assistance  will  provide  economic 
support  without  adding  appreciably  to 
the  large  external  debt  burden  inherited 
by  the  Aquino  government. 

In  addition  the  United  States  is  de- 
veloping, on  an  urgent  basis,  a  substan- 
tial increase  in  people-to-people 
assistance,  such  as  school  and  child  feed- 
ing, food  for  work,  and  health  programs 
to  reduce  infant  and  child  mortality. 
These  programs  are  generally  ad- 
ministered by  private  voluntary  and 
church  organizations.  We  also  expect  to 
work  closely  with  the  Peace  Corps  pro- 
gram in  the  Philippines.  One  target  for 
this  expanded  effort  is  the  severely 
depressed  sugar  producing  region  on 
Negros  Island.  The  increased  funding 
for  these  programs  will  come  from  PL 
480,  Title  II,  and  Section  416,  and  will 
approximately  double  the  currently  pro- 
grammed level  of  $7.7  million. 

Finally,  the  U.S.  assistance  program 
will  seek,  to  the  extent  feasible,  to  give 
direct  support  to  private  sector  develop- 
ment, utilizing  various  funding  sources 
including  new  authorities  for  the  PL  480 
title  program  contained  in  Provision 
nil  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985. 

Trade  and  Investment 

The  United  States  will  take  the  follow- 
ing measures  in  the  area  of  trade  and 
investment  policy  in  support  of  the 
Aquino  government's  economic  program. 

GSP-$219  million  of  Philippine  ex- 
ports benefited  from  the  U.S.  general- 
ized system  of  preferences  in  1985,  and 
the  Philippines  was  the  12th  largest 
user  of  the  program.  We  will  be  work- 
ing with  the  Philippine  Government  on 
ways  to  expand  and  improve  their  use 
of  this  program. 

Textiles— Philippine  textiles  exports 
totaled  $431  million  in  1985  under  the 
existing  bilateral  agreement  that  ex- 
pired at  the  end  of  this  year.  We  vdll 
approach  the  forthcoming  negotiations 
for  a  new  agreement  vtith  a  view  to  as- 
suring continuing  reasonable  growth  of 
textile  exports  during  the  critical  period 
of  Philippine  economic  recovery  ahead. 


Eximbank— All  Eximbank  programs 
are  available  to  support  Philippine  im- 
ports from  U.S.  suppliers.  Short-term 
financing  for  recent  shipments  amounts 
to  $90  million.  Support  for  $230  million 
remains  available,  and  this  is  expected 
to  meet  current  Philippine  needs. 

OPIC— The  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corporation  is  prepared  to  expand 
its  insurance  and  guarantee  programs  in 
the  Philippines  as  new  investment 
projects  develop.  It  also  has  available 
direct  lending  resources,  particularly  for 
joint  ventures  engaged  in  by  small-  and 
medium-size  companies.  We  will  be  dis- 
cussing with  the  Philippine  Gbvernment 
and  the  U.S.  private  sector  the  possibili- 
ty of  an  OPIC  investment  mission  be- 
fore the  end  of  the  year. 

DOC-The  U.S.  Department  of  Com- 
merce is  in  touch  with  the  Philippine 
Government  regarding  resumption  on 
trade  and  investment  missions  to  the 
Philippines  and  a  series  of  Philippine 
trade/investment  seminars  to  be  held  in 
the  United  States. 

The  Multilateral  Economic 
Framework 

The  Philippine  Government  has  ex- 
pressed strong  interest  in  exploring  the 
possibilities  of  taking  advantage  of  the 
program  for  sustained  growth,  the  ini- 
tiative taken  last  fall  by  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  Baker  to  strengthen  the 
international  debt  strategy  and  support 
sustained  growth  in  middle-income 
debtor  countries. 

The  U.S.  economic  team  welcomed 
the  Philippine  Government's  interest  in 
the  Baker  plan  and  expressed  the  view 
that  the  broad  policy  directions  of  the 
Philippine  authorities  should  position  it 
well  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportuni- 
ties provided  in  the  Baker  plan  to 
achieve  sustained  economic  growth. 

In  this  connection,  the  Philippine 
Government  stated  it  was  engaging  in 
early  discussions  vdth  the  following  in 
order  to  develop  support  for  its  macro- 
economic  poHcies  and  structural  reforms: 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF), 
the  World  Bank  (IBRD),  the  Interna- 
tional Finance  Corporation  (IFC),  the 
Asian  Development  Bank  (ADB),  and 
commercial  banks. 

The  Philippine  Government  has  also 
expressed  its  interest  in  an  early  meet- 
ing with  other  bilateral,  as  well  as  mul- 
tilateral, donors  in  order  to  mobilize 
their  support  for  Philippine  economic 
recovery.  The  United  States  agrees  to 
participate  in  such  a  meeting  and  w\\\ 
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work  actively  to  assist  the  Government 
of  the  Phihppines  in  arranging  an  early 
meeting. 

Military  Assistance 

Additional  mihtary  assistance  is  urgent- 
ly needed  for  basic  requirements- 
logistics,  communications,  transporta- 
tion, and  troop  support— and  to  help  pro- 
mote military  reforms.  Our  support 
package  contains: 

•  A  request  to  Congress  in  FY  1986 
for  authorization  and  appropriation  of  an 
additional  $50  million  in  the  military  as- 
sistance program  (MAP);  and 

•  Conversion  of  approximately  $24 
milUon  of  prior  year,  unused  foreign 
mihtary  sales  (FMS)  credits  to  MAP 
grants  and  replacement  of  $50  million 
FMS  credits  with  MAP  grants  in  the 
1987  budget  request. 

The  Aquino  government  has  clearly 
demonstrated  the  intention  to  carry  out 
needed  economic  and  mihtary  reforms. 
President  Aquino  has  also  promised  that 
a  constitutional  commission  will  draft  a 
new  constitution  to  be  submitted  to  the 
people  for  ratification  and  that  there 
vnW  be  elections  for  local  officials  and 
members  of  the  legislature  under  the 
new  constitution. 

The  economic  and  mihtary  assistance 
contained  in  their  package  will  serve  as 
an  important  manifestation  of  support 
from  the  American  people  to  the  Philip- 
pine people  as  they  face  the  very 
difficult  challenges  ahead. 

Budget  Impact 

The  President's  request  includes  provi- 
sion for  offsets  for  the  additional 
$100  million  in  ESF  and  $50  million  in 
MAP  funds  to  remain  within  overall 
budget  totals. 


U.S.  Assistance  to  the  Philippines 


iText  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Apr.  28,  1986.1 


by  John  C.  Monjo 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
May  15,  1986.  Mr.  Monjo  is  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  East  Asian  and 
Pacific  Affairs^ 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  continue 
the  long-established  dialogue  with  the 
subcommittee  on  the  situation  in  the 
Philippines  and  U.S.  relations  with  that 
key  allied  nation. 

The  formulation  and  implemention  of 
our  Phihppine  policy  objectives  over  the 
last  several  years  has  been  the  result  of 
close  consultations  between  the  execu- 
tive and  legislative  branches.  We  have 
worked  hard  to  build  a  consensus  on  our 
Philippine  policy.  The  effectiveness  of 
our  foreign  policy  is  invariably  enhanced 
when  the  U.S.  Government  speaks  with 
one  voice.  We  look  forward  to  a  sus- 
tained, productive  dialogue  with  you  and 
the  members  of  your  subcommittee 
regarding  all  aspects  of  our  relations 
with  the  Philippines. 

In  my  testimony  today,  I  intend  to 
look  briefly  at  the  accomplishments  of 
the  new  Philippine  Government  and 
examine  the  challenges  that  remain  to 
be  faced  and  then  turn  to  our  policy  ob- 
jectives in  the  Philippines.  I  will 
describe  the  ways  in  which  the  United 
States  is  prepared  to  assist  the  Philip- 
pines to  address  longstanding  economic 
and  security  problems.  The  President 
announced  last  month  our  proposal  for 
additional  assistance  to  the  Philippines, 
which  we  believe  strongly  is  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year.  Secretary 
Shultz  has  just  returned  from  a  visit  to 
the  Philippines  where  he  discussed  the 
thrust  of  our  proposed  assistance  pro- 
gram with  President  Aquino  and  the 
senior  members  of  her  government.  I 
will  outline  the  nature  of  our  proposed 
enhanced  bilateral  aid  package  and  its 
justification. 

The  Accomplishments 
and  Challenges 

Political.  President  Aquino  enjoys 
broad  popular  support.  Filipinos  per- 
ceive her  government  as  honest  and 
committed  to  justice  for  the  common 
man.  Nevertheless,  her  government 
faces  new  political  challenges  that  stem 
from  the  unique  nature  of  politics  in  the 
Philippines. 


The  first  challenge  facing  President 
Aquino  has  been  the  creation  of  a  new 
political  order.  President  Aquino's  earli- 
est success  in  this  regard  was  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  cabinet  including 
experienced,  respected  professionals 
representing  a  broad  political  spectrum. 
The  economic  team  in  particular  has 
demonstrated  a  pragmatic,  free- 
enterprise  orientation. 

Her  next  step  was  to  proclaim  on 
March  25  a  provisional  constitution 
based  on  the  1973  "Marcos"  constitution 
but  without  the  legislative  elements. 
She  abohshed  the  National  Assembly 
and  temporarily  assumed  broad  legisla- 
tive powers.  She  also  assumed  authority 
for  1  year  to  replace  all  local  officials 
and  government  employees.  The  provi- 
sional constitution,  significantly,  protects 
civil  rights  and  makes  all  presidential 
legislation  subject  to  judicial  review.  In 
this  regard,  a  new  Supreme  Court- 
composed  of  members  that  Filipinos  con- 
sider to  be  of  highest  integrity— is  in 
place. 

At  the  same  time,  she  announced 
her  plan  and,  most  importantly,  a 
timetable  to  return  the  country  to  fully 
constitutional  government.  The  first  ele- 
ment is  the  selection  by  late  May  of  an 
appointed  commission  to  write  a  new 
constitution.  The  commission  has  90 
days  to  complete  a  draft,  after  which  it 
will  be  submitted  to  the  people  in  a 
plebiscite.  Following  ratification  of  the 
constitution,  elections  for  local  officials 
and  a  new  legislature  are  to  be  held. 
Current  speculation  is  that  these  elec- 
tions will  be  held  toward  the  end  of  the 
year. 

President  Aquino  faces  several  for- 
midable political  tasks  that  will  put  her 
government  to  the  test.  These  tasks 
include: 

•  Working  effectively  with  the 
sometimes  competing  political  forces 
within  her  government; 

•  Retaining  the  momentum  she  has 
developed  to  reform  or  replace  existing 
pohtical  institutions; 

•  Dealing  constructively  with  sup- 
porters of  the  former  government  in  the 
positive  spirit  of  reconciliation  that 
marked  her  political  victory;  and 

•  Installing,  where  necessary,  capa- 
ble, reformist  local  government  officials 
responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  local 
populace  until  local  government  elec- 
tions take  place. 
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All  these  issues  are  Philippine  issues 
that  Filipinos  will  resolve.  However,  vir- 
tually all  observers  in  the  United  States 
and  the  Philippines— with  the  exception 
of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Philip- 
pines (CPP)  and  its  military  and  political 
front  organizations— anticipate  and  sup- 
port an  early  return  through  elections  to 
fully  functioning  democratic  institutions. 
Democratic  institutions— including  a  new 
constitution  ratified  by  plebiscite,  a  new 
elected  legislature,  and  elected  local 
governments— are  the  key  to  the  long- 
term  political  stability  of  the  country. 

Economic.  The  economy  presents 
perhaps  the  most  complex  problem  but 
also  one  with  great  potential  for  a  rela- 
tively quick  turnaround.  The  Philippine 
economy  has  been  contracting  since 
1983.  The  new  government  faces  a 
heavy  foreign  debt  burden,  massive 
unemployment,  extensive  urban  and 
rural  poverty,  and  a  severely  depressed 
investment  environment.  The  major  sec- 
tors of  the  economy— agriculture,  min- 
ing, manufacturing— have  all  been  stifled 
by  a  statist  approach,  ill-conceived  regu- 
lation, and  the  encouragement  by  the 
previous  government  of  public  and  pri- 
vate monopolies. 

Unwise  policies  and  excessive 
government  intervention,  in  addition  to 
difficult  world  markets  for  the  Philip- 
pines' key  exports,  left  an  economic 
structure  deficient  compared  to  other 
ASEAN  [Association  of  South  East 
Asian  Nations]  countries.  Traditional 
plantation  agriculture  is  in  trouble. 
Labor-intensive  and  light  industries  are 
underdeveloped,  and  heavy  industry  is 
largely  based  on  products  for  which  the 
Philippines  does  not  enjoy  a  compara- 
tive advantage. 

The  market-oriented  economic  team 
within  the  Aquino  government  is  al- 
ready seeking  to  promote  deregulation 
and  liberalization  of  the  economy  in 
order  to  spur  positive  growth  in  ex- 
ports, imports,  production,  and  invest- 
ment. There  is  a  new  spirit  and 
willingness  by  the  government  to  con- 
sult with  business,  labor,  and  consumer 
groups  on  the  choice  of  economic 
policies. 

The  new  economic  leadership  has 
identified  critical  reforms  which  can  go  a 
long  way  toward  restarting  the  engines 
of  economic  growth.  These  include: 

•  Allowing  the  peso  to  respond  to 
foreign  exchange  market  forces; 

•  Canceling  decrees  setting  up 
monopolies  in  such  sectors  as  sugar, 
coconuts,  chemicals,  etc.; 


•  Dismantling  public  sector  financial 
entities  and  privatizing  numerous  public 
corporations; 

•  Liberalizing  import  restrictions, 
including  removal  of  bureaucratic  re- 
straints on  trade;  and 

•  Eliminating  price  controls  on  cer- 
tain agricultural  products  and  establish- 
ing an  efficient  stabilization  program  for 
basic  food  commodities. 

The  basic  objectives  of  these  re- 
forms are  to  restore  free-market  forces 
to  the  economy,  increase  the  return  to 
small  agriculturalists,  and  bring  about 
the  growth  of  new  and  dynamic  sectors 
of  the  economy.  The  Philippines  has  the 
trained  labor  force  and  the  entrepre- 
neurial talent  to  transform  its  economy. 
If  the  new  government  implements 
these  reforms  and  is  successful  in 
restoring  business  and  investor 
confidence— and  early  indications  based 
on  stock  prices  and  the  peso  exchange 
rate  are  that  it  will  be— the  future  looks 
promising.  Of  course,  the  United  States 
and  other  donors  will  have  a  role  to 
play,  which  I  will  address  later. 

Security.  A  serious,  long-term 
threat  facing  the  Philippines  is  the  com- 
munist insurgency.  The  Communist 
Party  of  the  Philippines— through  its 
military  arm,  the  New  People's  Army 
(NPA),  and  its  overt  front  organization, 
the  National  Democratic  Front  (NDF)— 
is  pursuing  a  classic  military  and  politi- 
cal strategy  intended  to  lead  progres- 
sively, first  to  a  military  stalemate,  then 
to  a  communist  takeover  of  the  central 
government.  Their  goals  have  not 
changed. 

The  NPA  is  a  traditionally  orga- 
nized, rural-based  communist  insur- 
gency. The  leadership  is  generally  well 
educated,  disciplined,  and  determined. 
They  should  not  be  underestimated. 
Their  strategy  is  to  work  politically 
among  the  rural  population  and 
dominate  the  countryside,  gather 
strength  militarily  through  attacks  on 
government  troops,  while  simultaneously 
attempting  to  penetrate  the  social,  eco- 
nomic, and  political  systems  of  the  coun- 
try through  united  front  activities. 

The  NPA  has  not  ceased  its  activi- 
ties since  the  accession  of  President 
Aquino.  In  fact,  the  number  of  victims 
of  the  NPA  has  jumped  markedly  in  the 
past  month.  Over  600  people  have  been 
killed  as  a  result  of  NPA  activity  since 
the  end  of  February. 

Nevertheless,  the  coming  to  power 
of  the  Aquino  government  constitutes  a 
setback  for  the  insurgency  because: 


•  The  new  government,  in  contrast 
to  the  previous  government,  enjoys 
widespread  popular  support; 

•  The  principal  propaganda  target  of 
the  communists,  the  Marcos  regime,  is 
gone;  and 

•  The  communist  election  boycott 
was  repudiated  by  the  majority  of  Fili- 
pino people  by  an  even  greater  margin 
than  during  the  1984  National  Assembly 
election. 

The  government  is  now  considering 
a  cease-fire  and  amnesty  program  in 
response  to  the  insurgency.  The 
CPP/NPA  has,  thus  far,  avoided  discus- 
sion of  a  nationwide  cease-fire  and  has 
stated  that  it  will  not  surrender  its 
arms  as  a  precondition.  Should  there  be 
a  cease-fire  followed  by  a  reasonable  am- 
nesty program,  nonideological  NPA 
members  will  probably  surrender.  Some 
already  have.  But  the  hardcore  elements 
will  fight  on.  To  believe  otherwise  is  to 
underestimate  the  discipline  and  indoc- 
trination of  the  communists. 

The  challenge  for  the  government  is 
clear.  A  comprehensive  counterinsur- 
gency  strategy  under  joint  civilian- 
military  leadership,  as  well  as  an 
amnesty  component,  is  needed.  Most 
importantly,  the  strategy  has  to  address 
the  root  causes  of  the  insurgency: 
poverty,  ineffective  and  unresponsive 
local  government,  and  military  abuses. 
Military  reforms  aimed  at  restoring  dis- 
cipline and  respect  for  human  rights 
must  be  part  of  the  effort.  Restoration 
of  competent  and  dedicated  leadership 
at  the  senior  levels  of  the  armed  forces, 
as  recently  initiated  by  the  new  govern- 
ment, is  also  essential  to  a  reinvigo- 
rated,  professional  military.  The 
installation  of  reformist  local  govern- 
ments with  close  ties  to  the  local 
populace  is  another  element. 

Meanwhile,  political  groups  and 
other  entities  will  have  to  continue  to  be 
vigilant  to  CPP/NDF  attempts  to  pene- 
trate and. dominate  their  institutions. 

U.S.  Policy  Objective  and  Goals 

U.S.  pohcy  is  founded  on  our  desire  to 
help  the  Philippines  in  all  appropriate 
ways  to  meet  the  challenges  I  have  just 
outlined  and  to  help  resolve  the  myriad 
problems  left  by  the  Marcos  regime. 

Our  primary  objective  is  to  promote 
a  close,  productive  bilateral  relationship 
with  the  Aquino  government  and  sup- 
port its  efforts  to  restore  fully  function- 
ing democratic  institutions  in  the 
Philippines.  Such  a  relationship  will 
build  on  shared  national  interests, 
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historically  close  institutional  and  per- 
sonal ties,  and  on  mutual  recognition  of 
and  respect  for  each  nation's  indepen- 
dent concerns. 

In  support  of  that  objective  we  have 
set  several  policy  goals: 

First,  to  forge  stronger  links  with 
the  new  generation  of  Filipino  leaders; 

Second,  to  assist  as  appropriate  in 
Filipino  efforts  to  restore  economic 
prosperity  to  the  country; 

Third,  to  enhance  the  effectiveness 
and  professionalism  of  the  Philippine 
Armed  Forces;  and 

Fourth,  to  maintain  a  continued, 
close  defense  relationship  with  the 
Philippines. 

To  accomplish  the  economic  and 
security  goals,  which  are  priorities  of 
both  the  Aquino  government  and  the 
United  States,  we  have  proposed  a  pro- 
gram of  enhanced  economic  and  security 
assistance  which  I  will  describe  below. 

The  strength  of  the  Philippine- 
American  relationship  has  always  been 
in  the  close  links  forged  between  the 
Filipino  and  American  peoples.  These 
links  were  hardened  in  the  fires  of 
World  War  II.  But  the  World  War  II 
generation  is  being  replaced  by  another 
generation,  and  we  need  to  renew  our 
links.  For  this  reason,  we  look  forward 
to  a  much  more  active  program  of  ex- 
changes, both  governmental  and  pri- 
vately sponsored.  We  are  working  to 
create  new  linkages  between  U.S.  and 
Philippine  universities  through  student 
and  faculty  exchanges.  The  details  re- 
main to  be  worked  out,  but  the  goal  is 
clear. 

Our  security  interests  are  longstand- 
ing and  well  understood.  The  U.S.  facili- 
ties in  the  Philippines  serve  vital 
security  interests  of  both  Washington 
and  Manila.  They  contribute  signifi- 
cantly to  the  security  and  stability  of 
the  region  as  a  whole.  This  important 
role  is  recognized  by  the  Philippines' 
ASEAN  partners  and  other  friends  in 
the  region.  President  Aquino's  position 
with  regard  to  the  U.S.  facilities  at 
Subic  and  Clark  is  clear.  She  has 
pledged  to  respect  the  existing  military 
bases  agreement  and  to  keep  her  op- 
tions open. 

We  look  forward  to  a  strong,  effec- 
tive defense  relationship  with  the  Aqui- 
no government.  The  preservation  of  our 
important  security  interests  in  the 
Philippines  and  our  vigorous  support  for 
democratic  reforms  in  that  country  are 
mutually  reinforcing  elements  of  the 


same  policy.  We  believe  that  our  secu- 
rity relationship  will  be  strongest  with 
an  independent,  democratic,  and  stable 
Philippines. 

Program  of  Enhanced  Economic 
and  Security  Assistance 

The  President  has  sent  to  the  Congress 
a  proposal  for  a  substantially  increased 
economic  and  security  assistance  pack- 
age for  FY  1986  targeted  to  support 
President  Aquino's  program  for  eco- 
nomic recovery  and  reform  in  the  Philip- 
pines. The  support  package  for  the 
Philippines,  in  addition  to  a  request  for 
a  $150  million  supplemental  appropria- 
tion in  the  current  fiscal  year,  contains 
several  other  significant  provisions  to 
accelerate  fund  disbursements  and  ease 
the  terms  of  ongoing  assistance  pro- 
grams. In  total,  about  $500  million  of 
economic  assistance  and  over  $100  mil- 
lion of  military  assistance  would  be 
available  to  the  Philippine  Government 
in  FY  1986,  more  than  90%  on  a  grant 
basis  so  as  not  to  aggravate  that  coun- 
try's already  heavy  external  debt 
problem. 

We  are  also  taking  measures  in  the 
trade  and  investment  fields  to  help  in- 
vigorate the  Philippine  private  sector,  in 
keeping  with  economic  reform  policies 
being  implemented  by  the  Philippine 
Government.  These  include  new  agree- 
ments with  the  Philippines  on  the  gener- 
alized system  of  preferences  and  on 
textile  quotas  as  well  as  expanded  in- 
volvement by  the  U.S.  Export-Import 
Bank  and  the  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corporation. 

The  United  States  is  not  alone  in 
supporting  the  Philippine  Government. 
We  are  one  part  of  a  multilateral  effort, 
which  includes  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund  (IMF),  the  World  Bank,  the 
International  Finance  Corporation,  the 
Asian  Development  Bank,  and  Japan 
and  other  donor  countries.  In  late  May, 
the  United  States  will  participate  with 
other  major  bilateral  and  multilateral 
donors  in  a  World  Bank-sponsored  con- 
sultative meeting  to  be  held  in  Tokyo. 
The  purpose  will  be  to  coordinate  donor 
efforts  and  to  discuss  with  Philippine 
Government  representatives  their  coun- 
try's economic  problems  and  prospects 
for  recovery.  The  private  banking  sector 
also  has  a  very  significant  role  to  play. 
This  multilateral  approach  is,  in  fact, 
fully  in  keeping  with  proposals  made 
last  year  by  [Treasury]  Secretary  Baker 
at  the  World  Bank/IMF  meetings  in 
Seoul.  Our  proposed  new  aid  program  is 
based  on  an  assessment  of  Philippine 


economic  and  military  needs  by  a  U.S. 
assistance  team  headed  by  AID  Ad- 
ministrator M.  Peter  McPherson  and  in- 
cluding senior  Treasury,  State,  and 
Defense  Department  officials,  which 
visited  the  Philippines  in  mid-March. 
The  delegation  members  met  with  Presi- 
dent Aquino  and  conducted  extensive 
discussions  about  the  new  government's 
needs  and  priorities  with  senior  econom- 
ic and  military  officials. 

The  Philippine  Government  has  out- 
lined sound,  market-oriented  economic 
policies,  which  it  intends  to  pursue  in 
order  to  restore  sustainable,  job- 
creating,  and  noninflationary  growth  in 
the  Philippine  economy.  We  applaud 
these  policy  directions  and  note  that  in 
recent  weeks  confidence  in  the  financial 
community  regarding  Philippine  eco- 
nomic policies  and  prospects  has  been 
increasing. 

Additional  military  assistance  is  also 
urgently  required  for  basic  require- 
ments—logistics, communications,  trans- 
portation, and  troop  support— and  to 
help  promote  military  reformsjPhilip- 
pine  Government  representatives  made 
clear  the  need  for  increased  mihtary  aid 
in  discussions  with  the  McPherson  team 
and  with  [Defense]  Secretary  Wein- 
berger earlier  this  month.  The  Aquino 
government  has  also  clearly  demonstra- 
ted the  intention  to  carry  out  needed 
provements  to  restore  professionalism 
and  capabilities  to  the  armed  forces. 

Conclusion 

Let  me  conclude  with  two  thoughts. 
First,  the  assistance  we  are  proposing 
will  serve  as  an  important  manifestation 
of  support  from  the  American  people  to 
the  Philippine  people  as  they  face  the 
very  difficult  challenges  ahead.  Given 
our  long  association  with  the  Philippines 
and  our  continuing  important  interests 
there,  we  ought  to  do  all  that  we  can  in 
the  way  of  appropriate  assistance  at  this 
critical  juncture  in  their  history. 

Second,  the  challenges  faced  by  the 
Philippines  will  not  be  resolved  simply 
through  the  application  of  external 
financial  resources.  They  will  be 
resolved  only  as  a  result  of  the  sus- 
tained efforts  of  the  Filipino  people 
working  within  a  sound  policy  frame- 
work to  rebuild  their  political  and  eco- 
nomic institutions  and  bringing  to  bear 
the  energy,  dedication,  moral  strength, 
and  skills  which  they  employed  to 
resolve  their  political  problems  in 
February. 
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Secretary  Shultz  summed  this  up  in 
Manila  upon  his  departure  on  May  9  as 
follows: 

. . .  the  keen  recognition  of  the  problems 
and  the  readiness  to  go  to  work  on  them 
mean  that  these  problems,  while  severe,  are 
basically  problems  that  can  be  solved.  And  I 
feel  certain  that  they're  on  the  way  to  being 
solved. 

The  U.S.  role,  and  that  of  the  inter- 
national financial  and  donor  community, 
is  to  provide  those  resources  and  pro- 


grams the  Filipinos  themselves  identify 
as  essential  to  support  their  efforts.  We 
believe  the  assistance  package  we  have 
developed  is  responsive  to  Philippine 
needs  and  priorities,  and  we  solicit  your 
support  for  it. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  wall 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Visit  of  Japan's  Prime  IVIinister 


Prime  Minister  Yasuhiro  Nakasone 
of  Japan  made  an  official  working  visit 
to  Washington,  D.C,  April  12-U,  1986, 
to  meet  with  President  Reagan  and 
other  government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  Prime  Minister  after  their 
meeting  on  April  lU.'^ 

President  Reagan 

Prime  Minister  Nakasone  and  I  have 
just  completed  2  days  of  discussions  on 
bilateral  and  global  issues.  And  I'm 
happy  to  report  that  the  relationship  be- 
tween our  two  countries  remains  strong 
and  vital.  Our  meeting  has  reaffirmed 
my  conviction  that  the  close  relationship 
between  us  is  of  immense  importance 
for  our  two  peoples  and  for  the  rest  of 
the  world.  The  friendship  between  our 
two  nations  is  mirrored  in  the  personal 
respect  and  affection  that  the  Prime 
Minister  and  I  have  for  each  other,  an 
affection  that  is  held  also  by  the 
Japanese  and  American  peoples. 

Yesterday  at  Camp  David  and  this 
morning  here  at  the  White  House  we 
had,  as  always,  much  to  talk  about.  In 
discussing  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  including 
arms  control,  the  Prime  Minister  ex- 
pressed his  support  for  efforts  toward 
the  convening  of  a  summit  meeting  with 
the  Soviet  Union.  We  agreed  on  the 
need  for  the  democratic  nations  to  re- 
main united.  We  also  reviewed  our 
defense  relationship  and  reaffirmed  that 
the  U.S. -Japan  treaty  of  mutual  coopera- 
tion and  security  is  the  foundation  of 
peace  and  stability  in  the  Far  East  and 
the  defense  of  Japan. 

As  you  can  imagine,  the  state  of 
U.S.-Japan  trade  relations  was  a  major 
topic  during  our  meeting.  But  I  told  the 
Prime  Minister  that  this  issue  is  one  of 


President  Reagan  and  Prime  Minister 
Nakasone  at  Camp  David  on  April  13. 


vital  concern  to  all  Americans,  as  re- 
flected in  the  strong  views  of  many  in 
Congress.  We  agreed  on  the  necessity 
to  continue  to  intensify  efforts  to 
expand  trade  through  better  market 
access.  The  Prime  Minister  informed  me 
that  he  is  dedicated  to  fulfilling  Japan's 
responsibility  as  the  free  world's  second 
largest  economic  power  to  strengthen 
the  international  trading  system.  He 
and  his  government  are  committed  to  a 
national  goal  of  reducing  Japan's  trade 
surpluses. 

The  Prime  Mmister  also  informed 
me  of  an  important,  recent  report  which 
outlines  some  very  significant  changes 
that  Japan  intends  to  make.  He  is  deter- 
mined to  implement  fundamental  policy 
changes,  and  I  applauded  the  Prime 
Minister's  commitment  to  leading  his 
nation  toward  an  economic  future  more 
in  harmony  with  the  needs  of  global 
economy. 

The  Prime  Minister  and  1  agieed  on 
the  vital  importance  that  this  plan  in- 
volve a  significant  increase  in  Japanese 
imports,  particularly  of  manufactured 
and  other  high,  value-added  goods.  In  a 
similar  spirit,  I  committed  my  Adminis- 


tration to  launch  a  strengthened  pro- 
gram to  promote  exports  to  Japan.  The 
trade  imbalance  between  the  United 
States  and  Japan  results  from  complex 
factors  that  will  take  time,  vigorous 
efforts,  and  patience  to  correct.  There 
are  no  quick  or  easy  fixes,  but  we  do 
know  protectionism  is  not  the  answer. 
We've  already  made  substantial 
progress  and  are  convinced  that  work- 
ing together,  with  urgency  and  commit- 
ment, we'll  find  ways  to  solve  our 
problems  through  a  trading  relationship 
that  is  both  balanced  and  extraordinary. 

As  part  of  this  common  effort,  I've 
asked  Secretaries  Shultz  and  Baker,  and 
the  Prime  Minister  is  instructing  his 
relevant  ministers,  to  pull  together  a 
broad  group  of  high-level  officials  to  dis- 
cuss structural  economic  issues  of 
mutual  concern.  We  will  continue  work 
on  better  market  access.  We  discussed 
the  Tokyo  summit.  Its  preparations  are 
going  well,  and  the  Prime  Minister  and 
I  are  looking  forward  to  continuing  our 
discussion  next  month  in  Tokyo  with  the 
expectation  that  the  summit  will  reg- 
ister a  message  of  bright  hope  for  the 
future.  We  discussed  a  number  of  other 
regional  topics,  focusing  on  Asia,  and 
shared  in  particular  our  thoughts  on 
the  progress  being  made  by  the  new 
government  in  the  Philippines  and  on 
the  importance  of  assisting  that  govern- 
ment in  dealing  with  its  national 
problems. 

I  note  that  Japan  has  become  the 
second  largest  donor  of  economic  as- 
sistance worldwide.  Our  governments 
will  continue  close  consultations  to  in- 
crease the  effectiveness  of  our  individual 
contributions.  The  Prime  Minister  and  I 
agree  that  we  both  have  complex  prob- 
lems and  immense  opportunities  before 
us.  The  key  to  realizing  the  full  poten- 
tial of  this  unique  bilateral  relationship 
is  mutual  understanding  and  close  coop- 
eration. Together,  there  is  nothing  we 
cannot  accomplish,  and  I  might  add  that 
that  was  the  spirit  of  our  discussion  dur- 
ing these  past  2  days. 

Prime  Minister  Nakasone 

President  Reagan  and  I  met  in  a 
relaxed  atmosphere  over  the  weekend. 
The  President  and  I  share  the  views 
that  we  should  work  together  to  send 
throughout  the  Tokyo  summit  a  mes- 
sage of  a  bright  prospect  for  and  confi- 
dence in  the  future  to  the  peoples  of  the 
world— the  developed  and  developing 
alike. 


July  1986 


53 


EAST  ASIA 


We  reaffirmed  the  importance  of 
promoting  world  peace  and  disarma- 
ment, and  of  the  U.S.-Soviet  summit  in 
this  regard,  and  the  necessity  of  promot- 
ing the  new  round  of  multilateral  trade 
negotiations  for  the  furtherance  of  the 
free  trading  system.  The  President  and 
I  had  a  frank  exchange  of  views  on  eco- 
nomic issues  between  our  two  countries. 

Upon  hearing  once  again  the  Presi- 
dent's strong  determination  to  continue 
his  resolute  fight  against  protectionism, 
I  expressed  my  firm  support  to  him.  I 
also  discussed  with  him  the  role  to  be 
played  by  Japan  to  the  same  end.  Japan 
upholds  the  principle  of  free  trade.  I 
talked  with  the  President  about  these 
steps  we  have  taken  to  improve  Japan's 
market  access  in  the  past  years  and  told 
him  that  Japan  will  continue  its  efforts 
to  this  end.  The  President  and  I  share 
the  recognition  that  a  change  which  has 
taken  place  in  the  yen-dollar  exchange 
rates  will  contribute  to  the  adjustment 
of  the  trade  relations  between  Japan 
and  the  United  States. 

I  told  the  President  that  Japan  is 
determined  to  work  at  its  national  policy 
goal  toward  steadily  reducing  the  cur- 
rent account  imbalance  to  one  consistent 
with  international  harmony.  To  this  end, 
I  believe  that  Japan  must  tackle  the 
epoch-making  task  of  structural  adjust- 
ment and  transform  its  economic  struc- 
ture into  one  dependent  on  domestic 
demand,  rather  than  exports  leading  to 
a  significant  increase  in  imports,  partic- 
ularly of  manufactured  products.  Re- 
cently, my  private  advisory  group 
produced  a  report  containing  many  vari- 
able recommendations  in  this  regard.  In 
order  to  translate  the  recommendations 
into  policies,  the  government  will  set  up 
a  promotion  headquarters  which  will  for- 
mulate a  work  schedule  very  shortly. 

Structural  adjustment  is  no  easy 
task  in  any  country.  But  Japan  must  ef- 
fect an  historic  turn,  and  I  am  deter- 
mined to  accept  that  challenge.  The 
President  wholeheartedly  welcomed  this 
approach. 

At  the  same  time,  I  hope  that  other 
countries  will  also  deal  with  their  own 
difficult  problems  through  structural 
adjustment.  Better  convergence  on  poli- 
cies among  the  nations  concerned  will  be 
a  key  to  revitalization  of  the  world  econ- 
omy. The  President  and  I  welcomed  the 
agreement  reached  yesterday  to  hold 
the  bilateral  dialogue  of  higher  shelves 
on  structural  problems. 

I  pay  my  respect  to  the  President 
for  his  strong  determination  to  work 
toward  more  stable  East- West  relations 
and  substantial  reduction  of  nuclear 


weapons  and  strongly  hope  that  the 
momentum  for  U.S.-Soviet  dialogue 
spurred  by  a  summit  meeting  between 
the  two  leaders  last  November  will 
move  forward  steadily.  The  President 
and  I  reaffirm  the  importance  of  main- 
taining close  communication  and  coordi- 
nation among  the  countries  of  the  free 
world.  In  this  connection,  I  told  the 
President  that  I  highly  value  his  efforts 
toward  the  total  elimination  of  INF 
[intermediate-range  nuclear  forces]  on  a 
global  basis  with  adequate  consideration 
to  the  Asian  region. 

In  our  discussions  on  regional  issues, 
the  President  and  I  reaffirmed  the  need 
for  Japan  and  the  United  States  to  fur- 
ther cooperate  for  the  development  and 
stability  of  the  Philippines  and  their 
President  Aquino  and  for  us  each  to 
contribute  to  the  stability  of  Central 
America  and  other  countries,  and  to  the 
improvement  of  economic  situations  and 
easing  of  the  debt  burden  of  the  Euro- 
pean countries. 

I  expressed  to  the  President  my  ap- 
preciation for  the  fact  that  the  defense 


relationship  between  Japan  and  the 
United  States  is  now  better  than  ever 
before  and  told  him  that  Japan  intends 
to  proceed  further  with  its  efforts  on  its 
own  initiative  to  improve  its  defense 
capabilities,  together  with  further 
strengthening  the  credibility  of  the 
Japan-U.S.  security  arrangements. 

I  am  very  happy  to  have  been  able, 
at  your  kind  invitation  to  come  to  meet 
you  in  spring  green  of  Camp  David,  to 
reaffirm  my  unshakable  friendship  with 
you.  Today  the  cooperative  relationship 
between  Japan  and  the  United  States  is 
expanding  its  truly  global  dimensions 
and  is  ever  growing  in  importance.  I  am 
convinced  that  we  can  overcome  what- 
ever obstacles  may  stand  in  our  way 
and  make  great  contributions  to  peace 
and  prosperity  of  all  the  peoples  of  the 
world  if  our  two  peoples  trust  each 
other  and  make  the  best  possible  use  of 
the  vigor  of  each. 


'Made  in  the  White  House  Rose  Garden 
(text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presiden- 
tial Documents  of  Apr.  21,  1986.  ■ 


FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 
for  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific 


by  John  C.  Monjo 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee  on  March  12, 
1986.  Mr.  Monjo  is  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  East  Asiafi  and  Pacific 
Affairs.^ 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present 
our  fiscal  year  1987  foreign  assistance 
proposal  for  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific. 

U.S.  interests  are  well  served  in  the 
economic  and  mihtary  assistance  we 
have  given  our  alhes  and  friends  in 
Asia.  By  and  large,  the  developing  coun- 
tries in  Asia  have  healthier  economies 
and  are  moving  forward  faster  than  in 
any  other  area  of  the  world.  While  this 
is  due  in  large  part  to  their  own  efforts, 
our  assistance  has  been  an  important 
catalyst.  In  the  field  of  security,  we 
have  contributed  importantly  to  the  sta- 
bility of  the  Korean  Peninsula  and  to 
the  ability  of  Thailand  to  resist  Viet- 
namese incursions  on  its  border  with 
Cambodia.  The  Philippines  faces  a 
domestic  communist  insurgency,  and  I 
will  be  addressing  this  question. 


Our  foreign  assistance  programs  are 
a  key  element  in  our  policy  in  the 
region  which  today  faces  a  new  and  ac- 
tive Soviet  diplomatic  offensive.  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze's  visit  to 
Japan  symbolizes  this  renewed  activity 
which  also  witnessed  a  trip  by  a  deputy 
premier  to  Southeast  Asia  and  commer- 
cial offers  in  Southeast  Asia  and  the 
Pacific.  Moreover,  the  Soviet  military 
buildup  in  the  region  is  undiminished  as 
are  Moscow's  ties  to  the  aggressive 
Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam  (S.R.V.) 
and  the  Democratic  People's  Repubhc  of 
Korea  (D.P.R.K.)  regimes. 

At  the  same  time,  the  nations  of  the 
region  are  facing  increasingly  serious 
economic  challenges.  In  addition  to  the 
economic  problems  of  the  Philippines 
with  which  we  are  all  familiar,  other  na- 
tions in  the  region  face  major  difficul- 
ties. Indonesia,  which  depends  on  oil  for 
80%  of  its  export  revenues  and  which 
relies  on  oil  for  20%  of  its  economic  out- 
put, faces  the  same  economic  problems 
as  other  high-population,  low-income  oil- 
exporting  nations.  Given  these  prob- 
lems, the  government  has  adopted  an 
austerity  budget  with  average  cuts  of 
22%  for  each  department.  Malaysia  also 
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anticipates  the  worst  downturn  in  its 
commodity-export  based  economy  in 
over  a  decade.  Thailand's  friendly  and 
helpful  government  is  having  trade 
problems,  and  its  debt  service  burden  is 
now  very  heavy.  These  economic  diffi- 
culties offer  new  opportunities  for  the 
Soviet  diplomatic  offensive  and  under- 
line the  need  for  strong  economic  and 
security  assistance  programs  to  support 
our  interests. 

Overall  our  proposed  assistance  re- 
quests are  in  line  with  prior  year  pro- 
grams and  our  1986  request.  The 
increases  above  1986  appropriations 
represent  an  attempt  to  keep  programs 
at  the  previously  requested  levels.  In 
FY  1987  our  total  economic  assistance 
request  for  the  economic  assistance  pro- 
gram is  $250  million  and  military  as- 
sistance is  $492  million. 

Our  assistance  programs  concentrate 
on  the  region's  more  threatened  or  vul- 
nerable nations:  the  Philippines,  the 
Republic  of  Korea,  and  Thailand. 

The  assistance  program  for  the 
Philippines  was  prepared  before  the  re- 
cent tumultuous  events  there,  and  we 
are  carefully  reviewing  the  elements  of 
our  future  program.  The  fundamental 
objectives  of  seeking  structural  reforms 
needed  to  put  its  economy  back  on  the 
path  of  growth  and  military  assistance 
to  help  promote  reform  and  develop- 
ment of  a  professional  military  capable 
of  meeting  the  challenge  posed  by  the 
communist  insurgency  will  remain  the 
same.  We  must  also  fulfill  the  Presi- 
dent's "best-effort"  commitment  in  the 
context  of  the  last  5-year  review  of  the 
military  bases  agreement. 

In  Korea  tensions  remain  high 
despite  the  beginnings  of  a  welcome  dia- 
logue between  Pyongyang  and  Seoul. 
The  threat  of  North  Korean  aggression 
remains  serious  and  immediate.  We  and 
our  South  Korean  ally  must  remain  es- 
pecially vigilant  during  the  period  lead- 
ing up  to  the  1988  Seoul  Olympics  which 
Pyongyang  bitterly  opposes.  As  our 
Korean  ally  is  already  devoting  a  large 
portion  of  its  GNP  to  defense,  continued 
foreign  military  sales  (FMS)  credits  are 
needed  if  Korea  is  to  meet  the  key 
objectives  of  its  force  improvement  plan. 

Thailand  needs  our  assistance  to 
achieve  its  development  goals  so  that  it 
can  maintain  a  healthy  economy  in  the 
face  of  economic  problems  and  effec- 
tively carry  its  share  of  our  mutual 
security  burden.  Like  Korea,  Thailand  is 
an  ally  allocating  substantial  resources 
to  badly  needed  military  modernization 
and  the  creation  of  a  credible  deterrent 
to  Vietnamese  aggression. 


The  Soviet  challenge  dramatizes 
again  the  importance  of  the  ASEAN 
nations  [Association  of  South  East  Asian 
Nations]  which  sit  astride  the  vital  sea- 
lanes  joining  Asia  with  the  Middle  East 
and  Europe.  The  United  States  and  the 
free  world  have  a  critical  interest  in  this 
important  part  of  the  world.  Our  security 
assistance  programs  in  Malaysia,  Singa- 
pore, and  Indonesia  and  our  economic 
assistance  program  in  Indonesia  help  en- 
sure this  stability.  Just  as  our  assistance 
to  Thailand  is  part  of  our  commitment 
to  these  ASEAN  states,  so  is  our  back- 
ing of  the  noncommunist  Cambodian 
resistance.  We  and  the  ASEAN  nations 
are  committed  to  assisting  these  non- 
communist  forces. 

Finally,  in  the  Pacific  itself,  we  see 
the  most  active  Soviet  interest  in  an 
area  of  strategic  importance  to  the 
United  States.  The  regional  fisheries 
agreement  we  are  negotiating,  as  well 
as  our  continuing  small  assistance 
programs,  are  a  small  price  to  pay  to 
protect  our  interests. 

As  you  can  see  our  programs  in 
East  Asia  and  the  Pacific,  which  make 
up  only  a  modest  portion  of  our  world- 
wide foreign  assistance  requests  for  FY 
1987,  are  an  important  part  of  our  policy 
in  this  key  area  of  United  States 
interest. 


The  Philippines 

Our  security  assistance  request  for  the 
Philippines  is  designed  to  address  the 
critical  needs  of  a  key  allied  nation 
which  has  just  undergone  a  historic  and 
peaceful  change  in  leadership  and  which 
continues  to  face  a  combination  of  politi- 
cal, economic,  and  security  problems.  In 
addition,  the  program  is  designed  to 
support  a  vital  defense  relationship, 
including  key  support  facilities  for 
U.S.  forces  which  are  located  in  the 
Philippines. 

The  basic  framework  for  our  request 
is  a  Presidential  "best-effort"  commit- 
ment made  in  connection  with  the  5-year 
review  of  our  Military  Bases  Agreement 
in  1983.  By  letter  to  the  Philippine  head 
of  state,  former  President  Marcos,  the 
President  indicated  his  intention  to  seek 
a  total  of  $900  million  in  security  as- 
sistance ($125  million  MAP— military  as- 
sistance program,  $300  million 
FMS— foreign  military  sales,  $475  mil- 
lion ESF— economic  support  funds)  for 
the  Philippines  dunng  the  5-year  period 
FY  1985-1989.  Continuation  of  our  as- 
sistance under  this  commitment  would 
now  serve  to  underscore  the  importance 
which  we  attach  to  this  commitment 


which  was  made  to  the  legitimate 
government  and  people  of  the  Philip- 
pines, not  just  to  the  Marcos  regime. 

Our  security  assistance  thus  relates 
closely  to  our  ability  to  maintain  unham- 
pered use  of  Clark  Air  Base,  Subic 
Naval  Base,  and  related  installations, 
facilities  that  are  crucial  to  our  capa- 
bility to  protect  the  sea-  and  airlanes  of 
East  Asia  and  much  of  the  Pacific 
region  and  to  provide  logistical  support 
for  U.S.  forces  in  the  Indian  Ocean  and 
Persian  Gulf.  It  also  signals  U.S.  in- 
terest in  helping  the  Philippines  over- 
come its  economic  problems. 

Developments  since  the  Presidential 
commitment  was  made  have  rendered 
the  need  for  assistance  all  the  more 
acute.  As  you  are  aware,  we  have  just 
witnessed  one  of  the  most  stirring  ex- 
amples of  the  democratic  process  in 
modern  history.  In  extending  recogni- 
tion to  President  Aquino's  government. 
Secretary  Shultz  stated:  "We  honor  the 
Filipino  people  and  stand  ready  to  assist 
the  Philippines  as  the  government  of 
President  Aquino  engages  the  problems 
of  economic  development  and  national 
security." 

The  Philippines  has  been  plunged 
into  its  most  critical  economic  crisis 
since  World  War  II,  and  the  economic 
outlook  remains  bleak  in  the  short-to- 
medium  term.  The  country  registered 
negative  real  GNP  growth  of  around 
5.5%  in  1984  and  a  further  drop  of  about 
4%  in  1985.  Positive  real  GNP  growth 
may  not  resume  until  1987,  and  then 
only  at  a  modest  rate.  The  need  to  re- 
strict government  expenditures,  curtail 
imports,  and  service  a  large  external 
debt  will  weigh  heavily  on  the  Philip- 
pines for  the  remainder  of  this  decade. 

As  it  seeks  to  cope  with  economic 
crisis,  the  new  Government  of  the 
Philippines  also  faces  the  challenge  of  a 
growing  communist  insurgency.  The 
communist  New  People's  Army  (NPA) 
now  numbers  some  20,000  armed  guer- 
rillas, with  about  as  many  part-time 
guerrillas,  a  very  dramatic  increase  over 
the  numbers  we  reported  to  you  last 
year  at  this  hearing.  The  NPA  has  ex- 
panded its  operations  to  the  rural  areas 
in  almost  all  provinces  in  the  country. 
Assassination  squads,  called  Sparrow 
Units,  and  NPA  cells  are  also  active  in 
Philippine  cities.  The  root  causes  of  the 
insurgency  are  political  and  socio- 
economic, and  must,  of  course,  be 
addressed  as  such. 

■We  believe  that  the  new  govern- 
ment is  well  aware  of  this  fact  and  will 
try  to  combine  a  program  of  overall 
economic  growth  for  the  country  with 
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an  amnesty/reconciliation/jobs-training 
program  to  provide  an  incentive  for 
nonideologically  committed  guerrillas— 
which  hopefully  will  be  the  majority— 
to  reenter  the  mainstream  and  begin 
new  lives. 

However,  there  are  communist  guer- 
rillas and  party  members  who  are  com- 
mitted Marxists  and  seek  to  establish  a 
Marxist-style  totalitarian  state  in  the 
Philippines  by  both  political  and  military 
means.  This  dimension  of  the  insurgency 
poses  a  challenge  in  the  Aquino  govern- 
ment which  requires  an  effective,  coordi- 
nated civil/military  response  from  the 
new  Government  and  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  Philippines. 

Exchange  shortages  and  budgetary 
restraints— Philippine  defense  expendi- 
tures have  declined  by  more  than  20% 
in  real  terms  since  1978— have  severely 
restricted  resources  available  to  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  Philippines  to  play 
its  role  in  a  comprehensive  approach  to 
the  insurgency.  The  current  economic 
crisis,  deepened  by  the  extravagant 
election  spending  of  the  Marcos  govern- 
ment, will  make  it  even  more  difficult 
over  the  short-  and  medium-term  for  the 
armed  forces  to  receive  the  resources 
necessary  to  implement  the  necessary 
reforms  and  effectively  meet  the  mili- 
tary challenge  presented  by  the  com- 
munist guerrillas. 

On  the  economic  front.  President 
Aquino  has  put  together  a  highly  quali- 
fied team  to  deal  with  the  serious 
economic  problems  confronting  the 
Philippines  and  the  reforms  necessary  to 
deal  with  them.  Initial  discussions  with 
members  of  the  new  government's  team 
indicate  that  they  want  to  pursue  an 
economic  program  which  emphasizes 
deregulation,  breaking  monopolistic 
practices,  and  greater  reliance  on  the 
market  to  lead  economic  recovery.  We 
hope  the  new  government  will  commit 
itself  to  implement  the  economic  re- 
forms which  many  Filipino  business- 
people,  bankers,  and  academicians  have 
been  advocating  for  some  time.  We  view 
these  commitments  as  necessary  to  re- 
store growth  and  vitality  to  the 
economy. 

In  the  military  area,  we  are  en- 
couraged by  signs  over  the  past  few 
days  that  the  new  Philippine  Govern- 
ment and  the  new  leadership  of  the 
armed  forces  accept  the  necessity  of  far- 
reaching  military  reform  and  are  taking 
steps  to  make  the  armed  forces  a  non- 
political,  professional  institution  and  to 
restore  it  to  combat-effectiveness.  One 
factor  which  previously  inhibited  a  seri- 


ous response  to  the  issues  of  military  re- 
form and  the  insurgency  was  the 
politicization  of  the  military  by  former 
President  Marcos.  The  Marcos  Adminis- 
tration and  the  senior  ranks  of  the 
armed  forces  did  not  provide  the  requi- 
site civilian/military  leadership  for  a 
comprehensive  civil/military  program  to 
counter  the  insurgency. 

With  the  retirement  of  23  overstay- 
ing generals,  announced  by  President 
Aquino  last  week,  and  the  appointment 
of  competent,  reform-minded  officers  to 
leadership  positions,  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  Philippines  is  getting  back  on  the 
right  track.  It  is  important  that  we 
support  this  process  of  reform  which 
we  have  been  encouraging  for  the  past 
2  years. 

When  Gen.  Ramos  was  Acting  Chief 
of  Staff  last  year,  although  he  was  held 
in  check  by  the  Marcos/Ver  loyalists,  he 
was  able  to  institute  a  modest  program 
of  military  reforms.  This  program 
included:  a  new  system  to  deal  with 
military  abuse  cases;  some  reorganiza- 
tion to  deal  with  insurgency;  and  a  more 
realistic  set  of  military  procurement 
priorities. 

Our  military  assistance  proposal  is 
made  in  the  expectation  that  now  that 
Gen.  Ramos  and  other  professional 
officers  have  a  mandate  from  President 
Aquino  to  conduct  overdue  reforms,  the 
positive  trends  already  apparent  will 
continue  and  strengthen  and  a  new 
Armed  Forces  of  the  Philippines  will 
emerge. 

Our  proposed  assistance  package  for 
FY  1987  is  designed  both  to  ensure  ful- 
fillment of  the  Presidential  "best-effort" 
commitment  and  to  address  the  serious- 
ness of  the  problems  now  facing  the 
Philippines.  The  levels  requested  for 
FY  1987  still  represent  the  Administra- 
tion's request  at  this  time.  Including  de- 
velopment assistance  and  PL  480,  we 
have  requested  a  total  of  $228.43  million 
in  aid  to  the  Philippines,  $125.68  million 
of  which  is  economic.  The  full  amount  is 
certainly  required.  The  new  government 
is  still  evaluating  the  country's  economic 
condition  and  does  not  yet  have  a  clear 
picture  of  what  it  may  require  in  foreign 
assistance. 

We  are  now  consulting  with  the  new 
government  in  an  effort  to  assess  needs 
and  determine  how  we  can  be  helpful. 
Ambassador  Habib  began  the  process 
during  his  most  recent  visit  to  Manila. 
We  will  also  be  examining  with  other 
countries  and  multilateral  institu- 
tions the  programs  they  plan  in  the 
Philippines. 


Our  request  for  a  total  of  $100  mil- 
lion in  military  assistance  ($50  million 
MAP/$50  million  FMS)  aims  at  making 
up  some  of  the  shortfall  in  military  as- 
sistance resulting  from  the  last  2  years' 
congressional  action.  In  FY  1985,  $45 
million  in  proposed  FMS  was  shifted  to 
ESF.  In  FY  1986  approximately  $24.63 
million  of  our  request  for  $100  million  in 
FMS  and  MAP  was  shifted  to  ESF,  and 
the  overall  request  was  pared  down  to 
$52.64  million. 

The  Presidential  "best-effort"  letter 
specifies  that  a  total  of  $425  million  in 
military  assistance  ($125  million 
MAP/$300  million  FMS)  will  be  sought 
during  the  5-year  period.  With  military 
assistance  reduced  to  $40  million  in  FY 

1985,  and  $52.64  million  in  FY  1986,  we 
need  to  begin  to  increase  military  as- 
sistance over  the  base-line  level  of  $85 
million  if  we  are  to  fulfill  the  President's 
commitment  during  the  5-year  period. 

Equally  important  in  determining 
the  level  of  military  aid  for  FY  1987  is 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  Philippines' 
concrete  need  for  such  assistance  if  it  is 
to  mount  an  effective  military  response 
to  the  insurgency  challenge.  The 
reduced  level  of  FY  1986  military  as- 
sistance will  be  almost  totally  absorbed 
by  operations  and  maintenance  costs  in 
support  of  existing  inventory.  Serious 
armed  forces  shortcomings  in  main- 
tenance, logistics,  transportation,  com- 
munications, and  training  that  can  only 
be  overcome  through  adequate  levels  of 
foreign  assistance.  Over  the  next  few 
years  military  assistance  levels  at  least 
equal  to  those  embodied  in  the  5-year 
Presidential  commitment  are  essential. 
Our  international  military  education  and 
training  (IMET)  request  of  $2.75  million, 
aimed  at  improving  the  leadership  and 
performance,  also  addresses  an  impor- 
tant armed  forces  need. 

Our  proposal  that  military  assistance 
consist  of  equal  portions  of  MAP  and 
concessional  FMS  credits  flows  from 
current  and  projected  international  pay- 
ments calculations.  In  FY  1984  repay- 
ments of  $50.5  million  on  previous 
market  rate  FMS  credits  exceeded  new 
credits  of  $50  million.  In  the  absence  of 
Paris  Club  debt  rescheduling,  repay- 
ment obligations  resulting  from  FMS 
credits  would  have  again  exceeded  new 
inflows  of  military  grants  and  credits  in 
FY  1985,  and  projected  repayments  are 
expected  to  reach  $48  million  in  FY 

1986.  This  increased  debt  burden  comes 
at  an  extremely  difficult  time  for  the 
Philippine  economy,  with  its  overall 
ratio  of  debt  service  to  exports  at 
around  50%  prior  to  debt  rescheduUng. 
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The  severity  of  the  economic  situa- 
tion also  makes  it  imperative  that  ESF 
be  maintained  at  the  base-line  level  of 
$95  million.  Given  the  Philippines'  eco- 
nomic prospects  for  the  next  few  years, 
it  is  difficult  to  provide  anything  less  in 
view  of  the  urgent  need  to  assist  eco- 
nomic recovery.  In  programming  ESF, 
we  recognize  that  providing  government 
services  to  address  the  economic  and  so- 
cial conditions  in  rural  areas  which  allow 
insurgencies  to  prosper  is  at  least  as  im- 
portant as  mihtary  operations.  ESF 
programming  vdll  continue  to  be  linked 
with  the  overall  development  assistance 
strategy  in  the  Philippines. 

In  addition  to  security  assistance 
related  to  our  bases  arrangements,  we 
propose  that  development  assistance  be 
set  at  $23  miUion.  We  have  also  requested 
$7,628  million  in  PL  480  Title  II  to  con- 
tinue feeding  programs  that  have  been 
rendered  even  more  important  by  the 
deteriorated  economic  situation. 

Our  policy  toward  the  Philippines 
rests  on  the  premise  that  fundamental 
political,  economic,  and  military  reforms 
are  needed  if  stability  is  to  be  preserved 
and  economic  health  restored.  The  new 
government  appears  committed  to  put- 
ting together  a  program  to  address 
these  reforms.  A  central  objective  of  our 
assistance  is  to  contribute  to  the  new 
government's  ability  to  address  the  crit- 
ical problems  facing  the  Philippines  and 
to  help  the  government  carry  out  the 
needed  reforms. 

We  are  reviewing  our  aid  program, 
in  the  context  of  other  bilateral  and 
multilateral  donor  plans,  to  see  how  it 
can  be  structured  to  respond  to  the 
needs  and  initiatives  of  the  new  Phihp- 
pine  Government.  Agency  for  Interna- 
tional Development  (AID)  Administrator 
McPherson  is  leading  a  joint  State-AID- 
Treasury-Defense  team  that  is  now  in 
Manila  for  that  purpose.  If  our  review 
shows  that  the  aid  requirements  of 
President  Aquino's  government  exceed 
the  amounts  we  have  requested,  we 
shall  have  to  consider  our  options.  If  it 
becomes  necessary,  after  considering 
such  options,  to  change  the  level  of  our 
FY  1987  request,  or  to  make  changes  in 
FY  1986,  that  would  be  communicated 
to  the  Congress  as  quickly  as  possible 
through  our  established  process.  We  will 
certainly  need  the  support  of  the  Con- 
gress as  the  new  government  engages 
the  urgent  economic  and  security  prob- 
lems it  has  inherited. 

A  lot  has  happened  in  the  Philip- 
pines in  recent  years,  and  especially  in 
recent  weeks.  A  key  allied  nation,  under 
new,  popularly  elected  leadership,  faces 


significant  challenges  on  a  variety  of 
fronts.  It  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  do 
what  we  can  to  help  the  new  govern- 
ment and  the  Filipino  people  get 
through  this  crucial  period  and  estabhsh 
a  foundation  to  lay  the  basis  for  future 
stability  and  prosperity. 

Korea 

Renewed  hostiUties  on  the  Korean 
Peninsula  would  directly  affect  the  secu- 
rity interests  of  the  United  States,  the 
U.S.S.R.,  China,  and  Japan,  and  could 
have  global  as  well  as  regional  conse- 
quences. Deterrence  of  North  Korean 
aggression  against  the  Republic  of 
Korea  (R.O.K.)  is,  therefore,  an  essential 
component  of  peace  in  the  region.  For 
over  30  years,  the  U.S. -R.O.K.  alliance 
has  been  successful  in  deterring  a  North 
Korean  attack.  Nonetheless,  the  cessa- 
tion of  hostilities  brought  about  by  the 
armistice  agreement  has  been  marred 
over  the  years  by  such  incidents  as  the 
1968  raid  on  the  Blue  House  by  North 
Korean  commandoes,  the  seizure  2  days 
later  of  the  U.S.S.  Pueblo,  and  North 
Korean  tunneling  under  the  demilita- 
rized zone  (DMZ).  In  1983  in  an  attempt 
to  assassinate  R.O.K.  President  Chun, 
17  senior  South  Korean  officials  [visiting 
Rangoon]  were  killed  by  a  bomb  which  a 
Burmese  court  determined  was  planted 
by  North  Korean  commandoes.  Yet  war 
has  been  prevented,  and  this  has 
allowed  great  economic  and  social 
progress  in  South  Korea. 

In  spite  of  the  Republic  of  Korea's 
impressive  economic  development,  its 
need  for  continued  U.S.  security  as- 
sistance is  strong.  In  the  past  decade, 
North  Korea,  which  spends  over  20%  of 
its  GNP  for  military  outlays,  has  carried 
out  a  major  force  buildup.  The  military 
balance  continues  to  favor  the  North. 
North  Korea  has  about  750,000  men 
under  arms,  compared  with  620,000  in 
the  South.  However,  even  these  num- 
bers substantially  understate  North 
Korea's  superiority,  because  nonmilitary 
units  carry  out  extensive  support  func- 
tions for  the  offensively  oriented  North 
Korea  ground  forces. 

North  Korean  forces  are  well 
equipped  and  have  a  substantial  numeri- 
cal advantage  (at  least  2-to-l)  in  several 
key  categories  of  offensive  weapons: 
tanks,  long-range  artillery,  and  armored 
personnel  carriers.  They  also  have  more 
than  twice  as  many  combat  aircraft  as 
the  South,  although  R.O.K.-U.S.  forces 
have  the  qualitative  edge.  In  1985  the 
U.S.S.R.  began  to  supply  North  Korea 


with  MiG-23s.  North  Korean  exercises 
have  revealed  impressive  sophistication 
in  joint  and  combined  maneuvers. 

In  addition  to  the  size  and  capabili- 
ties of  North  Korean  forces,  the  chal- 
lenge they  pose  is  compounded  by 
factors  of  time  and  distance.  The  bulk  of 
North  Korean  forces  are  deployed  well 
forward,  along  the  DMZ,  about  25  miles 
from  Seoul,  and  North  Korea  has  re- 
cently begun  to  construct  additional  un- 
derground fortifications  near  the  DMZ. 
The  North  also  has  perhaps  the  world's 
second  largest  commando  force  (after 
the  U.S.S.R.)  designed  for  insertion  be- 
hind the  lines  in  the  event  of  war.  Thus, 
warning  time  for  R.O.K.  and  U.S.  forces 
is  very  limited,  and  a  high  state  of  read- 
iness is  a  constant  requirement. 

To  counter  this  threat,  the  R.O.K., 
which  spends  about  6%  of  its  GNP  on 
defense,  is  engaged  in  a  major  force  im- 
provement program  designed  to  aug- 
ment its  effective  firepower  and  enhance 
its  air  defense  capability. 

To  assist  the  defense  efforts  of  this 
front-line  ally,  with  whose  troops  Ameri- 
can soldiers  would  fight  side-by-side  in 
the  event  of  North  Korean  aggression, 
we  will  provide  $162.7  miUion  in  FMS 
credits  in  FY  1986  and  are  requesting 
$230  million  in  FY  1987.  For  the  last  2 
years,  FMS  credits  have  been  provided 
to  Korea  on  terms  of  10  years'  grace  on 
repayment  of  principle  and  20  years' 
repayment.  This  allows  Korea  to  devote 
a  larger  proportion  of  each  year's  alloca- 
tion to  actual  purchases,  thereby  permit- 
ting the  force  improvement  program  to 
proceed  on  schedule.  In  1987  we  are 
also  requesting  $2.2  million  in  IMET 
funds  for  professional  and  technical  mili- 
tary training. 

Our  Korean  ally  is  doing  its  utmost 
for  its  own  security.  In  the  past  it  has 
spent  some  3  to  4  times  the  amount  of 
its  FMS  credit  level  for  military  pur- 
chases in  the  United  States.  It  is  clearly 
in  our  interest  to  help  Korea  meet  its 
force  improvement  goals  and  mutual 
security  objectives.  I  beheve  that  help- 
ing Korea  maintain  a  strong  defense 
with  adequate  FMS  credits  is  very 
much  in  our  own  interest. 

Thailand 

Thailand  is  a  close  friend  and  ally  to 
whose  defense  and  security  we  are  com- 
mitted under  the  Manila  pact.  The  im- 
portant relationship  we  have  developed 
over  the  years  is  based  on  a  shared 
commitment  to  the  values  of  freedom 
and  independence.  Since  1978  Thailand 
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has  been  the  front-line  ASEAN  [Associ- 
ation of  South  East  Asian  Nations]  state 
confronting  Soviet-supported  Vietnam- 
ese aggression  against  Cambodia.  In  ad- 
dition to  our  bilateral  responsibilities, 
our  assistance  is  also  viewed  as  a  gauge 
of  the  reliability  of  our  commitment  to 
Thailand  and  our  support  for  ASEAN 
generally.  To  maintain  our  interests  in 
the  region,  we  should  help  to  sustain 
our  friends. 

On  its  eastern  border,  Thailand  faces 
a  strong,  active  military  threat  from  a 
combat-hardened  Vietnamese  Army. 
Vietnamese  attacks  on  the  Cambodian 
resistance  groups  have  escalated  since 
Vietnam  invaded  Cambodia  in  1978,  and 
incursions  into  Thailand  and  clashes 
with  Thai  troops  have  increased  in  num- 
ber and  severity.  This  threat  has 
prompted  an  overdue  modernization  of 
Thailand's  military  forces.  We  support 
this  modernization  program  which,  in 
conjunction  with  other  efforts,  aims  to 
provide  a  deterrent  to  further  Viet- 
namese aggression.  It  will  enable 
Thailand  to  become  more  self-reliant  in 
an  emergency  and  able  to  shoulder 
effectively  its  portion  of  our  shared 
security  responsibilities. 

Our  assistance  package  is  important 
to  Thailand's  economic  management. 
Although  the  Thai  economy  grew 
strongly  for  two  decades  up  to  1982,  the 
international  recession  has  hurt  tradi- 
tional exports  and  slowed  growth.  For- 
eign debt  and  the  trade  deficit  have 
mounted.  The  Royal  Thai  Government 
has  taken  courageous  steps  to  address 
these  problems  but  faces  a  period  of 
painful  adjustments.  Thailand  tradition- 
ally has  managed  to  balance  its  alloca- 
tion of  resources,  giving  social  and 
economic  development  a  high  priority 
while  also  providing  for  necessary  mili- 
tary expenditures.  Our  security  as- 
sistance has  helped  the  Royal  Thai 
Government  maintain  this  balance  in  the 
face  of  growing  demands  on  limited 
resources.  Our  economic  assistance, 
while  not  large  in  terms  of  total 
resources,  has  been  directed  to  help 
Thailand  address  the  problems  of  rural 
growth  and  employment  and  strengthen- 
ing its  ability  to  join  the  ranks  of  middle 
income  countries. 

Our  development  assistance  request 
of  $19  million  shows  a  small  decrease 
from  last  year.  However,  it  represents 
an  important  contribution  toward 
achieving  Thailand's  development  goals 
in  the  face  of  increasing  security  re- 
quirements. Working  closely  with  the 
Thai  Government,  we  have  shifted  the 
emphasis  of  our  program  as  the  Thai 


economy  has  changed.  Our  program  vdll 
now  emphasize  two  new  areas— the  crea- 
tion of  jobs  in  rural  areas  through  the 
promotion  of  small  industrial  enterprises 
and  assistance  in  the  field  of  science  and 
technology. 

Our  request  for  $5  miUion  in  ESF, 
straight-lined  from  last  fiscal  year,  is 
directed  to  the  Thai  need  for  assistance 
in  helping  the  war-torn  rural  communi- 
ties along  the  Cambodian  border.  The 
spill-over  of  fighting  into  their  homes 
and  their  livelihoods  make  the  people  in 
these  communities  deserving  of  special 
help  and  compassion.  The  ESF  funds 
also  contribute  directly  to  upholding 
Thailand's  humane  policy  offering 
asylum  to  refugees  and  other  displaced 
persons  by  assisting  the  Thai  border 
villages  affected  by  the  refugee  influx. 

For  FY  1987  we  are  requesting 
$103.5  million  in  FMS  funding  for 
Thailand.  In  the  face  of  the  strains  on 
the  Thai  economy  caused  by  limited 
trade  prospects  and  the  need  to  estab- 
lish a  credible  deterrent  to  Vietnamese 
aggression,  however,  we  recommend  a 
significant  concessional  element  in  our 
assistance  package.  We  have  requested 
that  $61  million  in  FMS  be  provided  at 
concessional  rates  while  the  balance  of 
$42.5  million  would  be  extended  on 
terms  providing  10  years'  grace  and  20 
years  repayment  of  principle.  These 
funds  vAW  help  finance  a  long  overdue 
upgrading  of  equipment  by  all  the  serv- 
ices as  well  as  purchases  of  necessary 
expendable  items  which  vdll  enhance 
sustainability. 

Our  MAP  request  is  again  for  $5 
million  and  is  intended  to  ease  the 
cost  to  the  Thai  of  necessary  equipment 
purchases. 

In  1987  we  are  requesting  $2.5  mil- 
lion in  IMET  funds.  These  training 
funds  have  become  all  the  more  impor- 
tant as  the  Thai  military  absorbs  more 
sophisticated  systems  with  attendant 
challenges  to  technical  competence  and 
logistics  support.  The  Thai  consistently 
put  this  training  to  effective  use  to  up- 
grade their  capabilities  in  technical  and 
command  subjects. 

Indonesia 

Indonesia,  the  world's  fifth  most 
populous  country,  plays  a  key  leadership 
role  in  both  Southeast  Asia  and  in  the 
broader  Pacific  Basin.  Its  geostrategic 
importance  and  hence  its  importance  to 
the  United  States  cannot  be  overrated. 
Indonesia  is  also  an  important  leader  in 
the  Nonaligned  Movement  and  its  role 


as  a  moderate  in  that  forum  is  a  valued 
one.  Indonesia  also  ranks  among  the 
moderates  in  the  Islamic  movement  and 
has  played  constructive  roles  in  many 
international  organizations.  Development 
and  security  assistance  to  Indonesia  are 
part  of  our  strong  support  for  the 
ASEAN  which,  in  our  view,  represents 
the  best  hope  for  peace,  stability,  and 
economic  and  social  development  in 
Southeast  Asia.  A  consistent  develop- 
ment assistance  program  for  Indonesia 
is  necessary  to  increase  manpower  and 
management  skills  and  to  promote  the 
private  sector's  role  in  economic 
development. 

Uncertainties  regarding  oil  and 
natural  gas  revenues,  which  account  for 
more  than  60%  of  the  Indonesian 
budget,  are  expected  to  continue  for 
several  years,  and  the  Indonesian 
Government  is  expected  to  be  hard- 
pressed.  At  the  same  time,  the  Indo- 
nesian Government  has  responded  to 
the  recession  and  declining  oil  revenues 
in  a  most  responsible  way  by  undertak- 
ing self-imposed  austerity  and  reform 
programs.  In  addition,  the  government 
undertook  a  sweeping  reform  of  the 
financial  sector  by  removing  interest 
rates  and  lending  controls,  increasing 
tax  revenues  and  broadening  the  tax 
base,  and  reviewing  regulations  inhibit- 
ing the  growth  of  the  private  sector. 

Development  assistance  of  $55.4  mil- 
lion is  being  requested  for  FY  1987. 
Budgetary  constraints  have  dictated  a 
$15  million  reduction  in  PL  480,  Title  I 
assistance  to  $15  million.  PL  480  as- 
sistance to  Indonesia  continues  to  be  a 
high  priority  because  food  stocks  need 
to  be  maintained  at  acceptable  levels  in 
order  to  forestall  hardship  and  public 
unrest,  as  well  as  provide  for  adequate 
emergency  shipments  of  food  to  im- 
poverished or  disaster-struck  areas.  A 
PL  480,  Title  II  request  of  $4  million 
supports  voluntary  agency  programs 
and  World  Food  Program  operations. 

Although  Indonesia  has  wisely 
slowed  the  pace  of  its  military  force 
modernization  in  the  face  of  recent  and 
continuing  economic  problems,  U.S. 
security  assistance  has  helped  to  sustain 
a  number  of  important  programs,  includ- 
ing aircraft  maintenance  and  spare 
parts,  ship  overhaul  and  spare  parts, 
improvements  in  air  and  sea  defense 
systems,  the  purchase  of  war  reserve 
munitions,  and,  most  importantly, 
advanced  and  specialized  training  for 
commanders  and  management  personnel 
in  the  Indonesian  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
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Force.  Added  emphasis  this  year  is 
expected  to  be  given  to  "train-the- 
trainers"  programs  which  would 
measurably  improve  indigenous  training 
capabilities. 

Indonesia's  military  forces  remain 
critically  short  of  qualified  technicians 
and  program  managers.  U.S.  training 
primarily  will  be  in  technical  fields  and 
the  level  of  IMET  funding  requested 
should  permit  approximately  250  mili- 
tary officers  to  attend  our  armed  forces 
schools  in  FY  1987.  IMET  deserves  the 
highest  priority  support  because  of  the 
important  role  played  by  the  profes- 
sional mihtary  in  the  Indonesian  society, 
the  utility  of  the  program  in  furthering 
our  foreign  relations  objectives,  and  the 
desirabihty  of  improving  mutually 
beneficial  service-to-service  contacts. 

The  requested  FY  1987  security  as- 
sistance program  for  Indonesia  consists 
of  $2.8  miUion  in  IMET  funding,  plus 
$35  million  FMS  direct  loans  at  conces- 
sional interest  rates.  Concessional  rates 
are  considered  necessary  to  assist  In- 
donesia in  recovering  from  the  effects  of 
the  global  recession  in  the  early  1980s 
and  to  overcome  serious  budgetary 
shortfalls  due  to  declining  oil  and  non-oil 
export  revenues. 

Malaysia 

Strategically  located  on  the  Malacca 
Strait,  Malaysia's  continued  political 
stability  and  economic  development  are 
essential  to  U.S.  interests  in  the 
ASEAN  region.  Confronted  with  the 
Vietnamese  occupation  of  Cambodia  and 
the  consequent  threat  to  regional  peace 
and  stability,  Malaysia  has  been  in  the 
forefront  of  ASEAN's  strategy  to  bring 
about  a  withdrawal  of  Vietnamese 
forces  from  Cambodia  and  a  negotiated 
settlement  ensuring  the  rights  of  the 
Khmer  people.  Beyond  Southeast  Asia, 
Malaysia  is  a  responsible  member  of  the 
Islamic  Conference  and  Nonaligned 
Movement  and  has  played  a  constructive 
role  in  international  affairs  generally. 

U.S. -Malaysian  relations,  founded  on 
mutual  respect  and  common  interests, 
are  veiy  good  and  were  enhanced  fur- 
ther by  the  visit  to  Washington  in  early 
1984  by  Prime  Minister  Mahathir  bin 
Mohamad.  There  have  been  subsequent 
exchanges  of  high-level  visitors,  includ- 
ing Secretary  of  State  Shultz  in  July  of 
1985.  The  Malaysians  are  interested  in 
continued  defense  cooperation  with  the 
United  States,  taking  into  account 
Malaysia's  nonaligned  status,  and  U.S. 
security  assistance  is  designed  to  aug- 


ment their  legitimate  self-defense  capa- 
bilities, thus  contributing  to  the  security 
of  all  of  the  ASEAN  countries. 

The  $5  milHon  FMS  request  level  for 
Malaysia  in  FY  1987  is  designed  to  pro- 
vide continuity  in  the  program  as  Malay- 
sian military  planners  consider  force 
restructuring  away  from  counterinsur- 
gency  to  a  more  conventional  force 
posture  which  will  create  new  equip- 
ment needs.  Although  Malaysia  has  not 
in  the  past  made  extensive  use  of  FMS 
credits,  additional  purchases  are  hkely 
as  its  economy  improves.  Possible  pur- 
chases include  surveillance  equipment, 
antiship  weapons,  and  Sidewinder  and 
Maverick  missiles. 

The  IMET  request  of  $1.23  million  is 
a  slight  increase  from  last  year  and  is, 
to  some  extent,  based  on  the  increased 
cost  of  training.  The  IMET  program 
provides  an  important  means  for  the 
Malaysian  Armed  Forces  to  meet  their 
training  needs  as  they  adjust  to  a  more 
conventional  force  structure  and  acquire 
more  sophisticated  weapon  systems.  The 
Malaysian  Government  considers  ex- 
posure to  U.S.  defense  management, 
operational  doctrine,  and  support  con- 
cepts critically  important  to  the  modern- 
ization of  its  armed  forces. 

Singapore 

Singapore  plays  an  important  role 
vdthin  ASEAN  and  occupies  a  pivotal 
strategic  position  in  Southeast  Asia  by 
virtue  of  its  location  at  the  juncture  of 
the  Pacific  and  Indian  Oceans.  Singa- 
pore is  a  valuable  port  of  call  for  U.S. 
ships  transiting  the  Malacca  Strait  and 
offers  important  ship  and  aircraft  sup- 
port facilities.  A  nonaligned  nation, 
Singapore  plays  a  significant  moderating 
role  with  the  Nonaligned  Movement  and 
in  the  United  Nations  and  other  interna- 
tional fora.  Singapore  has  stood  up 
forthrightly  in  opposition  to  Soviet 
actions  in  South  and  Southeast  Asia, 
and  Singaporean  leaders  have  publicly 
called  for  the  United  States  to  maintain 
a  continuing  regional  security  role  as  a 
deterrent  to  Soviet  expansionism.  Addi- 
tionally, Singapore  has  strongly  support- 
ed ASEAN's  strategy  for  achieving  a 
political  settlement  of  the  Cambodian 
problem  and  an  end  to  Vietnamese  occu- 
pation of  that  country. 

In  FY  1987,  we  are  requesting  a 
modest  $75,000  for  training  under  IMET 
for  Singapore. 


Cambodia 

Last  year  the  six  ASEAN  countries  is- 
sued an  appeal  for  the  world  community 
to  "assist  the  Cambodian  people  in  their 
political  and  military  struggle"  to  free 
their  country  from  Vietnamese  occupa- 
tion. Representative  Stephen  Solarz 
proposed  a  program  of  assistance  to  sup- 
plement the  ongoing  U.S.  Government 
diplomatic  effort  to  provide  political  and 
moral  support  for  the  noncommunist 
Cambodian  resistance  groups.  The  Ad- 
ministration welcomed  this  initiative  as 
a  concrete  demonstration  of  the  support 
of  the  American  people  for  the  Khmer 
resistance  cause;  and  Congress  author- 
ized up  to  $5  million  for  the  noncom- 
munist resistance  forces  in  either  ESF 
or  MAP  for  both  FY  1986  and  FY  1987. 
The  FY  1986  appropriation  placed  a 
floor  of  $1.5  million  on  this  account,  and 
the  Administration  decided  to  allocate 
$3.5  miUion  in  ESF  of  the  $5  million 
authorized  (reduced  to  $3.35  million  af- 
ter Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  sequestra- 
tion). The  Administration  also  decided 
that  because  other  countries  are  supply- 
ing sufficient  arms  and  ammunition  to 
the  noncommunist  resistance,  the  U.S. 
Government  should  provide  only  non- 
lethal  training  and  equipment  under 
ESF,  foregoing  MAP. 

This  small  grant  of  assistance  is  a 
key  element  in  demonstrating  our  sup- 
port for  ASEAN's  effort  to  persuade 
Vietnam  to  accept  a  negotiated  settle- 
ment in  Cambodia  and  to  return  that 
unfortunate  country  to  the  control  of  its 
own  people.  ASEAN's  united  approach 
in  dealing  with  Vietnamese  aggression 
has  been  a  major  factor  in  preserving 
the  security  of  Thailand  and  political 
and  economic  stability  in  all  of 
Southeast  Asia.  The  Administration  is 
planning  to  implement  the  program  in 
cooperation  with  the  Thai  Government. 

For  FY  1987,  we  are  requesting  that 
the  full  $5  million  authorized  be  funded 
in  ESF.  A  modest  increase  over  the  FY 
1986  level  in  this  very  small  program 
would  be  a  powerful  signal  of  our  con- 
tinuing support  for  the  ASEAN  cause. 

Burma 

We  are  pleased  with  the  continuing  up- 
ward trend  in  our  relations  with  Burma. 
The  Burmese  Government,  while  firmly 
committed  to  nonalignment,  pursues  a 
foreign  policy  that  is  not  incompatible 
with  our  own  strategic  interests  in 
South  and  Southeast  Asia.  Moreover, 
the  Burmese  leadership's  gradual  move- 
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ment  away  from  strict  isolationism  has 
led  to  increased  contacts  between  our 
governments  and  to  expanded  bilateral 
cooperation  in  areas  of  mutual  concern, 
such  as  narcotics  control. 

The  Burmese  Government  faces  an 
array  of  domestic  insurgent  and  warlord 
groups,  including  the  Burma  Communist 
Party,  that  control  large  areas  of  the 
hinterland  and  finance  themselves 
through  narcotics  trafficking  and  other 
illegal  activities.  The  effectiveness  of  the 
Burmese  military  is  the  key  to  Burma's 
efforts  to  control  these  groups  and  their 
narcotics  activities  and,  over  time,  to 
achieve  stability  and  economic  progress 
in  the  country. 

In  December  1985  the  government 
with  our  assistance  launched  a  program 
for  the  aerial  eradication  of  opium 
poppies.  This  is  the  first  such  program 
in  Southeast  Asia  and  gives  the  govern- 
ment the  capability  to  destroy  poppy 
cultivation  in  previously  inaccessible 
areas. 

Despite  substantial  natural  resources, 
Burma  ranks  among  the  world's  poorest 
countries.  It  has  a  per  capita  income  of 
less  than  $190,  estimated  foreign  cur- 
rency reserves  of  less  than  $50  million, 
and  a  debt-service  ratio  that  is  ap- 
proaching 45%. 

The  $10  million  in  development  as- 
sistance proposed  for  FY  1987  will 
enable  AID  to  continue  its  support  of 
Burmese  efforts  to  improve  rural 
primary  health  care,  to  increase  agricul- 
tural research,  and  to  improve  the 
production  and  processing  of  secondary 
food  crops  to  reduce  Burma's  depend- 
ence on  rice  exports  to  earn  badly 
needed  foreign  exchange.  The  AID 
projects,  tightly  focused  on  specific  and 
achievable  goals,  have  been  well- 
received  by  the  leadership  and  people  of 
Burma  and  have  contributed  measurably 
to  a  strengthening  of  our  bilateral 
relationship. 

The  $1  million  MAP  grant  proposed 
for  FY  1987  will  enable  the  mea- 
gerly  equipped  Burmese  military  to 
strengthen  its  position  against  the  insur- 
gents and  contribute  to  the  effectiveness 
of  our  bilateral  narcotics  control  efforts. 
The  proposed  $350,000  for  IMET  will 
assist  the  government  to  develop  its 
own  training  capability  while  providing 
Burmese  military  officers  direct  ex- 
posure to  American  society  and  values. 
Because  of  the  military's  critical  role  in 
Burma,  this  could  have  a  favorable  long- 
term  effect  on  our  bilateral  relations. 


Pacific  Islands 

For  the  first  time  since  World  War  II, 
we  are  faced  with  a  hostile  power 
attempting  to  expand  its  influence  in  the 
South  Pacific.  This  threatens  a  primary 
goal  of  U.S.  policy  in  the  region,  the 
strategic  denial  of  the  area  to  outside 
hostile  forces,  as  it  does  the  political 
environment  in  which  we  operate  in  the 
region. 

This  Administration  has  accepted, 
and  I  would  like  to  think  improved 
upon,  the  South  Pacific  poUcy  followed 
by  every  Administration  since  the  war. 
That  policy  recognizes  that  the  United 
States  has  an  undisputable  national 
security  interest  in  assisting  and 
promoting  the  economic  growth  of  the 
island  governments  of  the  South  Pacific, 
a  region  remarkable  in  the  developing 
world  for  its  effective  and  vigorous 
democratic  institutions.  This  policy  has 
paid  dividends  by  keeping  the  ports  and 
airfields  of  the  region  open  to  U.S.  war- 
ships and  aircraft  and  in  a  consistent 
history  of  island  support  of  the  United 
States  in  international  fora  on  matters 
of  vital  national  security  interest. 

In  FY  1987  we  are  seeking  $4.5  mil- 
hon  in  development  assistance  to  sup- 
port our  regional  program  in  the  South 
Pacific,  aimed  primarily  at  private 
sector  growth,  agriculture,  health,  and 
education  in  10  of  the  region's  11  in- 
dependent or  self-governing  nations. 

CCOP/SOPAC.  This  is  perhaps  the 
single  best  example  of  how  our  as- 
sistance has  prevented  Soviet  inroads 
into  the  region.  The  Committee  for  the 
Coordination  of  Offshore  Prospecting, 
South  Pacific  (CCOP/SOPAC),  a 
research  project  funded  jointly  by  the 
United  States,  Australia,  and  New 
Zealand,  was  put  together  as  a  response 
to  a  1980  Soviet  offer  of  a  similar  pro- 
gram. The  island  states  unanimously  re- 
jected the  Soviet  offer  and  accepted 
ours.  The  program  has  attracted  favora- 
ble comment  from  island  leaders,  en- 
hancing our  position  in  the  region. 
Private  sector  interest  in  potential 
seabed  mining  and  drilling  has  also  fo- 
cused on  the  region  as  a  result  of  this 
project.  The  requested  level  of  funding 
($1.5  milhon  in  ESF)  is  needed  to  meet 
our  commitments  to  the  other  sponsors 
and  the  island  states. 

Regional  Fisheries  Development. 

The  $1.5  million  ESF  regional  fisheries 
development  program  is,  like  CCOP/ 
SOPAC,  a  counter  to  Soviet  moves  in 
the  region.  Island  states  whose  major  or 


only  resource  is  their  fishery  are  under 
severe  budgetary  pressure  to  accept 
Soviet  offers  to  pay  for  fishing  rights. 
While  the  amount  requested  is  approxi- 
mately what  the  Soviet  Union  is  paying 
annually  for  fishing  rights  in  one  coun- 
try (Kiribati),  our  program  is  attractive 
to  the  island  governments  because  it 
helps  them  develop  their  own  resources 
rather  than  simply  license  them  to 
others.  We  hope  to  involve  the  U.S.  pri- 
vate sector  in  this  initiative. 

Fiji.  Fiji  has  been  one  of  our 
staunchest  supporters  in  the  region. 
When  the  United  States  has  needed  a 
friend,  or  when  an  especially  egregious 
act  by  the  Soviet  Union  demanded  pub- 
He  condemnation,  Fiji  always  has  been 
ready  to  speak  out.  It  has  opened  its 
ports  to  our  warships  at  a  time  when 
powerful  political  forces  in  the  region 
opposed  such  a  move,  and  it  has  played 
a  constructive  and  useful  role  in  our 
ongoing  negotiation  of  a  regional  fisher- 
ies agreement.  Fiji  continues  to  partici- 
pate in  the  UN  Interim  Force  in 
Lebanon  (UNIFIL)  and  in  the  Sinai 
multinational  force  and  observers 
(MFO).  We  hope  to  begin  a  bilateral 
program  this  year  with  $1.5  miUion  in 
ESF  and  $400,000  in  development  as- 
sistance. Our  small  IMET  program 
($125,000)  is  intended  to  provide  needed 
professional  and  technical  training  to  the 
Royal  Fiji  MiHtary  Forces  and  thereby 
assist  it  in  carrying  out  its  peacekeeping 
duties  in  the  Middle  East.  The  MAP 
program  ($300,000)  is  designed  to 
standardize  Jloyal  Fiji  Military  Forces 
small  arms  on  the  M-16. 

Papua  New  Guinea.  Despite  a 
democratic  change  of  government  at  the 
beginning  of  this  calendar  year,  the 
Government  of  Papua  New  Guinea  con- 
tinues to  remain  friendly  to  the  United 
States  and  an  outspoken  supporter  of  a 
strong  U.S.  presence  in  the  region.  This 
largest  and  potentially  richest  of  the 
South  Pacific  island  nations  has  been  es- 
pecially supportive  of  our  efforts  to 
negotiate  a  regional  fisheries  agreement. 
The  modest  $85,000  IMET  program  pro- 
posed for  FY  1987  is  designed  to  pro- 
vide the  Papua  New  Guinea  Defense 
Force  with  needed  skills  to  assist  it  in 
managing  its  scarce  resources. 

Tonga.  Tonga  has  never  hesitated  in 
its  open,  public  support  of  a  U.S.  mili- 
tary presence  in  the  region  and  has  wel- 
comed U.S.  ship  visits  when  no  other 
island  state  seemed  prepared  to  do  so. 
Our  FY  1987  IMET  program  for  Tonga 
($60,000)  is  intended  to  provide  greater 
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technical  skills  to  the  Tongan  Defense 
Force  and  strengthen  the  professional- 
ism of  its  officer  and  petty  officer  corps. 

Solomon  Islands.  The  Solomon 
Islands  exercises  considerable  influence 
in  the  region  on  fishery  and  nuclear 
issues.  It  has  generally  supported  U.S. 
interests  in  international  fora,  and  our 
relations  in  areas  where  we  have  differ- 
ences are  characterized  by  a  political 
will  to  resolve  problems  and  reach 
accommodations.  The  Solomon  Islands 
Defense  Force  is  small  and  in  need  of 
training.  Our  small  $60,000  IMET  pro- 


gram for  FY  1987  is  designed  to  provide 
basic  management  and  technical  skills  to 
the  officer  and  petty  officer  corps. 

We  believe  in  the  current  austere 
budget  environment  that  our  programs 
for  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific  represent 
a  lean  and  realistic  approach  to  meeting 
U.S.  needs  in  this  vital  region. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Economic  Policy  Coordination 
Among  Industrialized  Nations 


by  James  A.  Baker  III 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  International  Trade  of  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  and  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  International  Financial  and 
Monetary  Policy  of  the  Senate  Banking 
Committee  on  May  13,  1986.  Mr.  Baker 
is  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.^ 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  discuss 
the  Administration's  approach  in  dealing 
with  large  U.S.  trade  deficits,  particu- 
larly as  they  reflect  problems  relating  to 
the  exchange  rate  system  and  the  debt 
situation  in  the  developing  countries. 
Before  I  begin,  let  me  offer  my  con- 
gratulations to  the  Finance  Committee 
for  successfully  completing  work  on  a 
major  bill  of  fundamental  tax  reform. 

The  Administration  recognizes  and 
shares  congressional  concerns  about  the 
impact  of  exchange  rate  volatility  and 
less  developed  countries  (LDC)  financial 
difficulties  on  the  international  competi- 
tive position  of  American  industry,  agri- 
culture, and  labor.  We  have  been,  and 
are,  actively  pursuing  a  comprehensive 
strategy  to  address  this  problem.  I  am 
pleased  to  be  here  today  to  describe  our 
approach  and  to  encourage  your  support 
for  it. 

Last  September,  the  President  pre- 
sented a  comprehensive  trade  policy  ac- 
tion plan.  Our  approach  includes  four 
critical  elements: 

•  Strengthening  the  functioning  of 
the  international  monetary  system 
through  closer  economic  cooperation; 


•  Promoting  stronger  and  more 
balanced  growth  among  the  major  indus- 
trial nations; 

•  Improving  growth  in  developing 
nations  with  a  heavy  debt  burden;  and 

•  Ensuring  that  trade  is  not  only 
free  but  also  fair  and  promoting  open 
markets  worldwide. 

It  is  our  belief  that  this  is  the 
preferred  path  to  reducing  the  U.S. 
trade  deficit  and  will  have  long-range 
positive  effects  on  the  U.S.  economy  and 
world  stability. 

Today,  my  remarks  will  focus  on  the 
progress  we  have  made  in  implementing 
the  President's  trade  strategy  and  re- 
storing this  country's  competitive  posi- 
tion. In  this  context,  I  will  offer  some 
perspective  on  the  agreements  reached 
at  the  Tokyo  summit  last  week. 

Progress  and  Opportunities 

We  are  making  significant  progress  in 
establishing  the  fundamental  conditions 
necessary  to  achieve  and  maintain  a 
sound  and  growing  world  economy, 
more  balanced  trade  positions,  and 
greater  exchange  rate  stability. 

•  The  Plaza  agreement  last  Septem- 
ber^  has  resulted  in  exchange  rate  rela- 
tionships that  better  reflect  underlying 
economic  conditions.  The  Japanese  yen 
and  German  mark  have  now  appreciated 
more  than  60%  from  their  recent  lows  in 
February  1985.  The  dollar  has  more 
than  fully  offset  its  earlier  appreciation 
against  the  yen;  and  it  has  reversed 
three-quarters  of  its  appreciation  against 
the  mark. 


•  The  Plaza  agreement  also  contrib- 
uted to  movement  toward  stronger, 
more  balanced  growth  among  the  major 
industrial  countries,  including  policy 
commitments  to  that  end.  Efforts  to  ful- 
fill those  undertakings  are  ongoing.  The 
favorable  economic  convergence  which 
was  the  focus  of  the  Plaza  agreement  is 
being  realized,  with  consequent  narrow- 
ing of  the  "growth  gap"  between  the 
United  States  and  its  major  trading 
partners. 

•  Inflation  has  been  cut  sharply  and 
is  expected  to  stay  low,  in  part  reflect- 
ing the  effects  of  the  sharp  reduction  in 
oil  prices.  This  has  facilitated  a  substan- 
tial reduction  in  interest  rates  and  en- 
hances prospects  for  further  declines. 

•  We  now  expect  the  deterioration 
in  our  trade  position  to  halt  this  year, 
and  we  look  forward  to  substantial  im- 
provement next  year.  Exchange  rate 
changes  take  time  to  work  their  way 
through  our  economic  system,  as  busi- 
nesses and  consumers  gradually  adjust 
their  plans.  Next  year,  as  the  impact  of 
these  changes  is  more  fully  felt,  with  as- 
sistance from  the  decline  in  oil  prices, 
our  trade  and  current  account  deficits 
should  drop  below  $100,000  million,  or 
nearly  one-third  below  our  projections 
as  recently  as  last  autumn. 

•  The  United  States  has  launched  a 
major  initiative  to  strengthen  the  inter- 
national debt  strategy.  Our  proposals 
for  growth-oriented  reforms  in  the 
debtor  countries  have  gained  wide  sup- 
port and  have  begun  to  be  implemented. 

•  Preparations  are  well  advanced  for 
launching  the  new  round  of  multilateral 
trade  negotiations,  with  a  ministerial  to 
be  held  this  September.  Our  summit 
partners  agreed  in  Tokyo  to  the  U.S. 
proposal  that  the  new  round  should  in- 
clude services  and  trade  related  aspects 
of  intellectual  property  rights  and  for- 
eign direct  investment. 

Still,  problems  remain.  The  scars  of 
a  decade  of  economic  turmoil  are  deep, 
and  they  cannot  be  easily  or  quickly 
erased.  The  distortions  to  our  economies 
from  the  oil  shocks,  rapid  inflation,  and 
the  recessions  of  the  1970s  and  early 
1980s  have  required  us  increasingly  to 
address  structural  problems  that  de- 
mand time  to  correct.  Unemployment 
remains  high  in  many  countries,  and 
large  domestic  and  external  imbalances 
persist. 

Uncertainties  about  the  future  be- 
havior of  exchange  rates  have  also  been 
prevalent,  reflecting  deficiencies  in  the 
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inteiTiational  monetary  system  that 
gradually  intensified  over  the  years.  We 
know  also  that  the  debt  problems  of  the 
developing  world,  accumulated  over  a 
decade  or  more,  cannot  be  resolved  in  a 
few  short  months. 

And  we  know  protectionist  pres- 
sures remain  strong.  We  recognize  the 
need  to  address  related  problems— in 
our  monetary  system,  in  our  arrange- 
ments for  international  economic  cooper- 
ation, in  the  developing  countries— if  we 
are  to  contain  those  pressures  and  work 
toward  more  open  and  fair  markets. 

The  progress  that  has  been  achieved 
in  the  general  economic  environment, 
however,  provides  a  golden  opportunity 
to  resolve  these  remaining  problems. 
Success  inspires  confidence  that  we  can 
go  further.  At  the  Tokyo  summit.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  the  heads  of  the  other 
major  free  world  democracies  mani- 
fested the  political  will  and  leadership  to 
confront  the  tasks  that  remain. 

Strengthening  International  Economic 
Policy  Coordination 

The  Plaza  agreement  and  subsequent 
coordinated  interest  rate  reductions  evi- 
denced the  willingness  and  abihty  of  the 
major  industrial  countries  to  cooperate 
more  closely  on  their  economic  policies. 
At  the  same  time,  experience  of  the 
past  year  demonstrated  that  exchange 
rate  changes  alone  could  not  be  relied 
upon  to  achieve  the  full  magnitude  of 
adjustments  required  in  external  posi- 
tions. It  had  become  increasingly  more 
apparent  that  closer  coordination  of  eco- 
nomic pohcies  will  be  required  to 
achieve  the  stronger,  more  balanced 
growth  and  compatible  policies  neces- 
sary to  reduce  the  large  trade  imbal- 
ances that  remain  and  foster  greater 
exchange  rate  stability.  For  this  pur- 
pose, we  went  to  Tokyo  seeking  to  build 
upon  the  framework  embodied  in  the 
Plaza  agreement  and  to  establish  an  im- 
proved process  for  achieving  closer  coor- 
dination of  economic  policies  on  an 
ongoing  basis.  I  believe  we  succeeded. 

The  international  monetary  arrange- 
ments that  have  been  in  place  since  the 
early  1970s  contain  a  number  of  positive 
elements,  particularly  a  necessary  flexi- 
bility to  respond  to  economic  shocks. 
However,  this  flexibility  went  too  far, 
allowing  problems  to  cumulate  and  coun- 
tries to  pursue  policies  without  ade- 
quately considering  the  international 
dimensions  of  their  decisions.  The  agree- 
ment reached  at  the  Tokyo  summit 
seeks  to  combine  needed  flexibility  with 


a  greater  hkelihood  that  remedial  action 
will  be  taken  to  deal  with  problems  be- 
fore they  reach  disruptive  proportions. 

The  arrangements  that  were  adopted 
involve  a  significant  strengthening  of  in- 
ternational economic  poHcy  coordination 
aimed  at  promoting  noninflationary 
growth,  adoption  of  market-oriented  in- 
centives for  employment  and  invest- 
ment, opening  the  trade  and  investment 
system,  and  fostering  greater  exchange 
rate  stability.  Details  of  the  new  proce- 
dures will,  of  course,  have  to  be  worked 
out  in  subsequent  discussions.  However, 
I  see  the  enhanced  surveillance  process 
working  as  follows: 

First,  the  measures  for  use  in  as- 
sessing country  goals  and  performance 
will  be  agreed  upon  by  the  countries 
participating  in  the  enhanced  surveil- 
lance process.  As  stated  in  the  Tokyo 
communique,  a  broad  range  of  indicators 
would  be  utilized  in  order  to  achieve  the 
comprehensive  policy  coverage  neces- 
sary to  insure  that  the  underlying  prob- 
lems, not  just  the  symptoms,  are 
addressed.  These  indicators  would  in- 
clude growth  rates,  inflation  rates,  un- 
employment rates,  fiscal  deficits,  current 
account  and  trade  balances,  interest 
rates,  monetary  growth  rates,  reserves, 
and  exchange  rates. 

Second,  each  country  will  set  forth 
its  economic  forecasts  and  objectives 
taking  into  account  these  indicators. 

Third,  the  group  would  review,  vdth 
the  managing  director  of  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  each  coun- 
try's forecasts  to  assess  consistency, 
both  internally  and  among  countries.  In 
this  connection,  exchange  rates  and  cur- 
rent account  and  trade  balances  would 
be  particularly  important  in  evaluating 
the  mutual  consistency  of  individual 
country  forecasts.  Modifications  would 
be  considered  as  necessary  to  promote 
consistency. 

Fourth,  in  the  event  of  significant 
deviations  in  economic  performance  from 
an  intended  course,  the  group  will  use 
best  efforts  to  reach  understandings  on 
appropriate  remedial  measures,  focusing 
first  and  foremost  on  underlying  policy 
fundamentals.  Intervention  in  exchange 
markets  could  also  occur  when  to  do  so 
would  be  helpful. 

As  you  know,  countries  have  been 
developing  individual  economic  forecasts 
for  years.  Moreover,  the  IMF  consults 
with  individual  countries  on  a  regular 
basis  regarding  their  economic  policies 
and  performance.  What  is  new  in  the  ar- 
rangements adopted  in  Tokyo  is  that  the 
major  industrial  countries  have  agreed 


that  their  economic  forecasts  and  objec- 
tives will  be  specified  taking  into  ac- 
count a  broad  range  of  indicators,  and 
their  internal  consistency  and  external 
compatibihty  will  be  assessed.  More- 
over, if  there  are  inconsistencies,  efforts 
will  be  made  to  achieve  necessary  ad- 
justments so  that  the  forecasts  and  ob- 
jectives of  the  key  currency  countries 
will  mesh.  Finally,  if  economic  perform- 
ance falls  short  of  the  intended  course, 
it  is  explicitly  agreed  that  countries  will 
use  their  best  efforts  to  reach  under- 
standings regarding  appropriate  correc- 
tive action. 

The  procedures  for  coordination  of 
economic  policy  were  further  strength- 
ened at  the  summit.  A  new  Group  of 
Seven  (G-7)  finance  ministers,  including 
Canada  and  Italy,  was  formed  in  recog- 
nition of  the  importance  of  their  econo- 
mies. At  the  same  time,  the  Group  of 
Five  has  agreed  to  enhance  its  multi- 
lateral surveillance  activities. 

In  sum,  we  have  agreed  on  a  more 
systematic  approach  to  international  eco- 
nomic poUcy  coordination  that  incor- 
porates a  strengthened  commitment  to 
adjust  economic  poHcies.  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  spirit  of  cooperation  that  made 
this  agreement  possible  will  carry  over 
to  its  implementation.  If  so,  we  can  look 
forward  to  greater  exchange  rate  stabili- 
ty, enhanced  prospects  for  growth,  and 
more  sustainable  patterns  of  interna- 
tional trade. 

Improving  Growth  in  Debtor  Nations 

Successful  economic  policy  coordination 
among  the  industrial  nations  comple- 
ments our  efforts  to  deal  vdth  LDC 
debt  problems  by  strengthening  the 
world  economy,  creating  the  conditions 
for  lower  interest  rates,  and  helping  to 
improve  access  to  markets. 

Recent  improvements  in  the  global 
economy  are  already  making  a  signifi- 
cant contribution  to  developing  nations' 
growth  prospects  and  will  substantially 
ease  their  debt  service  obligations. 
Stronger  industrial  country  growth  and 
lower  inflation,  for  example,  vrill  add 
nearly  $5,000  million  to  developing  na- 
tions' non-oil  exports  and  reduce  their 
import  costs  by  approximately  $4,000 
million  this  year.  The  sharp  decline  in 
interest  rates  since  early  1985  will 
reduce  their  annual  debt  service  pay- 
ments by  about  $12,000  milhon.  The 
decline  in  oil  prices  will  also  save  oil- 
importing  developing  nations  an  addi- 
tional $14,000  million  annually. 
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At  the  same  time,  however,  develop- 
ing countries,  particulariy  debtor  na- 
tions, must  position  themselves  to  take 
advantage  of  these  improvements  by 
putting  in  place  policies  to  assure 
stronger,  sustained  growth  for  their 
economies  over  the  medium  and  longer 
term.  As  you  know,  the  "program  for 
sustained  growth"  for  the  major  debtor 
nations  proposed  by  the  United  States 
in  Seoul  was  premised  on  credible, 
growth-oriented  economic  reform  by  the 
debtor  nations,  supported  by  increased 
external  financing. 

In  Tokyo  the  summit  leaders  wel- 
comed the  progress  made  in  developing 
the  cooperative  debt  strategy,  in  partic- 
ular building  on  the  U.S.  initiative.  They 
emphasized  that  the  role  of  the  interna- 
tional financial  institutions  will  continue 
to  be  central  and  welcomed  moves  for 
closer  cooperation  between  the  IMF  and 
the  World  Bank,  in  particular.  The  debt 
initiative  has  also  received  strong  sup- 
port from  the  international  financial  in- 
stitutions, national  banking  groups  in  all 
major  countries,  and  the  OECD  [Organi- 
zation for  Economic  Cooperation  and 
Development]  ministers,  as  well  as  the 
key  IMF  and  World  Bank  committees 
representing  both  debtor  and  creditor 
countries. 

The  adoption  of  growth-oriented 
macroeconomic  and  structural  pohcies 
by  the  debtor  nations  is  at  the  heart  of 
the  strengthened  debt  strategy  and  cru- 
cial to  sustained  growth  over  the  longer 
term.  Special  emphasis  needs  to  be 
placed  on  measures  to  increase  savings 
and  investment,  improve  economic  effi- 
ciency, and  encourage  a  return  of  flight 
capital.  A  more  favorable  climate  for 
direct  foreign  investment  can  be  an  im- 
portant element  of  such  an  approach, 
helping  to  reverse  recent  declines  in  net 
direct  investment  flows.  Such  inflows 
are  nondebt  creating,  provide  greater 
protection  against  changes  in  the  cost  of 
borrowing,  and  can  help  improve  tech- 
nology and  managerial  expertise. 

Similarly,  a  rationalization  and  liber- 
alization of  debtors'  trade  regimes  can 
contribute  to  improved  efficiency  and 
productivity  for  the  economy  as  a  whole. 
Together  with  other  growth-oriented 
measures  to  assure  more  market-related 
exchange  rates  and  interest  rates,  to 
reduce  fiscal  deficits,  to  improve  the  ef- 
ficiency of  capital  markets,  and  to  ra- 
tionalize the  public  sector,  such 
measures  can  help  improve  growth  pros- 
pects, restore  confidence  in  debtor  econ- 
omies, and  encourage  the  return  of 
flight  capital. 


Such  policy  changes  will  take  time  to 
put  in  place  and  can't  be  expected  to  oc- 
cur overnight.  The  process  of  imple- 
menting these  reforms  will  also  be  much 
less  public  than  the  series  of  announce- 
ments to  date  supporting  the  debt  initia- 
tive. Implementation  will  take  place 
through  individual  debtors'  negotiations 
with  the  IMF,  the  Worid  Bank,  and  the 
commercial  banks.  We  expect  these 
negotiations  to  place  greater  emphasis 
on  deahng  with  current  debt  problems 
through  a  medium-term,  growth-oriented 
pohcy  framework.  This  process  is  al- 
ready underway.  The  IMF,  for  example, 
has  existing  or  pending  arrangements 
with  11  of  the  15  major  debtor  nations, 
while  the  World  Bank  has  structural  or 
sector  loan  negotiations  underway  with 
13  of  these  nations  and  has  recently  ex- 
tended loans  to  Ecuador,  Argentina,  and 
Colombia  to  support  adjustment  efforts 
in  some  of  their  key  sectors. 

As  the  summit  communique  noted, 
sound  adjustment  programs  will  need  to 
be  supported  by  resumed  commercial 
bank  lending,  flexibility  in  rescheduling 
debt,  and  appropriate  access  to  export 
credits.  Once  debtor  nations  have 
designed  economic  reform  programs  to 
improve  their  growth  prospects  that 
have  IMF  and  World  Bank  support,  it 
will  be  critical  for  the  commercial  banks 
to  fulfill  their  pledges  of  financial  sup- 
port for  these  programs.  The  industrial 
nations  must  also  cooperate  regarding 
resumption  of  export  credit  cover  to 
countries  implementing  appropriate  ad- 
justment policies. 

We  believe  prompt  enactment  of 
legislation  enabling  U.S.  participation  in 
the  Multilateral  Investment  Guarantee 
Agency  (MIGA)  would  also  make  an  im- 
portant contribution  to  international  ef- 
forts to  improve  the  LDC  investment 
climate  and  to  facilitate  new  flows  of 
foreign  direct  investment. 

In  addition  to  the  strong  global  sup- 
port for  our  initiative  with  respect  to 
the  major  debtors,  we  are  also  very 
pleased  with  the  recent  action  of  both 
the  IMF  and  the  World  Bank  on  the 
trust  fund  initiative  to  assist  low-income 
developing  nations,  including  sub- 
Saharan  Africa.  This  constitutes  a  major 
step  forward  in  Fund/Bank  cooperation 
and  a  positive  context  for  current  nego- 
tiations on  IDA  VIII.  We  look  forward 
to  its  implementation  so  that  a  sound 
basis  of  growth  can  be  established  in 
these  countries  as  well. 

The  program  for  sustained  growth  is 
important  because  it  touches  on  a  wide 
range  of  U.S.  interests  but  paramount 
among  these  is  its  importance  for  U.S. 


trade.  As  you  know,  the  debt  crisis  has 
had  a  direct  impact  on  U.S.  exports. 
U.S.  exports  to  the  15  major  debtor  na- 
tions peaked  at  $40,000  million  in  1981. 
However,  this  reflected  an  international 
economic  environment  which  was  clearly 
not  sustainable.  Our  exports  to  these 
countries  fell  sharply  to  $23,000  million 
in  1983,  as  the  debtor  nations  were  un- 
able to  maintain  previous  import  levels 
in  the  face  of  financial  constraints  and 
slower  export  growth. 

The  international  debt  strategy 
adopted  in  the  wake  of  the  debt  crisis 
has  helped  to  place  the  debtors'  econo- 
mies on  a  sounder  footing  and  to  permit 
a  resumption  of  import  growth  at  a 
more  sustainable  pace.  U.S.  exports  to 
the  major  debtor  nations  have  increased 
by  18%,  or  $4,000  million,  during  the 
past  2  years  and  can  be  expected  to  im- 
prove further  in  response  to  both  recent 
exchange  rate  changes  and  stronger 
growth  in  the  debtor  economies.  The 
adoption  of  growth-oriented  economic  re- 
forms, supported  by  increased  financing 
from  the  international  community,  as  en- 
visaged by  the  debt  initiative,  will  help 
to  enhance  both  growth  prospects  and 
imports. 

It  will  also  be  important,  however, 
for  the  United  States  and  other  indus- 
trial nations  to  maintain  open  markets 
for  LDC  exports  to  permit  them  to  earn 
the  foreign  exchange  necessary  to  in- 
crease imports.  The  process  of  increas- 
ing gi'owth  and  trade  is  an  interactive 
one.  We  cannot  expect  to  reap  the  bene- 
fits of  stronger  growth  and  increased 
trade  abroad  if  we  close  our  markets  at 
home. 

Promoting  More  Fair  and  Free  Trade 

Open  makets  are  essential  to  our  overall 
international  strategy  of  economic  ad- 
justment and  policy  coordination.  At  the 
Tokyo  summit  last  week,  the  leaders  of 
the  free  world's  major  industrialized  na- 
tions recommitted  themselves  to  main- 
taining an  open  multilateral  trading 
system,  recognizing  that: 

•  Open  markets  promote  economic 
growth  worldwide.  We  have  only  to 
review  the  Depression  years  to  see  the 
effects  of  closed  markets; 

•  They  provide  debtor  nations  with 
markets  for  their  exports  that  are  es- 
sential if  they  are  to  service  their  debt 
and,  in  turn,  serve  as  markets  for  U.S. 
goods  and  products;  and 

•  Open  markets  facilitate  our  efforts 
to  adjust  large,  unsustainable  external 
imbalances  among  the  industrial  nations. 
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The  Administration  is  committed  to 
maintaining  an  open  U.S.  market  and 
ensuring  a  free  but  fair  international 
trading  system.  To  implement  our  trade 
policy,  we  are  supporting  the  new 
GATT  [General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade]  round  of  trade  negotiations 
to  reduce  barriers  abroad.  As  men- 
tioned, in  the  new  round  we  will  notably 
be  seeking  new  GATT  rules  covering 
services,  intellectual  property  protec- 
tion, and  international  investment. 

President  Reagan  and  the  others  at 
the  Tokyo  economic  summit  pledged  to 
work  at  the  September  GATT  ministe- 
rial meeting  in  Geneva  to  make  decisive 
progress  in  launching  the  new  round. 
We  are  also  starting  negotiations  to  re- 
move barriers  to  trade  and  investment 
between  the  United  States  and  Canada. 

We  are  pursuing  an  aggressive  pro- 
gram against  unfair  trade  practices. 
President  Reagan  is  the  first  president 
to  self-initiate  action  under  his  retalia- 
tory authority  against  such  practices,  in- 
cluding cases  involving  Japan,  Brazil, 
Korea,  and  Taiwan.  The  President  has 
also  announced  that,  unless  we  are  able 
to  resolve  our  dispute  with  the  Euro- 
pean Communities  (EC)  over  its  new 
restrictions  affecting  our  farm  exports 
to  Spain  and  Portugal,  we  will  respond 
in  kind. 

Our  aggressive  policy  against  unfair 
trading  practices  has  already  met  with 
considerable  success.  We  have  settled 
disputes  involving  the  EC's  subsidies 
for  canned  fruit,  Japan's  footwear  and 
leather  import  quotas,  Taiwan's  import 
monopoly  for  hquor  and  tobacco,  and 
Korea's  restrictions  on  foreign  motion 
pictures. 

In  sum,  I  strongly  believe  that  our 
policy  of  free  but  fair  trade  is  working 
and  is  in  our  overall  economic  interest. 

Legislation 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  address 
the  question  of  proposed  international 
finance  and  trade  legislation,  such  as 
S.  1860.  I  can  well  understand  your  frus- 
tration over  our  trade  deficit.  And  I  can 
sympathize  with  a  desire  to  respond  to 
constituent  requests  for  action  by  pass- 
ing legislation.  However,  certain  modifi- 
cations in  our  trade  law  will  not  elimi- 
nate the  trade  deficit  and  may  actually 
make  it  worse. 

The  answer  to  our  trading  problems 
is  a  comprehensive  international  eco- 
nomic policy  strategy  that  addresses  in- 
ternational trade,  monetary,  and  debt 
issues  in  a  coordinated  fashion  and  in- 


volves the  cooperation  of  other  nations. 
We  have  developed  such  a  strategy,  as  I 
have  discussed  here  today,  and  we  are 
implementing  it. 

The  exchange  rate  and  policy  coordi- 
nation sections  of  S.  1860  raise  the  right 
issues  and  point  in  the  right  direction, 
but  they  are  now  out  of  date  in  light  of 
the  agreement  reached  at  the  Tokyo 
summit. 

We  are,  of  course,  prepared  to  en- 
gage in  thorough  and  meaningful  discus- 
sion with  the  Congress  on  all  pending 
legislation.  And,  as  previously  indicated, 
the  Administration  already  supports 
legislation  to: 

•  Provide  additional  protection  to 
the  intellectual  property  rights  of  U.S. 
firms  and  individuals; 

•  Alter  our  antitrust  laws  to  help 
both  our  export  and  import  sensitive  in- 
dustries; and 

•  Provide  a  war  chest  to  improve 
U.S.  export  opportunities  by  negotiating 
an  end  to  tied  aid  credit  abuses. 

Legislation  of  this  nature  is  not  as 
glamorous  as  some  of  the  bills  that  have 
been  introduced,  but  it  will  provide 
needed  support  for  our  policies  without 
undermining  them. 

We  must  avoid  passage  of  protec- 
tionist trade  legislation  that  would  alien- 
ate our  trading  partners,  encourage 
them  to  enact  similar  protectionist  poli- 


cies, and  undermine  the  Administra- 
tion's international  economic  policy. 
Closed  markets  and  an  atmosphere  of 
confrontation  would  doom  our  efforts  to 
solve  our  international  economic  prob- 
lems in  a  responsible  and  constructive 
manner.  The  greatest  threat  today  to 
economic  well-being  worldwide  is  the 
danger  of  protectionism  and  a  trade 
war.  We  need  your  help  to  avoid  these 
dangers.  I  urge  you  to  give  the  Admin- 
istration's poHcies  a  chance  to  work. 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  I  believe  we  have  a  viable 
strategy  to  address  the  trade  and  finan- 
cial problems  that  confront  us.  We  are 
working  to  implement  it  and  have  made 
significant  progress,  most  recently  at 
the  Tokyo  summit.  But  we  need  your 
help  to  avoid  measures  that  would  un- 
dercut our  efforts. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committees  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402. 

^Agreement  reached  among  the  finance 
ministers  and  central  bankers  from  the  U.S., 
U.K.,  West  Germany,  France,  and  Japan  to 
promote  more  balanced  growth  and  exchange 
rates  that  more  fully  reflect  economic  funda- 
mentals. For  the  final  announcement  on  this 
agreement,  see  Bulletin  of  Nov.  1985.  ■ 
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by  W.  Allen  Wallis 

Address  before  the  Conference  Board 
in  San  Francisco  on  April  10,  1986.  Mr. 
Wallis  is  Under  Secretary  for  Economic 
Affairs. 

During  the  past  year,  the  international 
economy  has  seen  important  changes. 
Many  of  the  changes  are  welcome— for 
example,  the  depreciation  of  the  dollar 
and  the  decline  of  oil  prices.  Other 
changes,  however,  are  unwelcome— for 
example,  the  size  of  the  U.S.  trade 
deficit,  friction  in  international  trade, 
unemployment  in  Europe  and  Canada, 
and  the  debt  problems  of  some  under- 
developed countries. 

In  just  a  few  weeks,  on  May  4, 
President  Reagan  will  sit  down  at  a 
small  round  table,  specially  built  for  the 
occasion,  in  the  ornate  Akasaka 
detached  palace,  Tokyo's  version  of 


Versailles.  Joining  him  will  be  Prime 
Ministers  Craxi  of  Italy,  Mulroney  of 
Canada,  Nakasone  of  Japan,  and 
Thatcher  of  the  United  Kingdom;  Chan- 
cellor Kohl  of  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany;  and  President  Mitterrand  of 
France.  In  addition,  the  leaders  of  the 
European  Communities  (EC)  will  be 
there— Prime  Minister  Lubbers  of  the 
Netherlands  [President  of  the  Council  of 
Ministers  of  the  EC]  and  President 
Delors  of  the  Commission  of  the  EC. 
Some  of  the  time,  those  nine  will 
abandon  their  small,  cozy  table  for  a 
large  table,  where  each  will  be  flanked 
by  his  Secretary  of  State  and  his  Secre- 
tary of  Treasury.  At  both  the  small 
meetings  of  heads  alone  and  the  large 
plenary  sessions,  each  head  will  have  his 
personal  representative,  who  will  com- 
municate continuously  with  a  small  staff 
in  another  building,  using  electronic 
transmission  of  handwriting,  facsimile 
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equipment  for  documents,  and  a  tele- 
phone. These  leaders  of  the  seven  larg- 
est industrial  democracies  will  consider 
ways  to  reinforce  the  welcome  develop- 
ments of  the  past  year  and  to  alleviate 
the  unwelcome  developments. 

Preparing  for  the  Summit 

Preparations  for  the  Tokyo  economic 
summit  meeting  began  last  September 
in  Kyoto  under  the  direction  of  the  per- 
sonal representatives,  of  whom  I  am 
one.  We  had  two  more  meetings,  in 
Honolulu  in  early  February  and  near 
London  in  mid-March,  and  10  days  from 
now,  we  will  have  our  final  preparatory 
meeting  near  Paris.  The  final  task  of  the 
personal  representatives— usually  called 
"sherpas"— will  be  at  an  all-night  ses- 
sion on  May  5-6  drafting  the  final  com- 
munique and,  perhaps,  other  statements 
to  be  issued  by  the  heads  of  government 
as  they  adjourn  and  attend  a  banquet 
given  by  the  Emperor  of  Japan. 

In  the  preparatory  meetings  for  the 
Tokyo  economic  summit,  I  have  been 
struck  by  the  degree  of  agreement 
among  us.  That  is  not  the  way  it  has 
always  been.  In  fact,  the  Versailles  sum- 
mit of  1982  ended  in  public  quarrels, 
contradictions,  and  recriminations. 
Beginning  with  the  Williamsburg  sum- 
mit of  1983,  however,  there  has  been  a 
trend  toward  consensus  that  is  impres- 
sive and  gratifying.  Not  that  there  are 
no  differences;  indeed,  if  there  were 
none,  it  would  scarcely  be  worth  meet- 
ing. The  consensus  is  about  fundamen- 
tals, the  disagreements  about  appli- 
cations of  the  fundamentals. 

All  agree  on  the  fundamental  role  of 
freedom  in  our  societies,  both  economic 
freedom  and  political  freedom.  During 
the  1980s,  all  the  major  democracies 
have  moved  toward  greater  reliance  on 
markets— as,  indeed,  has  much  of  the 
rest  of  the  world. 

Another  heartening  trend  among  the 
summit  governments  is  a  growing  will- 
ingness and  ability  to  cooperate.  Recent 
economic  summits  have  sponsored  a 
wide  range  of  objectives.  Some  of  these 
have  been  relatively  concrete  and 
specialized— for  e.xample,  the  projects  in 
high  technology  which  began  after  the 
1982  Versailles  summit  and  the  Working 
Group  of  Experts  on  Famine  in  Africa 
which  was  convened  by  last  year's  sum- 
mit at  Bonn.  Others  deal  with  broader 
goals— for  example,  improving  the  inter- 
national trade  and  monetary  systems. 

International  cooperation  depends, 
first  and  foremost,  on  sound  domestic 


policies.  Just  as  a  healthy  nation  is  one 
which  maximizes  pursuit  of  individual 
interests  within  a  rule  of  law,  so,  too,  a 
healthy  world  economy  is  one  which 
facilitates  the  pursuit  of  national  in- 
terests vdthin  a  framework  of  treaties, 
agreements,  understandings,  and 
institutions. 

Two  corollaries  are  implicit  in  that 
statement.  First,  a  requirement  for  ef- 
fective international  cooperation  is 
agreement  on  an  international  legal  and 
institutional  framework.  An  effective 
framework  for  international  cooperation 
is,  in  many  ways,  more  complex  than  a 
framework  for  an  individual  country.  It 
must  be  flexible  enough  to  accommodate 
the  different  practices,  laws,  and  institu- 
tions that  inevitably  arise  among  na- 
tions, and  it  lacks  the  enforcement 
authority  of  a  sovereign  government. 

The  second  corollary  is  that  interna- 
tional cooperation  will  succeed  only  to 
the  degree  that  countries  share  certain 
purposes  and  goals.  There  will  be  a 
large  measure  of  such  sharing  of  pur- 
poses and  goals  among  countries  with  a 
large  measure  of  freedom  in  political, 
personal,  and  economic  life.  Even  with 
the  closest  cooperation,  however,  some 
objectives  are  unattainable,  and  others 
are  inherently  inconsistent.  Cooperative 
efforts  must  be  translated  by  individual 
nations  into  concrete  actions  which  are 
judged  by  those  nations  to  be  in  their 
own  interests. 

As  our  own  government  prepares 
for  the  Tokyo  economic  summit— or,  for 
that  matter,  for  any  other  international 
conference— we  view  international 
cooperation  from  that  perspective, 
namely,  that  realistic  cooperation  must 
take  account  of  the  interests  of  each  of 
the  countries  involved.  We  are  working 
in  appropriate  organizations  to  find 
realistic  ways  to  strengthen  joint  ef- 
forts, not  only  in  economics  but  also  in 
combating  international  terrorism  and 
narcotics  trafficking  and  in  enhancing 
the  prospects  for  world  peace. 

Four  economic  goals  that  will  be 
shared  by  all  the  summit  countries  at 
Tokyo  are: 

First,  to  strengthen  and  sustain  eco- 
nomic growth  in  the  summit  countries; 

Second,  to  spread  growth  more 
broadly  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  includ- 
ing heavily  indebted  developing 
countries; 

Third,  to  strengthen  and  extend 
freedom  of  international  trade;  and 

Fourth,  to  improve  the  functioning 
of  the  international  monetary  system. 


Economic  Growth 

in  the  Summit  Countries 

The  summit  countries  have  already 
achieved  a  great  deal  in  their  efforts  to 
strengthen  their  own  economies.  They 
are  controUing  monetary  growth  and, 
thereby,  subduing  inflation.  Some  have 
begun  to  reduce  the  size  and  intrusive- 
ness  of  government,  reducing  unneces- 
sary expenditures  and  regulations.  Many 
are  trying  to  improve  their  tax  systems 
to  reduce  disincentives  to  work,  save, 
and  invest.  Those  efforts  are  paying  off: 
the  summit  countries  as  a  group  are 
now  in  the  fourth  consecutive  year  of 
economic  expansion  without  rekindling 
inflation.  Consumer  prices  rose  at  an 
average  rate  below  4%  in  the  summit 
countries  during  1985— too  high,  but  the 
best  performance  since  the  1960s. 

There  is  still  a  lot  of  unfinished  busi- 
ness. During  the  first  3  years  of  the  cur- 
rent upturn,  the  U.S.  unemployment 
rate  has  fallen  dramatically,  despite  a 
large  increase  in  the  work  force,  and 
employment  has  risen  even  more  dra- 
matically, with  over  9  million  new  jobs. 
Our  inflation  rate  has  been  4%  or  less 
each  year  of  the  expansion,  and  interest 
rates,  both  short  term  and  long  term, 
have  declined  substantially.  Our  eco- 
nomic growth  has  made  a  major  contri- 
bution to  growth  in  the  rest  of  the 
world. 

Nevertheless,  we  have  made  too  lit- 
tle progress  in  some  areas.  Controlling 
government  expenditures  is  one.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  has  made  a  commitment  to 
reduce  tax  and  regulatory  disincentives 
and  to  keep  inflation  under  control. 

We  have  become  increasingly  con- 
cerned about  the  weak  economic  per- 
formance of  other  summit  countries.  The 
most  serious  structural  barriers  to 
vigorous  economic  growth  are  in 
Europe.  The  clearest  sign  of  this  is  in 
the  disparity  between  recent  growth 
and  employment  in  Europe  and  in  the 
other  major  industrial  countries.  Japan 
and  Canada  both  grew  at  rates  averag- 
ing over  4%  per  year  during  the  past  3 
years,  and  they  expanded  employment. 

In  contrast,  growth  in  the  four  Eu- 
ropean summit  countries  has  averaged 
only  about  2%.  Unemployment  rates  in 
Europe,  historically  much  lower  than 
ours,  have  continued  rising  and  are  well 
into  double  digits.  Little  or  no  improve- 
ment is  in  sight. 

Unemployment,  thus,  has  become  a 
major  social  issue  in  Europe.  The  num- 
ber of  jobs  in  Europe  has  grown  scarce- 
ly at  all  and  is  about  the  same  now  as 
15  years  ago,  a  period  during  which  the 
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United  States  has  added  30  million  jobs. 
This  long-term  stagnation  of  employ- 
ment in  Europe  is  a  cause  for  concern 
not  only  to  Europeans  but  to  their 
friends,  allies,  and  trading  partners. 

The  essential  problem  in  Europe  is 
deeply  rooted  resistance  to  change. 
Structural  barriers  are  especially 
troublesome  in  the  labor  market,  where 
they  distort  both  the  supply  of,  and  the 
demand  for,  workers.  Labor  market 
rigidities  include  high  minimum  wages, 
limitations  on  rights  to  hire  and  fire, 
and  subsidized  housing  programs.  In 
some  countries,  excessive  unemployment 
and  welfare  benefits  reduce  economic  in- 
centives to  work. 

These  labor  market  rigidities  not 
only  have  depressed  the  rate  of  eco- 
nomic growth  but  also  have  distorted  its 
pattern.  A  study  by  the  European  Com- 
munity Commission  in  1984  found  that 
high  labor  costs  had  led  to  a  significant 
shift  toward  investments  that  save  labor 
rather  than  create  employment. 

Our  summit  partners  also  face  other 
structural  problems— for  example,  taxes 
that  discourage  initiative  and  invest- 
ment, controls  on  financial  markets,  na- 
tionalized industries  run  on  uneconomic 
terms,  subsidies,  and  restrictions  on  im- 
ports that  protect  uneconomic  industries 
and  agriculture. 

While  these  rigidities  are  most  seri- 
ous in  Europe,  Japan,  too,  is  saddled 
with  barriers  to  more  rapid  growth.  One 
of  the  major  reasons  Japan  has  such  a 
large  trade  surplus  is  that  there  are  so 
few  good  opportunities  for  investment  in 
Japan  (aside  from  a  few  export  sectors) 
that  much  of  Japan's  domestic  savings— 
which  are  large— are  invested  in  other 
countries,  especially  the  United  States. 
While  we  have  benefited  from  the  inflow 
of  Japanese  capital,  it  would  be  health- 
ier if  Japan's  economy  were  more  effi- 
cient. Then  more  of  Japan's  capital 
would  be  invested  at  home,  its  trade 
surplus  with  us  would  be  less,  and  trade 
between  Japan  and  the  United  States 
would  benefit  both  countries  more. 

The  recent  decline  in  oil  prices  will 
boost  real  growth  in  the  major  indus- 
trial countries,  perhaps  by  as  much  as  a 
full  percentage  point  in  1986,  and  it  may 
reduce  inflation  by  as  much  as  two  per- 
centage points  (unless  it  is  offset  by 
monetary  policy).  We  are  urging  our 
summit  partners  to  take  advantage  of 
this  unique  opportunity  to  accelerate  the 
pace  of  structural  change  and  pave  the 
way  for  higher,  sustained  noninflation- 
ary  growth  in  future  years.  Permitting 
the  benefits  of  low  oil  prices  to  pass 
fully  to  consumers  will  increase  output 


and  investment  and,  thereby,  strengthen 
growth  and  employment.  Displaced 
workers  will  be  better  able  to  find  alter- 
native employment,  and  that  will  reduce 
resistance  to  change. 

Strengthening  Growth  Prospects 
in  the  Rest  of  the  World 

The  most  important  contribution  the 
summit  countries  can  make  to  growth  in 
nonsummit  countries  is  to  improve  their 
own  economic  performance.  The  seven 
summit  countries  account  for  roughly 
half  of  world  GNP  [gross  national 
product]  and  half  of  world  trade;  so 
when  the  summit  countries  sneeze,  the 
rest  of  the  world  catches  pneumonia. 

The  summit  countries  have,  in  fact, 
made  major  contributions  to  growth  in 
the  rest  of  the  world  during  the  past  3 
years.  The  smaller  industrial  countries 
and  the  developing  nations,  which  must 
export  if  they  are  to  meet  their  debt 
payments  and  to  grow,  have  benefited 
from  increased  exports,  especially  to  the 
United  States. 

The  second  major  contribution  the 
summit  countries  can  make  to  growth 
elsewhere  is  to  keep  their  markets  open; 
without  that,  their  growth  does  not 
benefit  others,  and  its  benefit  to  them- 
selves is  vitiated. 

Fundamentally,  however,  sound 
domestic  policies  are  the  sine  qua  non 
of  prosperity  for  any  nation,  including 
the  underdeveloped  countries. 

The  strategy  for  deaUng  with  inter- 
national debt  problems,  originally 
adopted  at  the  WilHamsburg  economic 
summit  in  1983,  is  to  encourage  sounder 
economic  policies  in  debtor  countries 
and  to  provide  financing  to  support  or- 
derly adjustment.  Although  that  strat- 
egy has  been  generally  successful  in 
overcoming  balance-of  payments  crises, 
the  sad  fact  is  that  few  of  the  affected 
countries  have  made  much  improvement 
in  their  economic  policies.  Not  only  have 
their  rates  of  inflation  and  fiscal  deficits 
remained  high  but,  even  more  dis- 
couraging, their  economies  remain  ham- 
strung by  government  interference, 
regulations,  price  controls— and,  too 
often,  corruption. 

To  tackle  this  problem,  [Treasury] 
Secretary  Baker  advanced  a  proposal 
for  a  Program  for  Sustained  Growth  last 
October  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
IMF  [International  Monetary  Fund]  and 
the  Worid  Bank  in  Seoul.  This  U.S.  ini- 
tiative is  designed  to  improve  growth 
for  heavily  indebted,  middle-income 
debtor  countries  through  economic  re- 
forms, supported  both  by  more  effective 


lending  by  the  multilateral  development 
banks  and  by  additional  lending  from 
commercial  banks. 

The  initiative  envisions  that  the 
World  Bank,  in  close  coordination  with 
the  IMF,  vrill  make  more  structural  and 
sectoral  loans,  rather  than  project  loans, 
to  help  debtor  nations  adopt  market- 
oriented  policies. 

The  IMF,  however,  is  still  central  to 
our  strategy.  While  we  expect  programs 
supported  by  the  two  institutions  to  be 
consistent  and  mutually  supportive,  each 
has  a  distinctive  role  and  technical  ex- 
pertness.  The  Fund  is  a  monetary  insti- 
tution, not  a  development  bank,  so  its 
lending  is  limited  to  programs  of  rela- 
tively short  duration.  The  World  Bank, 
on  the  other  hand,  lends  at  long  maturi- 
ties directly  in  support  of  economic  de- 
velopment. Its  particular  challenge  will 
be  to  ensure  that  its  programs  and  poli- 
cies help  to  promote  the  structural  re- 
forms without  which  the  money  will  be 
mostly  wasted. 

While  the  U.S.  initiative  envisions 
an  important  increase  in  lending  by  both 
the  World  Bank  and  commercial  banks, 
that  lending  will  be  provided  only  in 
support  of  strong  economic  adjustment 
programs.  Without  such  reforms  as  the 
development  of  more  efficient  capital 
and  equity  markets,  rationalization  and 
privatization  of  public  enterprises,  liber- 
alization of  foreign  trade  and  investment 
pohcy,  and  reduction  of  subsidies,  price 
controls,  and  corruption,  no  amount  of 
external  financing  can  sustain  growth. 
The  clearest  example  of  why  this  is  so 
is  the  phenomenon  of  capital  flight. 

From  1982  to  1985,  capital  expatri- 
ated by  the  citizens  of  the  major  LDC 
[less  developed  country]  debtors  is  esti- 
mated to  equal  the  inflow  of  new  pri- 
vate and  official  financing.  These 
countries'  citizens  send  their  money 
abroad  for  a  variety  of  reasons:  fear  of 
exchange  controls,  low  real  returns,  fear 
of  expropriation  (legal  or  illegal),  or  tax 
evasion.  Most  of  the  motives  for  capital 
flight  can  be  eliminated  only  by  provid- 
ing better  incentives  and  safeguards  for 
domestic  savers  and  investors;  and 
those  are  the  very  changes  needed  to 
attract  foreign  capital.  Without  such 
changes,  external  financing  is  simply 
siphoned  into  foreign  accounts  and 
has  no  effect  on  a  country's  economic 
prospects. 
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Preserving  the  Open  Trading  System 

International  trade  and  investment  are 
essential  to  global  prosperity,  but 
events  of  recent  years  threaten  the  in- 
ternational trading  system.  It  has  be- 
come increasingly  difficult  for  the 
United  States— for  half  a  century  the 
leading  champion  of  free  trade— to  keep 
its  ovm  markets  open  in  the  face  of  a 
growing  trade  deficit  and  a  perception 
that  others  are  taking  advantage  of  our 
openness  but  not  reciprocating. 

Last  September,  President  Reagan 
announced  a  comprehensive  U.S.  strat- 
egy for  strengthening  the  open  trading 
system.  That  strategy  has  five  elements: 

First,  vigorous  pursuit  of  U.S. 
rights  and  interests  in  international 
commerce  under  U.S.  law  and  in  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade  (GATT)-for  the  first  time,  the 
government  itself  has  initiated  unfair 
trade  proceedings,  instead  of  leaving 
that  up  to  private  parties; 

Second,  a  new  round  of  multilateral 
trade  negotiations  in  the  GATT; 

Third,  bilateral  negotiations  to  in- 
crease market  access  for  competitive 
U.S.  exports; 

Fourth,  cooperative  international  ef- 
forts to  promote  stronger  and  more 
balanced  growth  in  the  major  economies 
and  to  strengthen  the  exchange  value  of 
other  currencies;  and 

Fifth,  support  for  funds  to  combat 
foreign  export  subsidies  and  for 
stronger  protection  of  intellectual 
property  (copyrights,  patents,  trade- 
marks, etc.). 

We  have  made  progress  in  each  part 
of  that  program.  The  Administration- 
initiated  unfair  trade  cases  have  sent  an 
important  message  to  our  trading  part- 
ners; indeed,  some  cases  we  were  plan- 
ning were  not  filed  because  the  mere 
prospect  prompted  other  nations  to 
remedy  unfair  trading  practices.  Under 
Prime  Minister  Nakasone's  leadership, 
Japan  is  making  an  unprecedented 
effort  to  open  its  trade  and  financial 
markets— an  effort  which  has  yielded 
significant  new  opportunities  for  U.S. 
firms.  The  so-called  MOSS  talks 
(market-oriented,  sector-selective), 
despite  frequent  assertions  to  the  con- 
trary, have  achieved  significant  suc- 
cesses in  opening  Japan's  market  for 
telecommunications,  pharmaceuticals, 
medical  equipment,  and  forest  products. 
The  depreciation  of  the  dollar  during  the 
last  13  months  has  been  dramatic. 

Discussions  of  trade  at  the  Tokyo 
summit  will  focus  on  a  new  GATT  round 
of  multilatefal  negotiations.  That  is  the 


most  promising  way  to  achieve  fairer 
trade,  to  increase  access  for  exports,  to 
provide  more  effective  resolution  of  dis- 
putes, and  to  strengthen  the  fabric  of 
the  international  trading  system.  All 
trading  countries  have  an  important 
stake  in  developing  a  comprehensive 
agenda  to  reform  the  GATT,  to  make  it 
relevant  to  today's  trade,  and  to  en- 
hance its  capacity  to  deal  with  new 
problems  as  they  arise. 

The  United  States  has  six  major  ob- 
jectives in  the  new  round: 

First,  strengthening  the  GATT's 
procedures  for  settling  disputes; 

Second,  improving  discipline  over 
so-called  safeguards,  the  emergency  ac- 
tions taken  by  governments  to  protect 
domestic  industries  from  surges  in 
imports; 

Third,  ending  the  chaos  in  trade  in 
agriculture— both  we  and  the  rest  of  the 
world  would  benefit  greatly  by  putting 
agriculture  on  a  more  market-oriented 
basis,  by  eliminating  export  subsidies, 
and  by  reducing  barriers  to  imports; 

Fourth,  improving  discipline  over 
nontariff  barriers  to  trade,  including  is- 
sues in  government  procurement,  air- 
craft trade,  and  subsidies; 

Fifth,  improving  market  access  in 
traditional  areas  of  trade  in  merchan- 
dise, through  lower  tariffs  and  less  re- 
strictive quotas;  and 

Sixth,  extending  the  GATT  to  new 
areas,  especially  services,  investment, 
and  intellectual  property. 

Negotiations  this  comprehensive  will 
create  many  individual  winners  and 
losers  within  each  country.  This  will 
create  difficulties,  for  the  screaming  of  a 
few  losers  will  drown  out  the  purring  of 
many  winners.  Comprehensiveness, 
however,  is  also  the  greatest  strength  of 
the  proposed  new  round.  It  means  that 
what  a  country  loses  in  one  area  can  be 
more  than  made  up  for  by  the  ag- 
gregate of  its  gains  in  other  areas. 

We  hope  and  expect  that  the  negoti- 
ations will  begin  in  September. 

The  International  Monetary  System 

President  Reagan,  in  his  State  of  the 
Union  address  in  early  February,  called 
for  greater  coordination  of  economic 
policies  among  the  major  industrial 
countries  to  improve  exchange  rate  sta- 
bility. For  this  purpose,  he  asked  Secre- 
tary Baker  to  determine  if  the  nations 
of  the  world  should  convene  to  discuss 
the  role  and  relationship  of  our  curren- 
cies. The  President's  statement  has  ex- 
cited a  great  deal  of  speculation  and  has 
given  a  new  sense  of  urgency  to  discus- 


sions in  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  and  other  institutions. 

Exchange  rates  are  the  principal 
links  between  economies,  and  the  ex- 
change rate  of  a  country's  currency  is 
perhaps  the  most  important  price  in  its 
entire  economy.  As  we  consider  interna- 
tional action  to  improve  the  stability  of 
exchange  rates,  we  must  be  clear  about 
the  functions  of  changes  in  rates  and 
what  cooperation  can  and  cannot  do. 

The  international  monetary  system 
consists  of  a  framework  of  national  laws 
and  international  agreements  which 
govern  economic  and  financial  transac- 
tions among  nations  in  a  way  that  per- 
mits each  nation  to  pursue  its  own 
economic  objectives  with  due  respect  for 
the  rights  of  others.  At  the  center  of 
the  system  is  the  International  Mone- 
tary Fund. 

The  IMF  was  conceived  at  the 
Bretton  Woods  conference  in  1944  and 
came  into  existence  the  following  year. 
Through  it,  nations  which  had  just 
suffered  through  a  devastating  war 
sought  to  avoid  a  recurrence  of  the 
Great  Depression  of  the  1930s,  which 
had  been  deepened  and  prolonged  by 
widespread  competitive  devaluations  and 
restrictions  on  trade  and  finance.  The 
IMF's  member  nations  pledged  to  pro- 
mote exchange-rate  stability  and  the 
free  convertibility  of  currencies,  to  avoid 
competitive  devaluations,  and  to  limit 
government  interference  with  financial 
transactions  related  to  ti'ade. 

Originally,  the  "Bretton  Woods  sys- 
tem," which  was  estabhshed  in  1945,  re- 
lied on  fixed  exchange  rates.  In  time, 
however,  expanding  trade  flows  and 
sophisticated  financial  markets  made 
fixed  exchange  rates  untenable.  World 
economic  events  and  diverging  economic 
policies  among  the  major  trading  nations 
required  that  exchange  rates  respond  to 
market  forces.  Thus,  the  system  of  flexi- 
ble exchange  rates  evolved  in  the  early 
1970s.  It  has  permitted  the  continuation 
of  orderly  international  trade  and  finan- 
cial transactions,  even  though  world  eco- 
nomic conditions  often  have  been 
chaotic.  In  that  way,  flexible  exchange 
rates  have  served  us  very  well.  Many 
observers  are  worried,  however,  about 
their  levels  and  their  effects  on  trade. 

There  is  little  serious  disagreement 
about  the  reasons  for  changes  in  ex- 
change rates  during  the  past  decade.  No 
matter  what  institutional  arrangements 
governments  contrive,  the  fact  is  that 
markets  will  determine  exchange  rates 
on  the  basis  of  assessments  of  underly- 
ing economic  conditions  and  prospects. 
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Most  observers  welcome  the  ex- 
change rate  movements  which  have 
taken  place  over  the  past  13  months,  as 
well  as  the  spirit  of  cooperation  among 
monetary  authorities  that  was  reflected 
in  the  so-called  Plaza  agreement  of  last 
September.  These  developments, 
however,  would  not  have  been  possible 
without  the  growing  convergence  of  un- 
derlying economic  performance  in  the 
summit  countries  that  has  been  achieved 
through  several  years  of  intensive  con- 
sultations and  cooperation. 

We  need  to  explore  whether  this 
tendency  can  be  strengthened  through 
changes  in  institutional  arrangements.  If 
so,  it  would  be  beneficial,  but  we  must 
not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that,  in  the 
final  analysis,  better  exchange  market 
performance  can  come  only  from  better 
economic  performance  and  more  consist- 
ent policies  among  the  major  economies. 


Conclusion 

We  expect  the  Tokyo  summit  to  con- 
tinue the  recent  trend  toward  closer  and 
more  effective  cooperation  on  a  wide 
range  of  economic  and  political  issues. 
Indeed,  this  trend  has  not  been  Umited 
to  the  summit  countries.  Both  democ- 
racy and  free  markets  are  spreading 
throughout  the  world.  Both  developed 
and  developing  nations  share  our  desire 
to  find  solutions  to  problems  of  growth 
and  trade,  of  peace  and  security.  Free 
nations,  pursuing  sound  economic  poli- 
cies, have  accomplished  a  great  deal  al- 
ready. The  United  States  can  be  proud 
of  its  contribution— indeed,  its  leader- 
ship—in these  accomplishments.  At  the 
summit.  President  Reagan  will  make  it 
clear  that  we  stand  ready  to  help  lead 
the  world  to  a  still  better  future.  ■ 


U.S. -Japan  Economic  Relations: 
The  Tokyo  Summit  and  Beyond 


by  W.  Allen  Wallis 

Address  before  the  U.S.-Japan  Eco- 
nomic Agenda  Meeting  on  April  23, 
1986.  Mr.  Wallis  is  Under  Secretary  for 
Economic  Affairs. 

Our  Bilateral  Trade  Deficit 

Many  of  you  may  know  that  I  spent  the 
early  part  of  my  career  as  a  statistician. 
Statistics  can  aid  in  our  understanding 
of  a  problem  and  help  us  make  wise  de- 
cisions. But  they  also  can  cause  mischief 
when  they  are  misused  or  when  people 
think  that  they  explain  more  than  they 
do.  Disraeli  said  that  there  are  three 
kinds  of  lies:  lies,  damn  lies,  and  statis- 
tics. Too  many  people  use  statistics  the 
way  a  drunk  uses  a  lamppost:  for  sup- 
port rather  than  for  light.  Unless  statis- 
tics are  handled  with  care  and  objec- 
tivity, they  may  seem  to  prove  things 
which  are  not  at  all  true. 

Probably  the  most  cited  statistic  in 
U.S. -Japan  economic  relations  is  the  size 
of  our  bilateral  trade  deficit:  $49.7  bil- 
lion in  1985.  To  many  people,  that 
statistic— the  size  of  our  trade  deficit 
with  Japan— says  a  lot.  When  it  in- 
creases, anger  with  Japan  increases— 
and  also  emotional  charges  that  the 
Administration's  trade  policy  has  failed. 


What  the  Trade  Deficit 
Does  Not  Tell  Us 

But,  because  it  is  a  statistic,  we  need  to 
remember  just  what  it  is  and  what  it 
explains,  and  what  it  is  not  and  what  it 
does  not  explain.  That  number— the  size 
of  our  trade  deficit  with  Japan— simply 
represents  the  difference  between  how 
much  merchandise  we  sold  to  Japan,  and 
how  much  we  bought  from  them— 
nothing  more  and  nothing  less. 

•  It  does  not  show  how  open  the 
Japanese  market  is.  The  deficit  rose  by 
$13  billion  in  1985,  but  Japan  did  not 
erect  $13  billion  worth  of  new  barriers 
against  our  products. 

•  It  does  not  show  how  successful 
we  have  been  in  opening  Japanese  mar- 
kets. Indeed,  we  had  a  number  of  suc- 
cesses last  year  in  gaining  greater 
access  to  Japan,  especially  through  the 
so-called  MOSS  (market-oriented,  sector- 
selective)  process,  even  while  the  deficit 
rose. 

•  It  is  not  an  indicator  of  how  com- 
petitive American  and  Japanese  indus- 
tries are  against  each  other.  The  United 
States— not  Japan— is  still  the  world's 
largest  exporting  nation  and  the  world's 
technological  leader. 


•  It  is  not  a  way  of  measuring  how 
well  Japan  is  assuming  its  international 
responsibihties.  In  fact,  Japan  is  pursu- 
ing an  increasingly  active  international 
role,  in  partnership  with  the  United 
States.  It  is  now  the  world's  second 
largest  aid  donor  and  a  leader  with  us 
in  pursuing  a  new  international  trade 
round. 

•  Finally,  it  does  not  explain  why 
there  is  a  deficit  or  why  it  changes.  It 
says  nothing  about  the  influence  of  for- 
eign exchange  rates,  economic  growth, 
business  cycles,  and  different  economic 
structures. 

The  Totality  of  Our 
Economic  Relationship 

Our  trade  balance  with  Japan  reflects 
only  one  part  of  our  economic  relation- 
ship with  Japan— a  relationship  which  in 
size  and  importance  is  exceeded  only  by 
our  economic  links  to  Canada.  In  decid- 
ing whether  his  patient  is  healthy  or 
sick,  a  doctor  does  not  just  take  the 
patient's  temperature;  he  examines  the 
whole  body.  Singling  out  our  merchan- 
dise trade  balance  means  that  we  are 
not  looking  at  the  whole  "body"  of  our 
economic  relationship  with  Japan. 

To  many  people,  the  size  of  our 
trade  deficit  with  Japan  says  a  lot  about 
the  state  of  our  economic  relations  with 
Japan.  What  impresses  me  is  what  it 
does  not  tell  us. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  that  we  sell 
more  American  products  to  Japan  than 
to  any  other,  country  in  the  world  ex- 
cept Canada  or  that  about  625,000 
Americans  owe  their  jobs  to  those 
exports. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  that  we  sold  as 
much  to  Japan  last  year  as  we  sold  to 
France,  West  Germany,  and  Italy 
combined. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  that  Japan  is 
the  best  market  in  the  world  for  Ameri- 
can farmers  or  that  only  Canada  buys 
more  manufactured  products  from  us 
than  Japan  does. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  that  Japan  has 
become  one  of  the  leading  investors  in 
the  United  States  or  that  Japanese 
manufacture  in  40  states  and  employ 
about  80,000  workers. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  that  last  year 
Japanese  net  flows  of  capital  to  the 
United  States  were  about  $75  billion 
and  that  this  money  increased  the  pool 
of  capital  available  in  our  financial  mar- 
kets, made  U.S.  interest  rates  lower 
than  they  otherwise  would  have  been, 
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helped  make  our  companies  more  pro- 
ductive, and  helped  finance  our  Federal 
Government  deficit. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  how  many  serv- 
ices we  sold  to  Japan,  how  much  money 
we  made  from  selling  airplane  tickets, 
licensing  American  products,  and  show- 
ing American  films. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  how  much 
money  American  banks  and  corporations 
made  in  Japan  and  sent  back  to  the 
United  States. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  that  over  1.5 
million  Japanese  tourists  visit  our  nation 
every  year,  spending  $1.4  billion  and 
supporting  35,000  jobs. 

•  It  does  not  tell  us  how  Japanese 
imports  are  enriching  our  lives  and  sup- 
plying critical  parts  and  components 
that  help  make  our  companies  more 
competitive. 

We  must  remember  that  U.S.-Japan 
trade  does  not  take  place  in  an  economic 
vacuum.  A  bilateral  trade  deficit  is  not 
like  the  final  score  in  a  baseball  game, 
because  economic  activity  never  ends. 
One  of  the  basic  principles  of  economics 
is  that  both  sides  gain  from  an  ex- 
change. When  we  buy  from  Japan, 
America's  consumers,  operating  in  a 
free  market,  get  what  they  want- 
Japanese  cars,  cameras,  computers,  and 
so  on.  But  the  Japanese  are  not  giving 
these  things  away.  They  take  our  dol- 
lars, but  they  do  not  hide  them  under 
their  mattresses.  They  use  them— to  buy 
products  and  services  from  us  and  also 
from  other  countries,  which  in  return 
then  have  dollars  to  buy  products  and 
services  from  us.  The  Japanese  use 
those  dollars  also  to  provide  capital  to 
us  and  to  other  countries,  to  help 
promote  economic  growth  in  our  coun- 
tries and  make  our  economies  more 
productive.  Every  dollar  that  we  spend 
on  Japanese  products  will  be  used  to 
buy  American  goods,  services,  or 
assets— though  perhaps  not  by  Japanese 
but  by  third  countries  who  have  sold 
things  to  Japan. 

Past  and  Future  U.S.  Trade  Policies 

A  number  of  years  ago,  I  wrote  in  a 
textbook  that  "Statistics  is  a  body  of 
methods  for  making  wise  decisions.  .  .  ." 
For  this,  a  statistic  must  be  understood 
properly.  If  we  base  our  trade  policy 
toward  Japan— and,  indeed,  our  attitude 
toward  that  country  and  its  people— on 
one  number,  we  will  have  bad  policy 
and  provoke  results  that  are  not  in  our 
interest. 


The  focus  of  U.S.  trade  policy 
toward  Japan  for  two  decades  has  al- 
ways been  on  market  access.  By  resist- 
ing calls  for  protection  in  the  United 
States  while  working  for  open  markets 
in  Japan,  our  policy  has  been  consistent, 
promoting  free  trade  at  home  and 
abroad.  Our  concern  has  not  been  with 
the  bilateral  deficit  per  se,  because 
there  is  nothing  inherently  good  or  bad 
about  a  bilateral  trade  surplus  or  deficit. 

But  during  the  1960s  and  1970s,  we 
were  able  to  "kill  two  birds  with  one 
stone."  Pursuing  market  access  did  deal 
de  facto  with  the  bilateral  imbalance. 
This  was  because  from  1965  to  1975,  our 
trade  deficit  with  Japan  averaged  only 
$1.5  billion  annually,  and  Japanese  re- 
strictions on  our  access  to  their  market 
probably  did  account  for  all  of  that 
amount.  It  may  have  been  logical,  there- 
fore, to  conclude  then  that  our  trade 
deficit  with  Japan  did,  in  fact,  indicate 
how  open  the  Japanese  market  was  and 
the  degree  to  which  Japan  was  assum- 
ing its  international  responsibility  to 
maintain  the  international  trading 
system. 

But  restrictions  on  Japan's  market 
today  account  for  only  part  of  our 
bilateral  deficit.  Guesstimates  vary  from 
$5  to  $15  billion.  But  no  matter  which 
figure  is  chosen,  they  all  agree  that 
market  access  is  the  smaller  part  of  the 
problem.  We  also  need  to  remember 
that  even  if  all  Japanese  market  restric- 
tions were  removed,  our  global  trade 
deficit  will  not  change  as  long  as  total 
investment  in  the  United  States  exceeds 
our  domestic  savings.  In  that  case,  open- 
ing access  in  Japan  will  simply  redis- 
tribute our  global  trade  deficit  among 
other  countries  and  other  products. 

Nevertheless,  to  many  Americans 
the  continued  growth  of  the  deficit  is 
seen  as  further  "proof"  of  Japanese 
market  restrictions  and  an  indication 
that  U.S.  trade  policy  has  failed.  Even 
though  fair-minded  people  know  that  the 
deficit  is  the  result  in  large  part  of 
broader  macroeconomic  and  structural 
factors,  there  is  a  clamor  for  more  ac- 
tion and  increased  calls  to  "get  tough" 
with  Japan.  We  then  search  out  and 
publicize  more  and  more  Japanese  mar- 
ket restrictions.  We  probably  have  more 
trade  specialists  in  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment, and  more  lobbyists  and  lawyers, 
focusing  on  Japan  than  on  any  other 
country.  As  a  result,  we  probably  know 
more  about  Japanese  market  barriers 
than  those  of  any  other  country.  Even 
the  most  technical  issues  are  raised  to  a 
political  level  and  put  in  the  public  spot- 
light. Meanwhile,  the  trade  restrictions 


of  other  countries,  many  of  which  are 
far  more  egregious,  receive  less  public 
attention. 

By  focusing  public  attention  on  that 
part  of  Japan's  market  which  is  still 
closed  to  American  goods,  we  reinforce 
the  perception,  left  over  from  the  1960s 
and  1970s,  that  Japan's  doors  are 
slammed  shut  to  U.S.  products  and 
services.  We  contribute  to  the  mistaken 
belief  that  Japan's  market  restrictions 
are  the  primary  cause  of  the  bilateral 
trade  deficit.  And  when  Japan  does  take 
steps  to  ease  these  restrictions,  they  are 
seen  as  unlikely  to  make  much  of  a  dent 
in  the  trade  deficit.  That  is  something 
that  we  knew  when  we  started,  but, 
nevertheless,  there  is  frustration  all 
around— in  the  Congress,  in  the 
Administration,  and  in  Japan. 

In  my  present  position,  I  know  as 
well  as  anyone  the  restrictions  that 
Japan  imposes  on  our  ability  to  sell 
American  goods  and  services.  Those  re- 
strictions are,  indeed,  multifarious  and 
exasperating,  and  they  are  harmful— to 
Japan,  in  fact,  as  much  as  to  us.  We 
hear  from  many  American  companies 
that  face  obstacles  to  doing  business  in 
Japan,  and  we  are  committed  to  helping 
them  remove  those  barriers.  But 
Washington  is  a  place  that  people  come 
to  when  they  have  a  problem.  We  do 
not  hear  very  often  from  those  com- 
panies that  do  well  in  Japan  and  that 
have  made  Japan  the  second  largest 
export  market  in  the  world  for  our 
farmers  and  businessmen. 

Trends  in  the  Japanese  Economy 

It  would  be  both  costly  and  dangerous 
for  us  to  base  our  current  and  future 
trade  policies  with  Japan  on  our 
memories  of  the  past  25  years  of 
Japanese  policies  and  practices.  What 
we  should  be  looking  at  are  current 
Japanese  policies  and  practices,  how 
they  are  changing,  and  what  influence 
we  can  expect  to  have  on  them. 

•  We  would  like  to  see  broad- 
gauged  changes  in  Japan  that  remove 
the  policies,  practices,  and  attitudes  that 
discriminate  against  foreign  companies, 
products,  and  services. 

•  We  would  like  to  see  Japan  be- 
come an  importing  superpower,  not  just 
an  exporting  superpower. 

•  We  would  like  to  see  greater  in- 
ternationalization, deregulation,  free- 
dom, and  openness  throughout  the 
Japanese  economy. 
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•  We  would  like  to  see  Japan  re- 
move those  inefficiencies  that  character- 
ize much  of  its  economy  and  which 
contribute  to  the  trade  imbalance. 

The  fact  is,  there  are  more  and  more 
Japanese  who  agi'ee  with  us,  from 
Prime  Minister  Nakasone  on  down. 
There  are  internal  pressures  and  trends 
already  at  work  in  Japan,  pointing  its 
economy  in  these  new  directions.  Our 
policy  should  be  to  encourage  Japan  fur- 
ther in  these  directions,  to  help  rein- 
force and  accelerate  trends  that  already 
are  underway.  All  of  those  changes 
would  be  beneficial  to  Japan,  even  more 
than  to  us. 

You  all  are  familiar  with  shoji,  shd- 
ing  Japanese  doors.  Rather  than  having 
to  pound  on  doors  to  open  Japan's  mar- 
kets, we  now  have  allies  on  the  other 
side  helping  us  slide  Japan's  doors  open. 
Japanese  banks  and  securities  firms 
were  just  as  interested  in  capital  market 
liberalization  and  yen  internationaliza- 
tion as  we  were.  Japanese  shipping  com- 
panies also  wanted  to  see  restrictions 
eased  on  the  movement  of  trucks  carry- 
ing containers  of  high  capacity.  Japanese 
electronics  firms  outside  the  NTT 
[Nippon  Telephone  and  Telegraph] 
"family"  of  suppliers  also  wanted  to  see 
deregulation  of  the  telecommunications 
industry,  as  well  as  greater  openness  in 
NTT  procurement.  Japanese  as  well  as 
American  pharmaceutical  companies 
wanted  regulations  eased.  In  contrast  to 
years  past,  today  when  we  work  to  open 
Japanese  markets,  we  have  many 
friends  in  Japan  who  work  vrith  us,  be- 
cause they  know  that  greater  market 
freedom  is  in  their  interest. 

Changing  Course  in  Japan 

After  he  met  with  President  Reagan  at 
the  White  House  on  April  14,  Prime 
Minister  Nakasone  said  that  Japan  must 
transform  its  economy  to  rely  more  on 
domestic  demand  and  imports,  especially 
manufactured  products. 

One  week  before  he  met  the  Presi- 
dent, the  Prime  Minister  accepted  the 
report  of  an  advisory  group  he  estab- 
lished on  economic  structural  adjust- 
ment, the  Maekawa  commission. 
Nakasone  said  that  Japan  now  is  at  a 
historic  tujTiing  point  in  its  relations 
with  the  international  economic  commu- 
nity. He  said  that  Japan  must  change  its 
traditional  way  of  thinking  and  establish 
a  "national  goal"  to  reduce  its  current 
account  imbalance  to  a  level  "consistent 
with  international  harmony." 


The  Maekawa  commission  was  a 
private  group,  but  its  report  is  a 
watershed  in  Japan's  postwar  economic 
history.  Some  of  its  major  recommenda- 
tions are: 

First,  to  expand  domestic  demand 
by: 

•  Promoting  housing  construction  by 
easing  building  restrictions  and  expand- 
ing tax  deductions; 

•  Stimulating  private  consumption 
by  boosting  wages,  cutting  taxes,  and 
reducing  working  hours;  and 

•  Increasing  the  role  of  local  govern- 
ments in  funding  pubhc  works. 

Second,  to  transform  Japan's  indus- 
trial structure  by: 

•  Encouraging  investment  in  manu- 
facturing abroad; 

•  Rationalizing  Japan's  many 
depressed  industries;  and 

•  Erasing  restrictions  on  agricul- 
tural imports. 

Third,  to  continue  to  improve  mar- 
ket access  by: 

•  Implementing  last  summer's  trade 
action  plan,  which  said  that  Japan's  mar- 
ket should  be  free  in  principle,  vdth  re- 
strictions only  as  exceptions;  and 

•  Promoting  greater  imports  of 
manufactures  and  streamlining  Japan's 
distribution  system. 

Fourth,  to  further  liberalize  Japan's 
capital  and  financial  markets. 

Fifth,  to  expand  Japan's  interna- 
tional economic  cooperation  by: 

•  Expanding  imports  from  the  less 
developed  countries; 

•  Increasing  its  overseas  economic 
development  assistance;  and 

•  Promoting  a  new  GATT  [General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade]  round. 

And  finally,  to  strengthen  the 
management  of  its  fiscal  and  monetary 
policies,  including  the  aboHtion  of  the 
tax-free  interest  break  on  small  savers' 
accounts. 

Prime  Minister  Nakasone  and  the 
Maekawa  commission  are  not  the  only 
people  calling  for  change  in  Japan.  The 
Keidanren,  Japan's  most  prestigious 
business  organization,  recently  issued  its 
own  policy  proposals,  stating  that  transi- 
tion to  a  totally  free  trade  system  must 
become  a  Japanese  national  goal.  It  said 
that  Japan  should  remove  all  import  re- 
strictions, abolish  all  tariffs  on  manufac- 
tured goods,  undertake  thorough 
deregulation  of  its  economy,  and  achieve 
openness  in  its  administrative  systems 
and  operations.  The  Ministry  of  Interna- 


tional Trade  and  Industry,  in  its  report 
on  the  future  of  Japanese  industry,  said 
that  Japan  must  open  up  its  market  fur- 
ther to  foreign  products  and  "positively 
increase"  imports  of  manufactured 
goods  by  promoting  a  horizontal  division 
of  labor,  so  that  imported  manufactured 
goods  vrill  be  woven  into  Japan's  pro- 
duction and  consumption  structures. 
Finally,  a  national  commission  in  Japan 
is  now  considering  what  changes  need  to 
be  made  in  Japan's  tax  structure. 
Japan's  present  tax  structure  provides  a 
number  of  incentives  to  save  and  disin- 
centives to  consume  and  invest  which  in- 
crease the  imbalance  between  savings 
and  investment,  so  we  will  be  interested 
in  the  report  of  this  commission  as  well. 

A  Comprehensive  U.S. 
Trade  Policy  for  Japan 

I  said  eariier  that  if  we  base  our  policy 
on  the  statistical  measurement  of  just 
one  part  of  a  broad  and  diverse  eco- 
nomic relationship,  we  vrill  have  bad 
policy.  Likewise,  if  we  base  our  trade 
pohcy  on  the  memories  of  past  Japanese 
policies  and  practices  and  our  own  out- 
dated perceptions,  the  results  vrill  be 
costly  and  dangerous. 

U.S.  trade  policy  toward  Japan  must 
keep  its  eye  on  the  future,  and  it  must 
be  comprehensive  in  its  scope.  Our 
pohcy  does  that.  We  do  not  seek  market 
access  to  Japan  because  we  have  a  trade 
deficit.  Free  trade  and  open  markets  are 
goals  in  themselves,  because  they  are  in 
the  interest  of  both  countries.  Even  if 
we  had  a  trade  surplus,  it  would  be 
important  to  reduce  barriers  and  open 
markets. 

•  We  will  continue  to  seek  the 
removal  of  individual  trade  barriers 
which  affect  a  wide  variety  of  American 
goods  and  services. 

•  We  will  continue  to  seek  open  and 
liberalized  markets  for  entire  industrial 
sectors  through  the  so-called  MOSS 
process. 

•  We  will  continue  to  deal  with  the 
financial  issues  that  he  behind  our  trade 
balance,  by  encouraging  further  liberah- 
zation  of  Japan's  domestic  capital 
markets  and  by  cooperating  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  and 
related  organizations. 

•  As  necessary,  we  will  take  uni- 
lateral action  under  our  own  trade  laws 
to  remove  unfair  trade  practices. 


70 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


EUROPE 


•  We  will  continue  to  cooperate  with 
Japan  at  the  international  level  to 
strengthen  the  world  trading  system 
and  promote  the  success  of  a  new  GATT 
round. 

•  And  finally,  as  a  result  of  the 
President's  meeting  last  week  with 
Prime  Minister  Nakasone,  we  have 
agreed  to  discuss  structural  economic 
issues  in  both  our  countries.  Our  goal  is 
structural  change  in  both  countries 
which  will  affect  the  trade  balance  and 
remove  the  strains  in  our  relationship. 

Conclusion 

During  their  meeting  last  week,  the 
Prime  Minister  told  the  President  that 
the  kind  of  fundamental  policy  change 
Japan  is  now  poised  to  make  occurs  only 
once  in  a  century.  A  hundred  years  ago 
in  Japan,  an  intellectual  debate  raged 
between  the  free  traders  and  the  protec- 
tionists. The  leading  spokesman  for  the 
free  traders  was  a  man  named  Taguchi, 
who  had  read  deeply  in  Adam  Smith 
and  English  commercial  history.  He 
argued  against  state  protection  of  indus- 
try because  it  would  give  favorable 
treatment  to  the  samurai  class  and  en- 
courage them  in  their  traditional  lazy 
habits.  But  Taguchi  and  his  supporters 
lost  the  argument.  The  samurai  class 
had  a  lot  of  political  "clout"  during  the 
Meiji  Restoration,  and  they  were  en- 
couraged in  their  views  by  advocates 
and  practitioners  of  protection  in  the 
United  States  and  Europe. 

Today,  Japan  has  another  chance.  I 
believe  that  by  the  end  of  this  century, 
Japan  will  have  the  freest  trade  in  the 
world,  after  the  United  States,  because 
that  is  where  Japan's  interests  lie.  It 
must  be  our  task  to  encourage  Japan  in 
this  direction  and  to  help  it  make  the 
right  decision.  To  be  sure,  the  principal 
beneficiaries  will  be  the  people  of  Japan, 
but  we  and  the  rest  of  the  world  will 
benefit,  too.  ■ 


Soviet  Nuclear  Reactor 
Accident  at  Chernobyl 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
APR.  30,  1986' 

The  President  yesterday,  aboard  Air 
Force  One,  ordered  the  establishment  of 
an  interagency  task  force  within  the 
U.S.  Government  that  would  coordinate 
the  government's  response  to  the 
nuclear  reactor  accident  at  Chernobyl. 
The  task  force  is  under  the  direction  of 
Lee  Thomas,  who  is  the  Administrator 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA),  with  representatives  from  EPA, 
the  Department  of  Energy,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Air  Force,  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration 
(NOAA),  the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration (FAA),  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration (FDA),  the  Nuclear  Regula- 
tory Commission  (NRC),  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  and  the  Central  Intelli- 
gence Agency  (CIA). 

The  group  met  yesterday,  last  eve- 
ning, in  Washington  and  will  be  meeting 
on  a  regular  basis  for  the  foreseeable  fu- 
ture. The  group  is  charged  with  provid- 
ing continuous  monitoring  of  any  health 
and  environmental  implications  resulting 
from  the  accident.  EPA  will  provide 
daily  press  briefings  based  on  informa- 
tion gathered  by  this  task  force  in  order 
to  keep  the  public  informed. 

Based  on  the  latest  data  that  has 
been  gathered  since  we  learned  of  the 
accident,  it  appears  that  the  radioactive 
air  mass  from  the  Chernobyl  nuclear 
reactor  accident  in  the  Soviet  Union  is 
currently  moving  over  the  Soviet  Union. 
During  the  next  few  days,  it  is  expected 
that  the  air  mass  will  be  dispersed  by 
normal  atmospheric  activity.  It  is  too 
early  to  determine  whether  any  portion 
of  the  radioactive  air  mass  will  reach 
the  continental  United  States.  However, 
from  the  latest  information  we  now 
have,  should  any  radiation  reach  the 
United  States,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that 
it  would  be  a  level  that  would  pose  any 
threat  to  public  health.  This  is  because 
of  the  dispersion  which  would  take  place 
in  the  atmosphere. 

The  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  which  maintains  the  nation's 
radiation  monitoring  network,  has  in- 
creased its  sampling  frequency  to  a 
daily  basis  for  airborne  radioactivity. 


Information  available  to  us  indicates 
that  the  Soviet  reactor  accident  oc- 
curred in  the  fourth  and  newest  reactor 
at  the  Chernobyl  power  station.  This 
reactor  is  a  graphite-moderated, 
pressure-tube  reactor  of  a  type  called 
RBMK  by  the  Soviets.  The  reactor  suf- 
fered a  major  accident  which  included  a 
fire  at  the  graphite  core.  Given  the 
amount  and  extent  of  the  radiation 
released,  the  fire  has  destroyed  most  of 
the  reactor's  core.  The  reactor  core  con- 
tains approximately  200  tons  of  uranium 
interspersed  vdth  1,700  tons  of  graphite. 
If  the  fire  is  not  extinguished,  it  would 
probably  continue  to  burn  for  days  or 
weeks.  The  fire  will  continue  to  spread 
radiation  from  the  core  as  long  as  it 
bums,  although  the  Soviets  have  indi- 
cated that  the  rate  of  release  is  decreas- 
ing. Fighting  the  fire  will  be  very  diffi- 
cult due  to  the  extremely  high  levels  of 
radiation  near  the  reactor.  The  Soviets 
have  asked  some  West  European  coun- 
tries for  assistance  in  fighting  the 
graphite  fire,  although  no  one  in  the 
world  has  experience  in  dealing  with  a 
situation  like  this.  The  British  had  a 
graphite  fire  in  their  reactor  in  the 
1950s,  but  the  radioactive  contamination 
was  much  less. 

On  the  diplomatic  front,  this  morn- 
ing Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Eu- 
ropean and  Canadian  Affairs  [Rozanne 
L.  Ridgway]  met  the  Soviet  Charge, 
[Oleg  M.]  Sokolov— that  took  place  yes- 
terday. Eastern  time.  She  expressed,  on 
behalf  of  the  President,  the  U.S.  deep 
regret  over  the  accident.  We  hope  that 
the  casualties  and  material  damage  will 
be  minimal.  The  United  States  is  pre- 
pared to  make  available  to  the  Soviet 
Union  humanitarian  and  technical  as- 
sistance dealing  with  this  accident.  We 
are  seeking  additional  information  on 
the  accident  and  request  the  closest  pos- 
sible coordinated  effort  among  all  con- 
cerned countries.  To  minimize  the 
danger,  we  hope  the  Soviet  Union  will 
fulfill  its  international  obligations  to  pro- 
vide information  on  the  accident  in  a 
timely  manner.  In  order  to  state  pub- 
licly the  U.S.  position  and  understand- 
ing of  the  situation,  a  briefing  will  be 
held  in  Washington  on  Wednesday  at  11 
a.m.  at  the  State  Department.  Those 
briefers  will  include  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  State  Department, 
and  Energy  Department,  as  well  as  the 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
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While  in  Bali,  President  Reagan  receives  a  briefing  on  the  Chernobyl  nuclear  accident 
from  his  national  security  adviser  Adm.  Poindexter.  Chief  of  Staff  Regan  is  left  and 
Secretary  Shultz  is  on  the  right. 


The  State  Department  has  told  us 
that  we  do  not  have  a  count  of  all 
Americans  in  the  Kiev  area,  since 
tourists  are  not  under  an  obligation  to 
inform  the  Department  or  the  U.S.  Em- 
bassy of  their  whereabouts.  Embassy 
officers  in  the  U.S.S.R.  are  in  contact 
with  Intourist  and  other  Soviet  authori- 
ties, but  in  order  to  trace  an  individual 
they  need  the  Intourist  group  number 
or  name  or  location  and  phone  number, 
if  possible,  of  the  hotel  in  which  the 
American  citizen  is  thought  to  be 
staying. 

Embassy  Moscow  has  no  reports  of 
Americans  affected  by  the  accident. 
There  have  been  no  requests  for  medical 
assistance,  evacuation,  or  other  assist- 
ance by  Americans. 

We  have  been  informed  that  there 
are  several  American  students  who  are 
traveling  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  are 
now  in  Kiev.  The  Soviet  Government,  of 
course,  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
they  are  safely  evacuated  should  it  be 
required.  Unfortunately,  the  Soviet 
Union  has  not  told  us  what  precautions 
that  they  are  offering  to  protect  our 
citizens  that  may  be  in  the  Soviet 
Union. 


SECRETARY  SHULTZ'S 
INTERVIEW  ON 
"THE  TODAY  SHOW," 
APR.  .30,  19862 

Q.  We  have  had  the  news  of  the 
Soviets'  refusal  of  our  assistance.  How 
are  you  interpreting  that  refusal  this 
morning? 


A.  I  wouldn't  call  it  a  refusal.  They 
gave  us  some  information.  They  ex- 
pressed appreciation  for  our  offer  and 
they  said  that  they  felt  that  they  had 
the  material  and  expertise  to  deal  with 
the  problem,  so  they  wouldn't  need  our 
help. 

Q.  Are  you  inclined  at  this  time  to 
accept  what  information  they  are  giv- 
ing you  as  fact? 

A.  We  are  gathering  information 
ourselves,  as  is  everybody,  and  pooling 
it.  We  get  information  from  pictures,  we 
get  information  from  things  that  we 
hear  from  the  region,  and  it  seems  to  us 
very  clearly  to  be  a  much  larger  event 
than  their  reports  would  suggest. 

Q.  At  this  point,  how  do  you  ex- 
plain that  discrepancy  between  what 
our  information  is  telling  us  and  what 
they  are  telling  you? 

A.  It  is  possible  to  suppress  news,  I 
guess,  in  the  Soviet  Union,  but  when  it 
comes  to  radioactivity,  you  can't  sup- 
press it  and  you  can't  avoid  having  pic- 
tures taken.  So  we  are  getting  informa- 
tion independently  of  what  they  say. 

Q.  Have  we  officially,  in  any  man- 
ner, expressed  our  displeasure  at  their 
failure  to  be  more  forthcoming? 

A.  We  feel  that  any  country  where 
something  happens  that  affects  things 
across  their  borders— other  countries,  in 
other  words— has  basically,  an  obligation 
to  keep  people  informed.  And,  we  feel 
that  they  should  be  providing  more  in- 
formation and  more  promptly.  And 
we've  said  that.  We've  let  them  know 
that. 


Q.  At  this  point,  do  you  view  their 
behavior  as  irresponsible? 

A.  I  think  that's  a  Httle  hard  to  say. 
They  have  a  major  calamity  on  their 
hands  and,  no  doubt,  they're  struggling 
with  it,  and  one  doesn't  know  immedi- 
ately what  has  happened  and  what  its 
implications  are.  So  I'm  inclined  to  give 
the  benefit  of  the  doubt  on  the  early 
hours,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  by  now 
they  could  be  providing  a  lot  more  infor- 
mation than  they  are. 

Q.  If  this  accident  is  as  serious  as 
this  preliminary  information  you're 
getting  would  seem  to  suggest  it  is, 
can  you  at  this  time  ascertain  what 
the  long-term  consequences  might  be 
on  Soviet  policies  and  priorities? 

A.  They  have  to  examine  their  own 
way  of  constructing  and  developing 
nuclear  power,  if  they  can  have  a  dis- 
aster of  this  scope  obviously.  From  our 
standpoint,  we  have  been  operating 
nuclear  power  plants  on  submarines  and 
on  ships,  we've  never  had  an  accident. 
We  have  had  a  huge  amount  of  time  in 
nuclear  power  plants— civiHan  nuclear 
power  plants  in  the  United  States. 
We've  never  had  a  person  killed.  So  our 
safety  record  is  a  very  strong  one,  but 
of  course,  we  constantly  examine  the 
processes  of  managing  these  plants. 

I  think  perhaps  there's  another  im- 
plication here.  People  worry  about 
nuclear  matters,  particularly  they  worry 
about  nuclear  weapons.  There's  always 
this  transposition  in  people's  minds,  and 
this  is  a  time  when  we  want  to  empha- 
size the  importance  of  cutting  drastically 
down  on  nuclear  stockpiles.  The  Presi- 
dent has  proposed  eliminating  entirely 
intermediate-range  nuclear  weapons,  and 
he  and  Mr.  Gorbachev  have  agreed  that 
there  should  be  radical  reductions  in  the 
strategic  nuclear  arsenals  of  each  side. 
We'd  like  to  see  progress  on  that  in 
Geneva,  and  we  have  been  working  at 
that.  We  haven't  had  a  response  from 
the  Soviet  Union  to  our  longstanding 
START  proposals,  but  we  hope  when 
the  new  round  starts  in  the  middle  of 
May  that  it  will  be  active  and  we  can 
satisfy  ourselves  and  the  rest  of  the 
world  in  getting  nuclear  weapons  down. 

Q.  Might  this  accident  force  the 
Soviets  into  some  difficult  guns  versus 
butter  decisions? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  speculate  about 
that.  They  have  a  major  problem  on 
their  hands.  They  obviously  will  have  a 
sharp  reduction  in  the  electric  power 
available  to  industry,  particularly  in  the 
Kiev  sector.  But  since  they  have  a  grid 
like  we  do,  it  affects  their  whole  energy 
industry. 


72 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


EUROPE 


Q.  How  concerned  are  you  that 
this  accident  might  spark  a  new  round 
of  antinuclear  protests  which  would 
directly  affect  NATO  missiles  in 
Europe? 

A.  The  protesters  are  always  there. 
I  think  it's  very  important,  as  far  as 
nuclear  power  is  concerned,  to  keep 
pointing  to  the  extraordinary  safety 
record  in  the  United  States  and  in  other 
countries  and  our  continued  vigilance  on 
that  matter. 

As  far  as  nuclear  weapons  are  con- 
cerned, we  think  that  they  should  be 
reduced— that's  been  the  President's 
program  all  along— and  eliminated.  The 
point  is  how  do  you  do  that?  How  do 
you  come  down  on  an  equitable  basis  so 
that  you  have  stability  as  you  are  reduc- 
ing? That's  what  the  negotiations  should 
be  about  and  are  about,  and  that's  what 
the  President  keeps  emphasizing,  so 
we'll  call  for  little  help  on  that  score. 
But  we  don't  want  to  have  the  United 
States  reduce  without  the  Soviet  Union 
reducing.  That's  the  point. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  1,  1986 » 

Soviet  authorities  are  continuing  to 
maintain  a  close  hold  on  information  on 
the  nuclear  accident  and  its  conse- 
quences. We  know  that  a  major  accident 
resulted  in  explosion  and  major  damage 
to  unit  four  of  the  Chernobyl  nuclear 
facility.  A  fire  occurred,  and  we  have 
indications  of  a  continuing  fire  at  that 
facility.  We  cannot  confirm  press 
reports  of  a  second  nuclear  reactor  melt- 
down. Some  diplomatic  and  counselor  es- 
tabUshments  are  advising  their  citizens 
to  leave  the  area  of  Kiev.  We  have  no 
firm  official  information  on  casualties,  on 
evacuation  of  population. 

On  Tuesday  afternoon,  Washington 
time.  Minister  Counselor  Isakov  of  the 
Soviet  Union  conveyed  a  message  to  the 
U.S.  Government  regarding  the 
Chernobyl  nuclear  accident.  The 
Minister  Counselor  characterized  the 
message  as  being  from  General  Secre- 
tary Gorbachev  to  the  President.  This  is 
in  addition  to  the  meeting  which  Secre- 
tary Ridgway  had  with  Mr.  Sokolov 
earlier  in  the  day  in  which  she  pre- 
sented our  offer.  This  message  was  not 
characterized  by  the  Soviets  as  a  direct 
response  to  our  earlier  request  for  infor- 
mation, nor  have  we  received  a  response 
to  our  offer  of  assistance.  We  have 
reiterated  to  the  Soviets  that  our  offer 
of  assistance  still  stands.  We  also 


repeated  hope  for  more  detailed  infor- 
mation on  the  scale  and  nature  of  the 
accident. 

The  Soviets  have  confirmed  to  us 
that  an  accident  occurred  on  April 
25th— you  will  note  that  is  Friday— in 
one  of  the  power  block  rooms  at  Cher- 
nobyl, an  atomic  power  station  near 
Kiev.  They  say  that  a  leak  of  radioac- 
tive material  has  required  the  partial 
evacuation  of  the  populations  in  regions 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  accident. 
They  indicate  that  the  radiation  situa- 
tion has  been  stabilized,  and,  finally, 
they  note  that  the  dissemination  of 
radioactive  contamination  in  the 
western,  northern,  and  southern  sec- 
tions has  been  detected.  The  message 
further  states  that  these  levels  of  con- 
tamination are  somewhat  above  permis- 
sible norms  but  are  not  in  the  extent 
which  would  require  special  measures  to 
protect  the  population. 

The  latest  available  information  from 
the  President's  interagency  special  task 
force  on  the  Soviet  reactor  incident  indi- 
cates very  little  change  from  yesterday. 
We  do  not  have  any  different  assess- 
ments of  casualties  from  the  Soviet 
Union.  You  have  seen  their  public 
announcements.  The  movement  of  the 
radioactive  substance  in  the  atmosphere 
is  still  unsettled.  Releases  immediately 
following  the  incident  moved  toward  the 
northwest,  toward  the  Scandinavian 
countries,  then  shifted  to  the  south,  and 
the  latest  day  or  so  have  moved  to  the 
east.  There  have  been  reportings  of 
radioactive  fallout  in  a  number  of  Euro- 
pean countries,  most  specifically  and  re- 
cently the  Austrians.  The  coverage  of 
the  cloud  is  quite  large.  Estimates  from 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration  lead  us  to  think  that  it  is 
covering  a  good  part  of  eastern  and 
northern  Europe,  possibly  the  north- 
western part  of  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
may  well  be  extending  into  the  Arctic 
Basin. 

As  far  as  the  background  levels 
found  in  Sweden,  we  have  only  limited 
information  at  this  point.  But  it  would 
appear  that  the  background  level  has 
been  exceeded  by  only  about  1  millirem 
over  the  last  several  days,  and  they're 
continuing  to  take  measurements.  To 
put  it  in  context,  the  average  back- 
ground level  due  to  all  sources  on  a  con- 
tinuing basis,  natural  and  otherwise,  is 
about  90  to  100  millirem  per  year,  and 
they  have  received  1  millirem  over  the 
last  several  days. 

We  still  do  not  know  if  the  plume 
might  reach  the  United  States.  But 
based  on  data  that  we  do  have  at  this 


time,  we  do  not  expect  any  significant 
health  effects  if,  indeed,  it  does  reach 
the  United  States. 

In  the  meantime,  we're  waiting  and 
assessing  the  situation.  The  EPA's  na- 
tional environmental  radiation  monitor- 
ing system  is  in  its  usual  monitoring 
mode  and,  in  the  case  of  any  detection 
of  increased  levels,  will  speed  up  the 
rate  at  which  we  take  measurements  of 
all  types:  air,  ground,  and  water. 

We're  continuing  to  ask  for  more  in- 
formation from  the  Soviets  so  that  we 
can  learn  exactly  what  happened.  It  is 
still  impossible  to  learn  if  there  was  ac- 
tually a  meltdown  at  the  fourth  Cher- 
nobyl reactor,  but  there  are  indications 
of  it. 

There  was  obviously  a  fire  of 
graphite  material  surrounding  the  fuel 
rods,  and  there's  been  a  release  of  vari- 
ous radioactive  elements.  So  far  as  we 
know  the  fire  is  still  burning.  There  has 
been  some  speculation  in  public  circles 
regarding  a  similar  incident  or  fire  at 
the  third  Chernobyl  reactor,  but  we 
have  no  evidence  to  confirm  that.  We 
know  from  Landsat  satellite  photos  that 
there  is  a  second  heat  source;  but  that 
can  indicate  several  things,  such  as 
buildings  or  other  things  burning  in  the 
area,  but  not  necessarily  the  problem 
with  another  reactor. 

Yesterday  we  said  there  were  two 
graphite  reactors  in  the  United  States. 
One  is  the  N  reactor  at  Hanford, 
Washington;  the  other  is  a  private,  elec- 
trical power  generating,  commercial 
reactor  at  Fort  St.  Vrain,  Colorado.  It 
is  graphite-based,  gas-cooled,  and  like  all 
commercial  U.S.  reactors,  has  a  contain- 
ment system  around  the  reactor.  The 
Hanford  N  is  graphite-moderated,  liquid- 
cooled.  That  is  the  only  similarity  with 
the  Chernobyl  reactors. 

At  Hanford,  if  there  were  a  loss  of 
coolant,  we  would  have  a  separate  cool- 
ing system  to  keep  it  from  overheating. 
That  reactor  has  been  operating  for  23 
years.  It  produces  power  and  plutonium 
for  weapons  programs.  It  does  not  have 
a  containment  dome,  but  does  have  a 
filtered  confinement  system.  The  con- 
finement system  would  filter  out  99.9% 
of  all  particulate  emissions.  The  reactor 
is  also  in  a  heavily  reinforced  concrete 
building,  whereas  the  Soviet  reactor 
was  in  a  less  secure  industrial  building. 

Yesterday  we  were  asked  about  the 
Department  of  Energy  reactors  that  do 
not  have  containment  facilities.  There 
are  four  such  reactors  at  Savannah 
River,  South  Carolina,  which  is  south  of 
Aiken.  They  are  all  production  facilities, 
heavy-water  moderated  and  cooled.  Like 
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the  Hanford  facility,  they  are  confined 
with  filtration  systems.  Heavy-water  fa- 
cilities use  an  isotope  of  the  standard 
H2O  molecule  that  results  from  the 
presence  of  deuterium  oxide,  an  isotope 
of  hydrogen  with  an  extra  neutron  in 
the  nucleus.  It  tends  to  moderate  the 
actual  fission  process  created  by  the 
U-235  fuel  activation.  That  moderating 
loop  is  closed  and  separate  from  the 
cooling  loop.  It  is  also  worth  pointing 
out  that,  unlike  conventional,  commer- 
cial light-water  reactors,  these  heavy- 
water  reactors  operate  at  only  5  pounds 
per  square  inch  over  normal  atmos- 
pheric pressure  and  at  temperatures 
only  slightly  above  212°  F.  Commercial 
reactors  operate  at  very  high  tempera- 
tures and  normally  in  excess  of  2,000 
pounds  per  square  inch. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  3,  19863 

The  United  States  continues  its  effort  in 
dealing  with  the  Soviet  nuclear  accident, 
both  on  the  diplomatic  and  domestic 
fronts.  The  Vice  President  in  Washing- 
ton assembled  a  special  situation  group 
on  Friday  and  has  since  reported  to  the 
President  his  findings.  Attending  that 
meeting,  besides  the  Vice  President, 
were  Don  Fortier  of  the  National  Secu- 
rity Council;  Secretary  Weinberger  of 
the  Defense  Department;  D.  Lowell 
Jensen,  the  Deputy  Attorney  General; 
John  C.  Whitehead,  the  Deputy  Secre- 
tary of  State;  John  Herrington,  the 
Cabinet  Secretary  at  the  Energy 
Department;  William  Casey,  the  Direc- 
tor of  Central  Intelligence;  Gen.  John 
Wickham,  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff;  and  Nunzio  J.  Palladino, 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission— 
Nunzio  Palladino  and  Harold  Denton; 
and  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Lee  Thomas.  There  were  additional  staff 
members  from  each  of  these  agencies 
present,  but  those  are  the  major  ones 
who  attended. 

The  President  has  received  the 
report  of  the  Vice  President  in  written 
format  as  a  result  of  the  meeting.  The 
President  and  Vice  President  both  ex- 
pressed serious  concern  with  the  lack  of 
information  that  the  Soviet  Government 
is  providing  to  the  public  and  to  the 
world  and  to  its  own  citizens.  Environ- 
mental accidents  whose  fallout  ignores 
national  boundaries  are  concerns  for  all. 
We  will  continue  to  press  for  full  and 
accurate  information. 

While  it's  true  that  the  Soviets  are 
reporting  that  they  have  smothered  the 


fire  at  the  four  Chernobyl  reactor,  we 
cannot  confirm  that.  We  have  every  rea- 
son to  think  that  the  fire  has 
diminished,  but  there  is  evidence  that 
the  reactor  or  associated  equipment 
with  the  reactor  continues  to  smolder. 
We  do  know  that  the  second  hotspot,  as 
reported  from  the  Landsat  photos,  was 
not  a  reactor. 

Weather  patterns  are  shifting  from 
day  to  day,  but  airborne  radioactivity 
now  covers  much  of  Europe  and  a  large 
part  of  the  Soviet  Union.  In  the  last  48 
hours  there  has  been  movement  of  radi- 
oactivity to  the  south,  and  there's  ap- 
parently elevated  levels  detected  as  far 
south  as  Italy. 

Air  containing  radioactivity  by  air- 
craft was  measured  at  5,000  feet  about 
400  miles  west  of  northern  Norway  and 
is  believed  to  have  turned  south  and 
southeastward.  It  is  beginning,  perhaps, 
to  return  over  Europe.  While  there's 
been  speculation  about  the  movement  of 
the  plume  eastward  across  the  Soviet 
Union,  we  cannot  at  this  moment  con- 
firm any  movement  across  the  Soviet 
Union. 

There  has  been  no  detection  of  any 
elevated  levels  of  radiation  above  the 
normal  background  either  in  the  United 
States  or  Canada.  EPA's  radiation  moni- 
toring network  is  now  sampling  all  me- 
dia on  a  daily  basis,  but  there  is  no 
reason  to  expect  any  risk  to  human 
health  in  the  United  States. 

With  the  limited  data  on  hand,  the 
Departments  of  State  and  Health  and 
Human  Services  have  issued  an  ad- 
visory against  travel  to  Kiev  and  adja- 
cent areas.  Due  to  reports  from  the 
Polish  Government  of  increased  levels  of 
radiation  in  certain  lake  districts,  we're 
recommending  that  women  of  childbear- 
ing  age  and  children  should  not  travel  to 
Poland  until  after  this  situation  is  clari- 
fied. Milk  and  other  dairy  products  in 
Eastern  Europe  also  should  be  avoided. 

Other  actions  taken  by  the  task 
force  include:  radiation  monitoring 
teams  have  now  been  sent  from  the 
United  States  and  are  in  place  in  sever- 
al European  countries;  EPA  medical 
teams  have  been  sent  to  our  Embassy 
personnel  in  Warsaw  and  Moscow.  An 
EPA  technician  and  State  Department 
medical  expert  will  leave  today  for  War- 
saw, Krakow,  Moscow,  and  Leningrad 
to  help  determine  the  radiological  status 
of  our  missions  there.  An  expert  in  bone 
marrow  transplants,  Dr.  [Robert]  Peter 
Gale,  has  gone  to  the  Soviet  Union  to 
offer  his  expertise  and  assistance. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 

MAY  4,  19863 

The  President's  task  force  on  the  Soviet 
nuclear  accident  is  continuing  to  monitor 
the  situation  and  to  report  on  the  ef- 
fects of  the  accident  to  the  President  on 
a  regular  basis.  No  increases  of  radioac- 
tivity above  normal  background  levels 
have  been  reported  by  the  radiation 
monitoring  networks  in  the  United 
States  or  Canada.  The  airmass  contain- 
ing the  radioactivity  continues  in  its 
present  location  over  much  of  Europe 
and  a  large  part  of  the  Soviet  Union. 
The  airmass  containing  radioactivity  is 
not  expected  to  enter  any  part  of  the 
United  States  for  several  days  and  is 
not  expected  to  pose  any  threat  to  hu- 
man health  or  environment  of  the 
country. 

The  cause  of  the  accident  leading  to 
the  explosion  at  the  Chernobyl  site  is 
still  unknown.  The  Soviets  have  claimed 
that  they've  used  helicopters  to  drop 
sand,  lead  shot,  and  boron  on  the  fire  in 
unit  four  in  order  to  reduce  the  activity 
level.  Apparent  damage  to  the  building 
and  detective  radioactivity  levels  in 
nearby  countries  suggest  that  massive 
core  damage  must  have  occurred.  We 
are  unable  to  confirm  the  Soviet  claim 
that  the  fire  in  unit  four  has  been  extin- 
guished. There  is  still  no  evidence  that 
unit  three  was  involved  in  the  accident. 
The  Soviets  have  reported  that  they 
evacuated  the  three  towns  closest  to  the 
Chernobyl  reactors.  This  and  other 
reports  of , evacuation  up  to  30  kilome- 
ters from  the  site  are  consistent  with  an 
accident  of  this  magnitude.  The  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission  has  notified  its 
licensed  facilities  in  the  United  States  to 
provide  monitoring  data  to  the  task 
force  to  augment  EPA's  nationwide 
radiation  monitoring  system,  which  is 
gathering  data  on  an  accelerated  basis. 
The  U.S.  Government  is  also  making  ef- 
forts to  gather  data  from  several  coun- 
tries surrounding  the  Soviet  Union  that 
could  prove  essential  to  evaluating  the 
accident  in  the  absence  of  information 
from  the  Soviet  Government. 

In  addition,  we  have  sent  a  team  of 
U.S.  technicians  to  Moscow.  They  ar- 
rived in  Moscow  to  begin  evaluating 
health  and  environment  at  our  missions 
in  the  Soviet  Union.  First  results  from 
our  monitoring  in  Warsaw  indicates 
background  radiation  levels  of  roughly 
twice  the  normal  background  levels. 
This  is  not  to  be  judged  particularly 
serious.  For  example,  normal  levels  in 
Denver  are  about  three  times  back- 
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ground  due  primarily  to  rock  and  soil 
makeup. 

There  is  a  report  on  the  wires  that  a 
Cabinet-level  meeting  is  taking  place- 
Japanese  Government  in  Tokyo  regard- 
ing increased  radiation  levels  over  cen- 
tral Japan  from  rainfall.  We  do  not  have 
any  specific  information.  We've  been  in 
touch  with  the  Japanese  Government  to 
confirm  these  reports  and  have  not  yet 
received  any  information  that  we  can  go 
on.  We  do  not  have  any  specific  moni- 
toring information  either. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  14,  1986* 

We  are  comforted  by  Mr.  Gorbachev's 
assurances  that  "the  worst  is  behind 
us"  in  dealing  with  the  Chernobyl  reac- 
tor tragedy.  Our  immediate  concern, 
from  the  time  we  learned  of  the  acci- 
dent, was  primarily  for  the  well-being  of 
the  people  in  the  area.  This  is  why  we 
offered  our  assistance.  Our  offer  stands. 

We  have  noted  Mr.  Gorbachev's  sug- 
gestions regarding  further  international 
efforts  to  enhance  the  safety  of  nuclear 
power  plants.  We  believe  that  they 
deserve  the  most  serious  consideration. 
We  strongly  support  additional  interna- 
tional efforts  to  ensure  nuclear  plant 
safety  and  prompt  reporting  on  ac- 
cidents. 

We  are  distressed,  however,  that 
Mr.  Gorbachev  used  the  occasion  of  his 
otherwise  reassuring  presentation  to 
make  unfounded  charges  against  the 
United  States  and  other  Western  gov- 
ernments. On  this  score,  he  has  obvi- 
ously been  misinformed.  There  has  been 
no  effort  by  this  government,  or  its 
partners  at  the  Tokyo  economic  summit, 
to  make  political  capital  out  of  the  Cher- 
nobyl tragedy. 

The  U.S.  Government  at  no  point 
encouraged  inaccurate  reporting  on  the 
accident.  If  some  reports  carried  in  the 
mass  media  were,  in  fact,  inaccurate, 
this  was  an  inevitable  result  of  the  ex- 
treme secrecy  with  which  the  Soviet 
authorities  dealt  with  the  accident  in  the 
days  immediately  following  it.  Citizens 
of  foreign  countries  and  their  govern- 
ments had  a  legitimate  interest  in  know- 
ing the  facts,  since  their  own  health 
could  be  affected.  In  the  absence  of 
detailed,  official  information,  the  media 
reported  what  they  could  learn  on  their 
own.  Any  attempt  to  attribute  legiti- 
mate foreign  interest  in  a  major  castas- 
trophe  to  devious  political  motives  is  as 
deplorable  as  it  is  without  basis.  Un- 


founded accusations  against  others  must 
not  be  used  in  an  attempt  to  exonerate 
national  officials  from  their  obligation  to 
inform  the  public  promptly  of  accidents 
which  may  affect  their  health. 

Mr.  Gorbachev  also  seems  to  be  mis- 
informed regarding  the  position  of  the 
United  States  and  its  allies  on  nuclear 
arms  reduction.  As  the  leaders  who  met 
at  the  Tokyo  economic  summit  states, 
"each  of  us  supports  balanced,  substan- 
tial, and  verifiable  reductions  in  the  lev- 
el of  arms"  and  in  regard  to  the 
U.S. -Soviet  agreement  to  accelerate 
work  at  Geneva,  "we  appreciate  the 
United  States'  negotiating  efforts  and 
call  on  the  Soviet  Union  also  to  negoti- 
ate positively."  The  United  States  is 
eager  to  speed  up  negotiations  to 
achieve  a  50%  reduction  of  strategic 
nuclear  weapons  as  soon  as  possible. 
The  United  States  has  made  concrete 
proposals  and  is  waiting  for  a  construc- 
tive Soviet  reply. 

Regarding  a  meeting  between  the 
President  and  General  Secretary  Gorba- 
chev, the  President  has  invited  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev to  visit  the  United  States  in  late 
June  to  discuss  the  entire  range  of  is- 
sues between  the  two  countries.  Mr. 
Gorbachev  has  not  yet  responded  to  this 


invitation.  Nevertheless  it  is  clear  that  a 
meeting  between  the  two  leaders  is  pos- 
sible this  year  if  Mr.  Gorbachev  desires. 

So  far  as  the  question  of  nuclear 
testing  is  concerned,  the  United  States 
has  proposed  that  U.S.  and  Soviet  ex- 
perts meet  to  initiate  a  dialogue.  We 
have  as  yet  no  Soviet  response  to  this 
suggestion.  It  is  difficult  to  understand 
the  rationale  for  a  meeting  of  our  lead- 
ers confined  to  the  nuclear  testing  issue, 
when  the  Soviet  Union  has  up  to  now 
been  unwilling  to  authorize  a  discussion 
at  the  expert  level. 


SECRETARY'S  STATEMENT, 
MAY  22,  19865 

I  was  pleased  to  visit  with  Dr.  Hammer 
and  Dr.  Gale  and  their  colleagues  Dr. 
Terasaki  and  Dr.  Champlin  and  to  hear 
their  impressions  of  the  situation  in  the 
Soviet  Union  following  the  Chernobyl 
accident.^ 

I  was  impressed  and  inspired  by  Dr. 
Gale's  descriptions  of  the  courage  and 
sacrifice  with  which  his  Soviet  col- 
leagues, and  the  Soviet  people  as  a 
whole,  have  sought  to  cope  with  the  ef- 
fects of  the  accident.  As  the  President 


President  Meets  With  Shcharanskiy 


Bush,  Secretary  Shultz,  Donald  Regan, 
and  John  Poindexter  were  also  present. 

Mr.  Shcharanskiy  thanked  the  Presi- 
dent for  his  unflagging  support  for  hu- 
man rights  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  his 
role  in  securing  his  release  from  a 
Soviet  prison  camp.  He  gave  the  Presi- 
dent his  assessment  of  the  situation  of 
Soviet  Jewry,  particularly  the  plight  of 
400,000  Soviet  Jews  who  have  expressed 
a  desire  to  emigrate  from  the  Soviet 
Union.  He  urged  the  President  to  con- 
tinue his  efforts  on  their  behalf. 

The  President  expressed  his  admira- 
tion for  Mr.  Shcharanskiy's  courage  and 
fortitude  and  reaffirmed  his  determina- 
tion to  do  everything  possible  to  help 
those  who  have  been  denied  the  right  to 
emigrate,  practice  their  religion,  or 
maintain  their  Jewish  identity.  The 
American  people  and  the  world  will  not 
forget  them. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  13,  1986» 

The  President  met  privately  with  Natan 
(Anatoliy)  Shcharanskiy  for  30  minutes 
today  in  the  Oval  Office.  Vice  President 


*Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  19,  1986. 
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conveyed  to  Mr.  Gorbachev  the  day  af- 
ter learning  of  the  accident,  the  United 
States  stands  ready  to  lend  a  hand  in 
any  way  we  can  in  helping  the  Soviet 
Union  recover  from  this  tragedy. 

General  Secretary  Gorbachev  has 
proposed  some  specific  steps  which 
could  be  taken  to  prevent  a  recurrence 
of  what  happened  at  Chernobyl.  We  are 
already  discussing  the  specifics  of  such 
cooperation  in  the  IAEA  following  up  on 
the  idea  developed  at  the  Tokyo  sum- 
mit. We  would  welcome  the  opportunity 
to  join  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  cooper- 
ative activity  to  this  end. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  5,  1986. 

^Press  release  95. 

^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  12. 

^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  19. 

^Press  release  115. 

^Dr.  Armand  Hammer,  chairman  of  Occi- 
dental Petroleum  and  long-time  friend  of 
Soviet  leaders,  offered  to  organize  and 
finance  a  mission  to  assist  victims  of  radioac- 
tive fallout.  His  offer  was  accepted  by  the 
Soviet  Government.  Dr.  Robert  Gale,  an 
authority  on  bone-marrow  transplants  and 
President  of  the  International  Bone  Marrow 
Transplant  Registry,  led  the  team,  which  in- 
cluded two  of  his  UCLA  associates,  Drs.  Paul 
Terasaki  and  Richard  Champlin.  ■ 


FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 

for  the  Middle  East  and  North  Africa 


by  Richard  W.  Murphy 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Foreign  Operations  of  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee  on  April  16, 
1986.  Ambassador  Murphy  is  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Near  Eastern  and  South 
Asian  Affairs.'^ 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  testify  in 
support  of  the  Administration's 
proposals  for  FY  1987  economic  and 
security  assistance  for  the  Middle  East 
and  North  Africa. 

This  year,  more  than  any  year  since 
I  have  served  as  Assistant  Secretary, 
the  Congress  and  Administration  feel 
the  budget  squeeze.  Like  you,  we  in  the 
Near  East  and  South  Asia  Bureau  un- 
derstand that  when  we  add  money  to 
one  account,  it  must  come  out  of 
another.  Cuts  are  painful.  Reductions 
have  costs,  whether  they  come  from 
agriculture,  education,  health,  or  the  for- 
eign assistance  budget.  I  am  not  here 
today  to  plead  that  security  assistance 
must  be  regarded  as  a  higher  priority 
than  farmers  or  the  elderly— or  to  push 
for  large  increases  during  this  tough 
period.  Instead,  I  would  like  to  review 
the  benefits  we  as  a  nation  do  receive 
from  security  assistance. 

The  primary  goal  of  our  foreign  as- 
sistance program  is  the  support  of 
friendly  states  with  common  interests  in 
promoting  economic  and  political  stabil- 
ity. Compared  to  international  trade  and 
other  financial  flows,  our  programs  are 
not  large,  but  they  provide  critical  rein- 
forcement to  policies  and  institutions 
that  we  are  committed  to  support  in 


principle  as  a  global  power  exerting  in- 
fluence to  protect  legitimate  interests 
and  not  merely  reacting  to  events.  The 
reciprocal  benefit  to  us  and  our  friends 
is  the  basis  of  our  foreign  assistance 
proposals. 

The  request  for  the  Middle  East  and 
North  Africa  is  $5,823  billion,  or  36%  of 
the  Administration's  global  request  for 
FY  1987. 

Much  of  our  assistance  is  proposed 
for  Israel.  Our  commitment  to  Israel's 
security  and  economic  requirements  is 
rock  solid. 

We  support  the  security  needs  of 
Egypt,  Israel,  and  Jordan  which  have 
taken  risks  for  peace  and  for  stability  in 
that  strategic  region. 

We  are  protecting  the  free  world's 
access  to  oil  resources  in  the  strategic 
gulf  region  in  cooperation  with  friendly 
Arab  states  in  the  gulf.  Our  assistance 
to  Oman  contributes  to  this  effort. 

Our  programs  parallel  our  interest 
in  maintaining  mihtary  access  in  Moroc- 
co and  the  security  of  long-time  friends 
in  North  Africa— Morocco  and  Tunisia. 

The  recent  instability  in  South  Ye- 
men, exacerbated  by  Soviet  interfer- 
ence, makes  our  assistance  to  the 
Yemen  Arab  Republic  particularly  sig- 
nificant at  this  time. 

Our  FY  1987  request  will  fund  seven 
major  programs  in  the  Middle  East  and 
North  Africa: 

•  $3,295  billion  in  foreign  military 
sales  (FMS)  credit,  including  $3.1  billion 
for  Israel  and  Egypt; 

•  $105  million  in  grant  military  as- 
sistance programs  (MAP); 


•  $10.4  million  in  international  mili- 
tary education  and  training  (IMET); 

•  $2,015  bilHon  in  economic  support 
funds  (ESF)  for  Israel  and  Egypt; 

•  $104  million  in  ESF  for  six  other 
Middle  Eastern  countries  and  the  West 
Bank  and  Gaza  territories; 

•  $48.3  miUion  in  development  as- 
sistance; and 

•  $254.9  million  in  PL  480  food  aid. 

Middle  East  Peace 

The  security  of  Israel  remains  the  cor- 
nerstone of  our  Middle  East  policy.  Our 
assistance  assures  Israel's  defensive 
capabilities— its  qualitative  edge  in  the 
region.  In  addition,  efforts  to  nurture 
the  spirit  of  accommodation  between  Is- 
rael and  its  Arab  neighbors  will  succeed 
more  readily  if  Arab  states  feel  confi- 
dent they  can  provide  for  their  ovm 
defense  vis-a-vis  increased  instability 
caused  by  the  Iran-Iraq  war,  Libyan 
aggression,  and  Soviet  expansion.  Our 
friends  need  help  as  they  work  to 
manage  economic  and  social  issues. 
Defensive  capabilities  and  economic  de- 
velopment are  keys  to  stability  and  im- 
proved relations  among  our  friends  in 
the  Middle  East. 

We  are  seeking  a  total  of  $5.3  billion 
in  military  and  economic  assistance  for 
Israel  and  Egypt.  Meeting  their  legiti- 
mate defensive  requirements  is  critically 
important  to  maintaining  our  security 
role  throughout  the  region  and  to  pre- 
serving our  role  as  mediator  in  the 
search  for  peace. 

Since  fhe  President's  Middle  East 
peace  initiative  of  September  1,  1982, 
foreign  assistance,  in  concert  with  an  ac- 
tive diplomacy,  has  played  an  essential 
role  in  sustaining  the  peace  process.  A 
resolution  of  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict  re- 
quires both  a  commitment  to  the  secu- 
rity and  economic  well-being  of  Israel  as 
well  as  continued  close  ties  with  those 
Arab  states  which  have  traditionally 
been  friendly  to  the  United  States. 
Resolution  of  these  problems,  aspects  of 
which  are  deep  seated  and  complex,  will 
never  be  easy.  Notwithstanding  the 
risks  and  the  costs,  this  Administration 
vdll  continue  to  seek  opportunities 
through  all  of  our  friends  in  the  region 
to  move  forward  with  a  policy  that  is  in 
the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States  and  its  partners. 

Progress  initiated  at  Camp  David 
and  the  Egyptian-Israeli  Peace  Treaty 
are  the  foundation  of  our  Middle  East 
peace  poUcy.  In  our  foreign  assistance 
proposal,  Egypt  and  Israel  together 
would  receive  about  34%  of  worldwide 
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funding  in  FY  1987.  These  levels  reflect 
the  importance  we  give  to  the  economic 
and  security  prerequisites  of  accepting 
the  risks  and  taking  the  necessary  steps 
toward  a  lasting  peace. 

Our  long-term  assistance  commit- 
ments in  Jordan,  Lebanon,  the  West 
Bank  and  Gaza,  though  modest  in  com- 
parison to  the  assistance  levels  for  Is- 
rael and  Egypt,  are  essential  to  sustain- 
ing our  overall  Middle  East  peace  ef- 
forts. Our  assistance  to  Jordan  is  tangi- 
ble evidence  of  our  concern  for  the 
economy  and  security  of  this  small  coun- 
try which  has  worked  hard  to  find  a  for- 
mula for  direct  talks  with  Israel.  In 
Lebanon  our  request  will  assist  moder- 
ate elements  in  reconstruction  efforts  in 
war-ravaged  parts  of  the  country.  Part 
of  our  Middle  East  regional  program  ad- 
dresses the  quality  of  Palestinian  life  in 
the  occupied  West  Bank  and  Gaza.  Our 
humanitarian  concern  for  these  people  is 
reflected  in  development  projects  car- 
ried out  by  private  voluntary  organi- 
zations. 

We  are  deeply  concerned  about  eco- 
nomic deterioration  in  the  Middle  East 
and  the  adverse  effect  this  could  have 
on  regional  stability  and  the  prospects 
for  peace.  Many  of  our  friends  in  the 
region  are  facing  serious  economic  dislo- 
cations. Reduced  worker  remittance 
flows,  lower  revenues  from  oil  exports, 
and  declining  tourism  income  as  a  result 
of  terrorist  threats  are  all  taking  their 
toll.  In  view  of  the  present  constraints 
on  the  foreign  assistance  budget,  as  well 
as  the  existing  development  needs  of 
the  region,  we  are  encouraging  in- 
creased bilateral  assistance  to  the  Mid- 
dle East  by  other  donors  in  addition  to 
new  multilateral  approaches.  We  are  en- 
gaged in  ongoing  discussions  with  our 
friends  and  allies  to  find  ways  together 
to  shore  up  the  ailing  economies  of  the 
Middle  East. 

I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  specific 
countries  and  the  way  in  which  our  for- 
eign assistance  programs  are  working 
favorably  to  manage  our  interests.  I  will 
begin  with  Israel. 

Israel 

Our  assistance  programs  in  Israel  will 
provide  generous  support  for  Israel's 
military  preparedness  and  economic  sta- 
bility. The  $1.8  billion  FMS  request  for 
FY  1987  will  enable  Israel  to  finance 
priority  security  requirements.  This  in- 
cludes high  performance  aircraft,  heli- 
copters, artillery  missiles,  and  ammuni- 
tion. Israel's  military  preparedness  is 
such  that  it  can  defend  itself  against  any 


possible  combination  of  adversaries  in 
the  region.  The  all-grant  terms  of  the 
FMS  program  for  Israel  lessens  the  eco- 
nomic impact  of  defense  expenditures  by 
facilitating  Israel's  efforts  to  reduce  its 
balance-of-payments  deficit,  control  its 
foreign  debt,  and  correct  economic  im- 
balances. 

Our  request  for  $1.2  billion  in  ESF 
directly  addresses  Israel's  economic 
problems  through  cash  transfers  to  meet 
short-term  balance-of-payments  require- 
ments, maintain  budgeted  foreign  ex- 
change expenditures,  and  import  the 
goods  and  services  it  needs  without 
massive  borrowing  at  market  rates.  The 
ESF  program  makes  us  partners  with 
Israel  in  encouraging  economic  reform 
to  assure  long-term  growth  of  the  Is- 
raeli economy.  We  have  established  a  di- 
alogue with  the  Israeli  Government 
through  the  Joint  Economic  Develop- 
ment Group  (JEDG)  that  meets  regu- 
larly so  that  together  we  can  assess  how 
to  provide  maximum  support  for  Israel's 
stabilization  and  growth  agenda. 

Prime  Minister  Peres  announced  on 
July  1  a  comprehensive  set  of  measures 
to  deal  with  the  twin  problems  of  infla- 
tion and  balance-of-payments  deficits. 
The  basic  elements  include  sharp  cuts  in 
government  spending  on  subsidies  on 
consumer  goods  and  services,  reductions 
in  real  wages,  a  19%  devaluation  of  the 
shekel,  and  a  price  freeze.  The  govern- 
ment is  making  a  concerted  effort  to  im- 
plement this  program,  and  considerable 
progress  has  been  made.  The  budget 
deficit  is  down,  and  there  has  been  a 
sharp  decline  in  inflation. 

The  program's  impact  on  the  balance 
of  payments  has  also  been  impressive. 
Israel's  foreign  debt  also  stabilized. 
Moreover,  the  Israeli  program  has 
achieved  these  objectives  without  a 
sharp  escalation  in  unemployment, 
which  appears  to  have  peaked  during 
the  third  quarter  of  1985  at  7.8%  and 
has  since  dropped  to  6.8%  or  lower. 

Notwithstanding  the  considerable 
progress  made  so  far,  the  stabilization 
program  remains  fragile.  The  govern- 
ment will  have  to  continue  to  maintain 
control  over  spending  and  work  out  a 
new  agreement  with  labor  Histradut  on 
income  policy  while  resisting  political 
pressures  to  reflate.  The  political  pres- 
sure for  pump  priming  has  increased  in 
view  of  the  recent  successes  of  the  sta- 
bilization program  and  the  impact  of  the 
recession  on  the  financial  viability  of  key 
firms  and  sectors.  Growth  is  now  a  top 
priority  of  the  Peres  government— to 
provide  what  the  Prime  Minister  called 


a  "ray  of  hope"  for  the  Israeli  public  in 
a  more  prosperous  future. 

With  these  developments  in  mind, 
the  focus  of  the  U.S. -Israeli  dialogue  in 
the  JEDG  has  shifted  increasingly  to 
finding  ways  to  promote  growth  and  de- 
velopment while  not  endangering  the 
stabilization  program.  In  this  forum,  we 
have  discussed  Israeli  tax  reform  and 
revitalization  of  private  capital  markets. 
We  also  looked  closely  at  Israel's  invest- 
ment regime.  Domestic  investment  in 
Israel  has  been  declining  as  a  per- 
centage of  GNP  while  foreign  invest- 
ment remains  small.  Israel  must  reverse 
these  trends  if  it  is  to  maintain  its  com- 
petitive edge  in  such  areas  as  the  high 
technology  sector  and  earn  its  way 
without  continued  dependence  on  U.S. 
economic  assistance. 

We  have,  over  the  past  6  months,  in- 
creased our  coordination  with  Operation 
Independence,  a  group  of  highly  dedi- 
cated U.S.  and  Israeli  businessmen  un- 
der the  leadership  of  Max  Fisher  whose 
objective  is  to  expand  bilateral  trade 
and  investment  ties  between  our  two 
countries.  Operation  Independence  has 
already  achieved  concrete  results  in  that 
regard,  and  we  believe  it  holds  great 
promise  of  expanding  Israel's  private 
sector  and  generating  more  economic 
growth. 

Egypt 

A  strong  and  stable  Egypt  is  crucial  to 
virtually  all  of  our  interests  in  the  Mid- 
dle East  and  North  Africa.  In  addition 
to  being  a  Camp  David  partner,  Egypt 
is  a  counterweight  to  Libyan  meddling 
in  the  Sudan,  Chad,  and  'Tunisia.  Our 
security  assistance  to  Egypt  promotes 
readiness  and  military  self-sufficiency 
necessary  for  defense  against  Soviet- 
armed  states  in  the  region. 

The  request  for  $1.3  billion  in  for- 
given FMS  credits  for  FY  1987  is  part 
of  an  ongoing  effort  to  modernize  the 
Egyptian  military  and  replace  obsolete 
Soviet  equipment.  Our  FMS  program 
addresses  the  regional  balance  of  forces 
and  helps  our  friends  counter  the  arms 
build-up  in  Soviet  supplied  states.  For 
FY  1987,  in  addition  to  progress  pay- 
ments for  previous  purchases  of  U.S. 
equipment,  we  propose  upgrades  for 
Egypt's  air  defense  systems  and  equip- 
ment maintenance. 

Our  security  interests  go  hand-in- 
hand  with  Egypt's  economic  health  and 
stability.  ESF  of  $815  million  will 
finance  economic  development  projects 
as  well  as  provide  valuable  balance-of- 
payments  support. 
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Although  Egypt's  economic  growth 
rate  was  4-5%  last  year,  the  economy  is 
beset  by  severe  structural  problems. 
The  overall  balance  of  payments  moved 
into  deficit  in  1985,  signalling  the  need 
for  increased  borrowing.  In  recent 
months,  events  largely  beyond  Egypt's 
control  have  compounded  these 
problems,  and  no  improvement  is  fore- 
seen in  the  near  term.  Egypt's  petro- 
leum revenues  are  dowTi  sharply  with 
the  precipitous  fall  in  oil  prices,  and 
tourism  has  been  crippled  by  terrorist 
incidents  and  the  February  disturb- 
ances. Remittances  from  overseas 
workers— another  key  source  of  foreign 
exchange— have  fallen  with  the  slow- 
down in  the  gulf  economies. 

Our  economic  assistance  is  part  of  a 
dialogue  that  we  have  estabUshed  with 
Egypt  to  support  its  economic  reform 
program.  One  target  for  reform  is  a 
lower  budget  deficit.  However,  Egypt's 
deficit  is  about  20%  of  GDP,  and  politi- 
cally sensitive  food  subsidies  account  for 
almost  one-third  of  the  deficit. 

Over  the  past  year,  Egypt  has  taken 
some  important  steps  to  reform  its 
economy: 

•  Food  subsidies  have  been  reduced; 
for  example,  wheat  prices  now  approach 
U.S.  levels; 

•  Energy  subsidies  have  been  cut 
by  such  measures  as  a  37%  increase  in 
electricity  rates  and  a  25%  increase  in 
gasoline  prices;  and 

•  Foreign  currency  expenditures  of 
the  government  have  been  reduced. 

More  recently,  despite  the  February 
disturbances.  President  Mubarak  af- 
firmed his  government's  commitment  to 
accelerate  economic  reform.  New 
measures— including  tax  increases,  cus- 
toms reform,  and  reduction  of  govern- 
ment operating  expenses— are  being 
implemented.  These  initiatives  represent 
a  solid  beginning  to  the  comprehensive 
reform  program  that  is  necessary  to  ad- 
dress Egypt's  immediate  problems  and 
achieve  stable,  long-term  economic 
growth.  Priority  areas  for  further  action 
include  boosting  foreign  exchange  earn- 
ings, reducing  the  government  budget 
deficit,  improving  the  management  of 
foreign  debt,  and  expanding  the  role  of 
the  private  sector. 

Egypt  imports  about  6  million  tons 
of  wheat  and  wheat  flour  each  year, 
around  20%  of  which  is  part  of  our 
PL  480  food  aid  program.  With  per 
capita  GNP  at  about  $650  and  political 
stability  heavily  dependent  on  the  price 
of  bread,  Egypt  must  spend  much  of  its 
foreign  exchange  earnings  on  imported 


grain.  With  foreign  exchange  earnings 
in  decline,  our  PL  480  program  becomes 
an  important  means  of  minimizing  the 
outflow  of  foreign  exchange  while  the 
Egyptian  Government  tackles  the  im- 
mediate problem  of  managing  its  eco- 
nomic reform  measures  and  its  debt 
repayments. 

Jordan 

Jordan  is  important  to  us  as  a  moderate, 
pro-western  state  that  plays  a  key  role 
in  the  search  for  a  negotiated  settlement 
to  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict.  King 
Hussein  has  publicly  recognized  Israel's 
right  to  exist  and  has  sought  scrupulous- 
ly to  maintain  the  security  of  Jordan's 
border  with  Israel.  By  reestablishing 
full  diplomatic  relations  with  Egypt  in 
November  1984— the  first  Arab  state  to 
do  so— and  by  trying  to  find  credible 
Palestinians  to  seek  a  negotiated  peace 
with  Israel,  Jordan  has  repeatedly 
demonstrated  its  willingness  to  under- 
take courageous  initiatives  toward  a 
negotiated  resolution.  Jordan's  ability  to 
sustain  its  record  as  an  active  par- 
ticipant in  the  peace  process  is  contin- 
gent on  our  willingness  to  assist  in 
meeting  its  legitimate  defense  needs.  A 
chorus  of  rejectionist  voices  in  the 
region  now  advise  Jordan  to  cease  its 
reUance  on  U.S.  assistance  and  abandon 
its  role  in  the  peace  process.  Most  as- 
suredly. King  Hussein  has  not  aban- 
doned his  commitment  to  peace. 

For  our  part,  we  intend  to  continue 
our  assistance  to  countries  such  as 
Jordan,  where  our  security  and  eco- 
nomic assistance  provides  both  a  tangi- 
ble as  well  as  psychological  buffer 
against  rejectionism.  We  must  prevent 
Jordan  from  being  distracted  while  it 
confronts  the  difficult  pohtical  choices 
ahead.  The  Jordanian  Government  is 
grateful  for  the  $250  million  economic 
supplemental  package  which  Congress 
passed  for  Jordan  last  summer  to  assist 
in  preserving  Jordan's  economic 
stability. 

Foreign  worker  remittances  from 
the  gulf  states  and  exports  to  the  gulf 
are  declining  with  the  soft  market  in  oil; 
Arab  assistance  is  also  Kkely  to  decline. 
The  Iran-Iraq  war  contributes  to  the 
continued  economic  slowdown  and  uneip- 
ployment  in  Jordan  that  began  in  1981. 
Soviet  arms  transfers  to  neighboring 
Syria  represent  a  direct  potential  threat 
to  Jordan. 

Despite  these  difficulties,  Jordan 
continues  to  pursue  responsible  regional 
policies.  In  a  September  1985  address  to 


the  UN  General  Assembly,  King 
Hussein  reaffirmed  Jordan's  commit- 
ment to  a  negotiated  peace  with 
Israel— a  commitment  that  Jordan  and 
its  leaders  have  affirmed  yet  again  more 
recently  with  the  King's  February  1986 
speech  to  the  Jordanian  people. 

Jordan  has  had  a  military  supply 
relationship  with  the  United  States  for 
30  years.  The  proposed  military  as- 
sistance program  for  FY  1987  consists 
of  $115  miUion  in  FMS  credits  and  $2 
million  for  IMET.  To  provide  a  degree 
of  reUef  for  Jordan's  balance-of- 
payments  problems,  our  FMS  program 
will  include  $65  milhon  in  concessional 
FMS  credits  and  $50  million  in  Treasury 
rate  FMS.  The  proposed  mihtary  as- 
sistance will  sustain  Jordan's  ability  to 
purchase  spare  parts  and  follow-on  sup- 
port for  U.S.  equipment  already  in 
Jordan's  inventory.  The  FMS  program 
will  support  Jordan's  defense  needs  to 
the  fullest  extent  possible.  The  military 
training  programs  under  IMET  will  pro- 
vide Jordanian  officers  with  a  U.S. 
orientation  and  enhance  Jordanian 
understanding  of  U.S.  goals  and  opera- 
tions in  the  Middle  East. 

Jordan  is  poor  in  natural  resources; 
the  lack  of  water  limits  the  amount  of 
arable  land.  The  FY  1987  ESF  request 
for  $18  million  will  fund  highlands 
agriculture  projects  and  water  resources 
development  in  addition  to  ongoing 
projects  in  the  areas  of  water,  sewerage 
services,  agricultural  productivity, 
health,  and  technical  training. 

Middle  East  Regional  Program 

The  Middle  East  regional  program 
request  for  FY  1987  consists  of  $25  mil- 
ion  in  ESF,  $4  million  in  development 
assistance,  and  $1.8  million  in  PL  480 
(Title  II)  grant  food  aid.  The  regional 
program  includes  projects  designed  to 
further  U.S.  objectives  of  peace,  eco- 
nomic development,  and  social  progress 
in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza,  Israel, 
Egypt,  and  the  region.  This  grant  will 
finance  three  major  activities. 

•  $18  million  in  ESF  will  fund  devel- 
opment projects  in  the  West  Bank  and 
Gaza.  Our  involvement  reflects  commit- 
ment to  the  welfare  of  Palestinians  liv- 
ing in  the  occupied  territories. 
Mandated  by  Congress  in  1975,  these 
development  projects  are  carried  out  by 
private  voluntary  organizations  and 
designed  to  meet  local  needs  in  health, 
sanitation,  agricultural  development, 
water  supply,  vocational  training,  and 
education.  The  projects  support  develop- 
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ment  of  an  indigenous  economic  struc- 
ture and  other  aspects  of  the 
Secretary's  quality-of-life  effort,  which  is 
tangible  evidence  of  our  long-term  com- 
mitment. Our  PL  480  food  aid  program 
in  these  territories  supports  the  same 
goals.  We  are  fully  aware  that  these 
programs  are  no  substitute  for  a 
negotiated  settlement  that  can  ensure 
Israel's  security  while  giving  expression 
to  the  legitimate  rights  of  the  Palestin- 
ians in  these  territories— nor  are  they 
intended  to  do  so.  We  are  prepared  to 
address  the  political  dimension  of  the 
Palestinian  issue  whenever  the  parties 
themselves  are  ready.  In  the  meantime, 
we  are  actively  addressing  the  human 
dimension.  These  programs  have  the  full 
support  of  the  highest  levels  of  the  U.S. 
Government  and,  as  circumstances  and 
budget  realities  allow,  we  are  prepared 
to  do  even  more. 

•  $5.8  million  in  ESF  will  fund  the 
regional  cooperation  program,  which 
consists  of  scientific  and  technical 
projects  in  which  Israeli,  Egyptian,  and 
American  universities  participate,  along 
with  their  respective  governments  and 
other  institutions.  Mandated  by  Con- 
gress in  1979  after  the  signing  of  the 
Egypt-Israel  Peace  Treaty,  these  coun- 
terpart projects  in  Egypt  and  Israel 
promote  cooperation  between  profession- 
als in  technical  and  scientific  fields.  The 
program  comprises  projects  in  arid 
lands  agriculture,  agricultural  technol- 
ogy exchange,  marine  sciences,  and  in- 
fectious disease  research.  We  note  that 
for  FY  1986,  the  50%  reduction  in  fund- 
ing for  this  program  will  not  translate 
into  a  comparable  reduction  in  ongoing 
projects.  Rather  it  means  that  no  funds 
will  be  available  this  year  for  new 
projects  and  only  minor  reductions  in 
ongoing  activities. 

•  The  remaining  $1.2  million  in  ESF 
will  fund  regional  population  programs, 
legal  training  projects,  and  project  de- 
sign and  evaluation. 

Persian  Gulf/Southwest  Asia/ 
North  Africa 

The  major  oil  reserves  in  the  Persian 
Gulf  continue  to  be  essential  to  U.S. 
energy  security,  and  we  cannot  allow 
our  vigilance  to  lapse  no  matter  what 
level  oil  prices  reach.  Approximately 
35%  of  the  oil  entering  world  trade 
originates  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  This  area 
continues  to  be  threatened  by  the  Iran- 
Iraq  war,  now  in  its  sixth  year.  The  re- 
cent coup  in  South  Yemen  has  left  that 
country  with  an  even  more  radical  re- 


gime and  under  continued  heavy  Soviet 
influence.  Soviet  aggi-ession  in  Afghan- 
istan has  not  diminished,  and  this  situa- 
tion, too,  threatens  to  encroach  on  the 
Persian  gulf  region.  Our  assistance  pro- 
grams to  countries  in  this  part  of  the 
world  support  essential  access  to  mili- 
tary facilities  and  transit  into  the  region 
should  they  ever  be  required  by  U.S. 
forces  in  times  of  crisis. 

Oman 

Our  FY  1987  request  for  Oman  includes 
$40  million  in  FMS  credits,  $18.8  million 
in  ESF,  and  $205,000  in  IMET. 

Our  1980  access  agreement  vrith 
Oman  is  key  to  U.S.  strategy  for  the 
protection  of  the  Persian  Gulf.  This 
agreement  allows  U.S.  military  access  to 
certain  facilities  under  agreed  condi- 
tions. In  connection  with  the  facilities 
agreement,  the  United  States  and  Oman 
added  an  economic  dimension  to  the  ex- 
panded relationship  by  creating  a  Joint 
Commission  on  Economic  and  Technical 
Cooperation  and  several  development 
projects  to  be  supported  by  ESF.  Be- 
cause of  the  relationship  between  ESF 
and  the  access  agreement,  the  Omani 
Government  is  concerned  by  the  reduc- 
tion in  our  FY  1986  program  which 
resulted  from  this  particularly  difficult 
budget  year.  We  believe  it  is  especially 
important  to  return  this  program  to  the 
past  level.  Our  economic  programs, 
aimed  at  accelerating  the  pace  of  Omani 
diversification  away  from  oil-related  in- 
dustries, have  become  more  critical  for 
Oman  as  oil  prices  decline.  Oman  does 
not  have  the  ability  to  replace  our 
assistance  from  its  own  sources.  Oman 
remains  a  moderate,  pro- Western  force 
in  the  gulf  and  one  of  the  few  states  in 
the  region  that  has  been  consistently 
supportive  of  Egypt  and  particularly  re- 
mains so  from  the  time  Egypt  signed 
the  Camp  David  accords. 

Our  ESF  programs  focus  on  critical 
requirements  for  development:  water 
projects,  education,  technology,  and  eco- 
nomic diversification.  These  activities 
are  programmed  by  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  (AID)  and 
the  Omani-American  Joint  Commission 
based  in  Muscat.  The  United  Kingdom 
is  Oman's  main  military  supplier  though 
Oman  has  shown  interest  in  using  FMS 
financing  in  FY  1987  to  purchase  C-130 
aircraft,  air  defense  items,  and  antitank 
weaponry.  Omani  defense  must  guard 
against  threats  from  Iran  as  well  as 
South  Yemen— the  latter  possibility 
underscored  by  the  recent  coup  which 
brought  hard  line  ideologues  to  power. 


Continued  modernization  of  Oman's 
defense  thus  remains  a  high  priority. 
FMS  will  also  support  previously  pur- 
chased U.S.  equipment.  The  modest 
IMET  program  will  provide  advanced 
training  for  the  Sultan's  armed  forces, 
improved  miUtary  management,  and  bet- 
ter understanding  of  our  security  rela- 
tionship on  an  operational  level. 

North  Yemen  (Yemen  Arab  Republic) 

North  Yemen  occupies  a  strategic  area 
between  the  Marxist  Peoples  Demo- 
cratic Republic  of  Yemen  (P.D.R.Y.)  and 
Saudi  Arabia.  North  Yemen  has  been 
threatened  by  both  direct  attacks  from 
and  insurgency  supported  by  South 
Yemen  in  the  past.  The  recent  coup  in 
South  Yemen  raises  anew  the  specter  of 
such  threats  because  it  brought  to 
power  particularly  doctrinaire  com- 
munists who  have  frequently  advocated 
insurgency.  Supporting  a  stable  govern- 
ment in  North  Yemen,  which  can  resist 
outside  threats  and  meet  the  needs  of 
its  people  for  economic  development,  is 
in  our  interest  and  directly  supports  re- 
gional stability  and  peace  in  this  corner 
of  the  Arabian  Peninsula.  Yemen  re- 
mains a  desperately  poor  country.  Its 
per  capita  GNP  is  only  about  $550.  Life 
expectancy  is  about  45  years;  adult  liter- 
acy is  5%;  the  infant  mortality  rate  is 
173  per  1,000;  and  only  14%  of  Yemen's 
6  million  people  have  access  to  safe 
water.  A  drought  in  recent  years  has  se- 
verely reduced  grain  production  and  in- 
creased the  need  for  agricultural 
imports.  Declines  in  worker  remittances 
and  Arab  aid,  both  related  to  the 
decline  in  the  world  market,  have  placed 
serious,  further  strains  on  the  Yemeni 
economy.  Although  an  American  com- 
pany discovered  oil  in  commercial  quan- 
tities in  Yemen,  the  country  will  receive 
no  oil  income  until  at  least  late  1988. 

For  North  Yemen,  our  FY  1987  re- 
quest consists  of  $26  million  in  develop- 
ment assistance,  $5  million  in  PL  480,  $3 
million  in  concessional  rate  FMS,  $5  mil- 
lion in  MAP,  and  $1.55  million  in  IMET. 

Economic  assistance  programs  are  in 
agriculture,  education,  and  health.  Some 
funds  continue  to  be  used  for  earth- 
quake reconstruction  in  the  aftermath  of 
the  1982  disaster  that  left  up  to  400,000 
Yemenis  homeless.  Yemen  will  use 
MAP  funds  to  maintain  U.S. -origin 
equipment  and  to  support  training  for 
its  armed  forces.  Because  worldwide 
MAP  funds  are  not  sufficient  to  meet  all 
support  and  training  needs  for  U.S.- 
origin  equipment,  we  are  also  offering 
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concessional  FMS  to  Yemen  for  the  first 
time  in  FY  1987.  We  believe  Treasury 
Rate  FMS  would  place  an  unacceptable 
debt  burden  on  the  Y.A.R.  The  IMET 
program  finances  training  in  the  United 
States  and  an  effective  English-language 
program  in  Yemen.  Overall  our  security 
assistance  program  fosters  closer 
cooperation  between  our  two  military 
establishments,  creates  the  skills  needed 
for  operation  and  maintenance  of  U.S. 
equipment,  and  maintains  an  alternative 
to  total  dependence  on  Soviet  military 
equipment. 

Morocco 

U.S.  relations  with  Morocco  are  based 
on  a  long  record  of  cooperation  and 
mutual  respect.  We  value  our  strategic 
relationship  with  Morocco,  which  re- 
mains critical  and  has  not  been 
diminished  by  the  Treaty  of  Union  be- 
tween Morocco  and  Libya.  Despite  our 
opposition  to  this  union,  the  economic, 
political,  and  military  rationales  for  U.S. 
assistance  programs  have  not  changed. 
Cooperation  between  the  United  States 
and  Morocco  continues  to  be  of  mutual 
benefit.  In  fact  U.S.  forces  held  more 
joint  maneuvers  with  Morocco  in  1985 
than  with  any  other  nonaUied  state. 
These  military  cooperation  arrange- 
ments are  of  key  importance  for  U.S. 
forces  in  Europe  and  the  Mediterranean 
and  provide  logistical  support  for  central 
command  contingencies,  including  access 
to  the  Persian  Gulf  and  Africa.  Our  total 
FY  1987  request  for  Morocco  is  $154 
million.  If  duplicate  facilities  were  avail- 
able elsewhere  and  with  similar  stra- 
tegic importance,  the  cost  would  be  far 
in  excess  of  our  assistance  program. 

Our  request  for  military  assistance 
consists  of  $10  million  in  concessional 
FMS,  $60  million  in  MAP,  and  $1.85  mil- 
hon  in  IMET.  This  funding  level  will  not 
allow  for  any  new  systems  and  is  less 
than  that  required  for  support  of  U.S.- 
origin  equipment  already  purchased. 

Morocco  faces  particularly  severe 
economic  problems  because  of  declines 
in  the  world  price  of  phosphate,  its 
major  export,  and  reductions  in  worker 
remittances.  Though  it  is  dependent  on 
imported  energy,  lower  oil  prices  will 
probably  have  a  net  negative  effect  for 
that  country  as  remittances  and  Arab 
aid  are  likely  to  decline  with  the  price 
of  oil.  Chronic  unemployment  and  under- 
employment, along  with  rapid  population 
growth,  further  burden  the  economy. 


Our  assistance  to  Morocco  is  coordi- 
nated with  a  major  IBRD/IMF  [Interna- 
tional Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development/International  Monetary 
Fund]  restructuring  program  to  increase 
free  market  incentives  in  the  economy. 
Our  FY  1987  request  for  economic  as- 
sistance includes  $18  milhon  in  develop- 
ment assistance,  $44.2  million  in  PL  480 
food  aid,  and  $20  million  in  ESF.  Devel- 
opment assistance  will  fund  ongoing 
projects  in  agriculture,  population, 
energy,  and  technical  training— all  of 
critical  importance  to  Morocco  as  it  un- 
dertakes economic  adjustments  under 
IMF  guidance.  In  response  to  Morocco's 
balance-of-payments  problems,  ESF  will 
finance  private  sector  development  and 
export  population  programs  to  boost 
critical  foreign  exchange  reserves  that 
now  allow  for  less  than  1  month  of 
imports. 

Algeria 

Algeria  is  a  recognized  leader  in  Arab 
and  Third  World  affairs.  Algeria's  mili- 
tary capacity  to  counterbalance  Libya 
works  in  our  interest.  We  have  an  im- 
portant commercial  relationship  with 
Algeria  where  U.S.  firms  have  built 
modern  gas  liquefication  facilities  to  ex- 
ploit the  world's  fourth  largest  natural 
gas  reserves. 

Our  only  assistance  to  Algeria  is 
IMET,  for  which  we  are  requesting 
$150,000  in  FY  1987.  This  program  pro- 
motes contact  between  U.S.  and  Alge- 
rian military  officers  and  clarifies  our 
legitimate  interests  in  North  Africa  to 
key  members  of  the  Algerian  military. 
Through  IMET  we  can  more  readily 
identify  common  goals  in  the  region.  As 
an  outgrowth  of  its  struggle  for  inde- 
pendence, the  military  remains  an  im- 
portant institution  of  the  Algerian 
Republic. 

Tunisia 

Tunisia  remains  a  long-time  friend  and 
an  Arab  moderate  that  looks  to  the 
United  States  both  for  security  as- 
sistance in  meeting  Libyan  threats  to  its 
security  and  for  continued  support  for 
Tunisian  economic  development.  Since 
the  1980  Libyan-backed  insurrection  at 
the  Gafsa  military  garrison  in  Tunisia, 
we  have  engaged  in  a  program  to  help 
modernize  the  Tunisian  military  capabili- 
ties to  provide  limited  deterrent  to 
potential  Libyan  aggression.  Libyan 
threats  in  September  1985  and  most  re- 


cently March  1986  to  use  military  force 
against  Tunisia  indicate  that  Tunisia's 
security  needs  have  not  diminished. 

Tunisia  has  requested  new  and 
replacement  military  equipment  in  the 
face  of  Libyan  threats.  Our  FY  1987  re- 
quest includes  $27  million  in  concession- 
al rate  FMS,  $40  milhon  in  MAP,  and 
$1.8  million  in  IMET.  FMS  and  MAP 
will  fund  equipment  purchases  as  well 
as  maintenance  and  support  for  existing 
inventories  in  air  defense  and  other  con- 
tingencies. The  IMET  program  provides 
training  in  the  use  of  U.S.  equipment. 

The  expulsion  of  over  30,000  Tuni- 
sian workers  from  Libya  last  year, 
drought,  lower  prices  for  Tunisian 
petroleum,  and  lower  demand  for  phos- 
phates and  other  Tunisian  exports  cre- 
ate economic  imbalances  felt  by  all 
Tunisians.  Presistently  high  unemploy- 
ment rates  show  no  indication  of  decline 
in  the  next  several  years. 

On  the  economic  side,  we  are  re- 
questing $20  milhon  in  ESF  and  $5  mil- 
hon in  PL  480.  This  assistance  will  fund 
programs  for  private  sector  develop- 
ment, agriculture,  and  population.  We 
are  making  special  attempts  to  foster 
higher  productivity  in  agriculture 
through  technology  transfer  as  Tunisia 
this  year  may  be  forced  to  import  up  to 
$100  million  of  additional  food  because  of 
crop  losses  due  to  severe  drought.  Our 
PL  480  program  will  alleviate  this 
difficult  situation  by  providing  food  with 
minimal  adverse  effect  on  Tunisia's 
balance  of  payments. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  tifie  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 
for  South  Asia 


by  Robert  A.  Peck 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee  on  March  12, 
1986.  Mr.  Peck  is  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Near  Eastern  and  South 
Asian  Affairs.'^ 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify 
before  the  subcommittee  on  the  Admin- 
istration's proposed  foreign  assistance 
program  for  South  Asia  in  FY  1987.  I 
will  do  my  best  to  address  your  con- 
cerns and  to  answer  any  questions  you 
may  have.  I  propose  to  begin  my  state- 
ment by  presenting  the  levels  that  we 
are  requesting,  then  to  explain  how  the 
amounts,  mix,  and  desigji  of  our  pro- 
posed programs  serve  U.S.  interests 
and  objectives  in  South  Asia. 

Program  Levels 

The  table  [p.  83]  details  the  Administra- 
tion's FY  1987  appropriations  request 
for  South  Asia.  The  levels  of  the  previ- 
ous 2  years  are  included  for  purposes  of 
comparison.  Let  me  attempt  to  put 
these  figrires  in  perspective.  The  re- 
quest of  $1,045  billion  for  the  nations  of 
South  Asia  represents  about  6.4%  of  the 
Administration's  total  worldwide  FY 
1987  budget  request,  down  slightly  from 
the  South  Asia  region's  6.7%  share  in 
FY  1986  postsequester  totals. 

Taking  account  of  all  countries 
except  Pakistan,  which  I  will  discuss 
separately  below,  we  are  proposing  a 
total  budget  allocation  of  $379.3  million, 
or  a  4.1%  decrease  from  the  FY  1986 
levels.  This  decrease  reflects  worldwide 
cuts  in  our  economic  assistance;  the  bulk 
of  this  moderate  decrease  is  in  PL  480 
food  and  commodity  aid  and/or  develop- 
ment assistance  for  Bangladesh,  Sri 
Lanka,  and  India.  Of  the  projected 
South  Asia  total,  again  excluding 
Pakistan,  $181.4  miUion  is  earmarked  for 
development  assistance,  $181.8  million 
for  PL  480  food  and  commodity  aid,  and 
$1.14  million  for  international  military 
education  and  training  (IMET).  An  addi- 
tional $15  million  of  economic  support 
fund  (ESF)  assistance  is  earmarked  for 
humanitarian  assistance  to  war-impacted 
Afghans. 

The  Pakistan  program  involves  cer- 
tain special  considerations  which  I  will 


cover  in  some  detail  later  in  this  testi- 
mony. For  Pakistan  we  are  requesting 
$340  million  in  FMS  credits  and  $325 
million  in  a  mix  of  economic  assistance 
programs.  These  totals,  which  reflect  a 
6.5%  increase  over  the  FY  1986  esti- 
mates, are  in  accordance  with  the  multi- 
year  Pakistan  assistance  program 
agreed  to  with  the  Pakistan  Govern- 
ment in  1981  and  involving,  as  you  will 
recall,  close  consultation  with  Congress. 
We  are  also  requesting  $1.4  million  in 
IMET  assistance,  compared  to  $885,000 
in  FY  1986. 

It  is  relevant  to  ask  what  impact  our 
proposed  economic  assistance  will  have 
on  the  debt  service  burden  of  the 
recipient  nations.  This  burden  remains 
at  manageable  levels  throughout  South 
Asia,  although  the  trend  is  rising  in  the 
case  of  several  countries,  notably 
Bangladesh  where  the  debt  service  ratio 
is  estimated  at  21.5%.  Debt  service,  as  a 
percent  of  goods  and  services  plus 
remittances  from  expatriate  workers,  is 
under  20%  in  all  of  the  other  countries. 
Recognizing  this  concern,  our  economic 
aid  throughout  South  Asia  contains  a 
large  grant  element;  in  the  two  poorest 
countries  of  the  region— Bangladesh  and 
Nepal— our  assistance  is  entirely  on  a 
grant  basis.  Thus,  in  those  two  coun- 
tries, and  more  generally,  our  aid  pro- 
vides an  important  boost  to  the 
development  process  without  adding 
dangerously  to  future  repayment 
difficulties. 

U.S.  Interests  and  Objectives 

Our  interests  in  South  Asia  reflect  the 
importance  of  the  region  both  because  of 
its  size,  military,  economic,  technologi- 
cal, and  diplomatic  strength  and  because 
of  its  location. 

Together  its  countries  account  for 
about  1  billion  people,  or  more  than  20% 
of  the  global  total.  Military  forces  there 
include  India's  as  the  4th  and  Pakistan's 
as  the  12th  largest  in  the  world.  South 
Asia  has  the  largest  pool  of  scientific 
and  technological  manpower  outside 
North  America,  Western  Europe,  and 
the  Soviet  Union  and  has  been  a  source 
of  such  manpower  for  other  nations  of 
neighboring  countries,  notably  the  gulf. 
Its  nations  are  consistent  leaders  in 
multilateral  organizations,  and  it  has 
been  long  a  seedbed  and  a  success  story 


for  the  modern  tools  and  techniques  of 
economic  and  social  development.  South 
Asia  has  some  of  the  world's  poorest 
nations  as  well  as  some  of  the  most 
remarkably  developing. 

The  area,  moreover,  is  strategically 
located  close  to  the  energy  resources  of 
Southwest  Asia  and  the  gulf  and  im- 
mediately south  of  both  China  and  the 
Soviet  Union.  It  is  the  dominant  geo- 
graphic feature  in  the  Indian  Ocean 
region  and,  in  India,  has  the  largest 
naval  force  in  the  Indian  Ocean/Arabian 
Sea  area.  Our  objectives  in  this  region 
include: 

•  Deterring  Soviet  expansionism; 

•  Supporting  economic  growth  and 
development; 

•  Preventing  nuclear  proliferation; 

•  Supporting  the  development  and 
strengthening  of  democratic  institutions; 

•  Reducing  production,  transit,  and 
export  of  narcotics; 

•  Encouraging  independence  and 
noninterference  while  promoting  peace- 
ful resolution  of  regional  differences  and 
expansion  of  regional  cooperation;  and 

•  Expanding  mutually  beneficial  eco- 
nomic and  commercial  ties. 

Pursuit  of  these  goals  requires  that 
we  seek  relations  of  trust  and  confi- 
dence with  all  nations  of  the  region.  Our 
interests  are  best  served  by  stable  and 
independent  South  Asian  nations,  grow- 
ing stronger  in  a  peaceful  environment 
and  capable  of  deterring  interference 
from  outside  the  region.  Our  role  is  to 
support  South  Asia's  own  security  and 
developmental  efforts.  We  seek  no  mili- 
tary bases  in  the  region.  We  do  not 
want  to  expand  relations  with  one  of  the 
nations  in  the  region  at  the  expense  of 
others.  We  have  no  desire  to  upset  the 
security  balances  now  existing  among 
states  in  the  region. 

How  Programs  Serve 

U.S.  Interests  and  Objectives 

Our  South  Asia  assistance  programs 
reflect  the  differing  economic  and  stra- 
tegic conditions  in  the  region.  Programs 
are  designed  to  meet  the  unique  circum- 
stance and  opportunity  in  each  country 
within  ever  tightening  budget  con- 
straints. While  emphases  vary,  each,  we 
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believe,  fulfills  key  U.S.  objectives  in 
the  region  and  on  a  bilateral  basis.  Secu- 
rity forms  the  main  thrust  of  the 
Pakistan  program,  for  e.xample,  in  light 
of  the  Soviet  threat  in  neighboring 
Afghanistan. 

The  program  in  India  has  evolved 
over  the  years  into  a  joint  effort  which 
builds  on  an  impressive  institutional  and 
technological  infrastructure.  In  every 
South  Asian  country  with  a  U.S.  pro- 
gram, development  assistance  forms  a 
sizeable  if  not  decisive  portion  of  our 
aid.  Particularly  in  Bangladesh,  Sri 
Lanka,  and  Nepal,  U.S.  assistance  is 
aimed  at  ensui'ing  an  adequate  food  sup- 
ply and  furthering  basic  humanitarian 
and  developmental  objectives. 

In  all  of  the  larger  countries,  IMET 
programs  help  to  construct  durable  ties 
between  the  U.S.  armed  services  and 
their  South  Asian  counterparts  while 
our  IMET  program  in  the  Maldives  pro- 
vides a  tangible  and  mutually  beneficial 
linkage  between  our  two  nations.  It  has 
been  our  experience  over  more  than  30 
years  of  involvement  in  South  Asian  de- 
velopment that  U.S.  assistance  pro- 
grams are  an  important  element  of  our 
bilateral  relationships,  serving  key  U.S. 
regional  interests  while  fulfilling  impor- 
tant economic  and  security  needs  of 
South  Asian  nations. 

Before  I  begin  my  country-by- 
country  review  of  our  programs,  I 
would  like  to  make  special  note  of  an 
important  regional  development  since  I 
last  appeared  before  this  committee. 
This  is  the  formal  establishment  last 
December  of  the  South  Asian  Associa- 
tion of  Regional  Cooperation  (SAARC). 
We  see  this  new  organization  as  a 
natural  outgrowth  of  the  traditionally 
interw^oven  ties  of  the  nations  of  this 
region  as  well  as  a  reflection  of  the 
shared  interests  of  the  governments  and 
peoples  of  South  Asia  in  peace,  stability, 
and  cooperation  for  economic  and  social 
development.  The  United  States  seeks 
to  be  a  constructive  partner  in  promot- 
ing these  interests  and  stands  ready  to 
support,  as  appropriate,  the  activities  of 
this  new  organization. 

Let  me  now  begin  a  brief  country- 
by-country  review  of  U.S.  assistance 
programs  in  light  of  our  basic  interests 
and  objectives. 


Pakistan 

As  I  noted  earlier,  the  Pakistan  pro- 
gram involves  a  number  of  special  con- 
siderations. Let  me  now  review  those 
considerations  in  some  detail. 

Our  goal  of  a  securely  independent 
and  prosperous  Pakistan  serves  both 
our  own  interests  and  the  interests  of 
all  South  Asia.  This  is  even  more  the 
case  now  that  Pakistan  has  restored 
constitutional  government.  Well  before 
this  welcome  development,  we  had  con- 
cluded that  Pakistan  faced  unique  cir- 
cumstances which  had  significant 
implications  for  U.S.  regional  and  global 
interests;  in  1981  the  Administration, 
with  the  advice  and  counsel  of  the  Con- 
gress, committed  itself  to  seeking  a  $3.2 
billion  6-year  economic  and  5-year  mili- 
tary assistance  program,  split  evenly 
between  economic  and  military  as- 
sistance. That  program,  which  will  enter 
its  final  year  in  FY  1987,  has  been  no- 
tably successful  in  meeting  its  multiyear 
objectives.  With  the  support  of  the  Con- 
gress, we  have  carried  out  our  current 
economic  and  security  assistance  pro- 
gram at  near  full  funding,  except  for 
cuts  mandated  by  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  in  FY  1986.  We  hope  to  con- 
tinue this  achievement  in  FY  1987.  We 
are  now  discussing  a  follow-on  multiyear 
program  with  the  Pakistani 
Government. 

The  pressures  facing  Pakistan  in 
1981  which  warranted  the  initiation  of  a 
major  U.S.  assistance  program  have  not 
abated.  In  fact  during  1985,  these  pres- 
sures increased  perceptibly.  Soviet 
efforts  at  intimidation  were  stepped  up; 
cross-border  subversion  and  attacks 
from  Afghanistan  into  Pakistan  left 
several  hundred  civilians  inside  Pakistan 
dead  or  wounded.  Harsh  Soviet  threats 
aimed  at  undermining  Pakistan's  sense 
of  security  continued  throughout  the 
year  as  well.  Confident  of  our  support, 
Pakistan  has  remained  steadfast  despite 
these  threats,  refusing  to  recognize  the 
Soviet-controlled  regime  in  Kabul  or  to 
acquiesce  in  the  continuing  Soviet 
efforts  to  subjugate  the  Afghan  people. 

Soviet  pressure  on  Pakistan  has  in- 
creased as  a  consequence  of  Soviet  frus- 
tration over  its  continued  inability  to 
secure  the  conquest  of  Afghanistan. 
Despite  heightened  Soviet  efforts,  the 
situation  at  the  end  of  1985  finds  the 
Soviets  no  closer  to  defeating  the 
Afghan  resistance  than  they  were  in 
1980. 


Both  the  United  States  and  Pakistan 
remain  committed  to  seeking  a  negoti- 
ated settlement  for  Afghanistan.  Our 
support  for  the  UN-sponsored  negotia- 
tions is  on  record,  as  is  our  consistently 
stated  willingness  to  serve  as  a  guaran- 
tor of  a  comprehensive  and  balanced 
agreement  which  provides  for  the 
prompt  withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops.  It 
should  also  encompass  the  other  ele- 
ments in  the  seven  resolutions  which 
the  UN  General  Assembly  has  strongly 
supported  by  overwhelming  majorities 
each  year  since  the  December  1979 
invasion. 

Despite  recent  statements,  the 
Soviets  give  no  sign  of  a  real  desire  for 
a  settlement.  To  date  no  withdrawal 
timetable  has  been  tabled  in  the  context 
of  the  UN  negotiations,  and  we  are  un- 
aware of  any  new  Soviet  thinking  on 
this  score. 

The  extraordinary  generosity  and 
sense  of  humanitarian  responsibility 
with  which  the  Pakistani  Government 
and  people  have  shouldered  the  ever- 
increasing  burden  of  millions  of  Afghan 
refugees  deserves  special  note.  The 
United  States  through  the  UN  High 
Commissioner  for  Refugees  (UNHCR) 
and  the  World  Food  Program  helps  al- 
leviate the  serious  drain  on  Pakistani 
resources  of  providing  for  refugee  needs. 
We  are  pleased  that  the  Congress  has 
given  strong  support  to  this  program. 

In  view  of  the  situation  Pakistan 
faces,  we  must  continue  to  address 
Pakistan's  urgent  need  for  moderniza- 
tion of  its  defense  forces.  Our  program 
will  enable,  Pakistan  to  continue  its 
steady  opposition  to  Soviet  aggression 
in  Afghanistan,  retain  its  leadership  role 
in  the  international  community  on  the 
Afghan  issue,  and  continue  to  host  more 
than  2.5  miUion  Afghan  refugees  while 
pursuing  essential  economic  develop- 
ment programs.  Our  proposed  economic 
assistance  package  will  work  directly 
toward  assisting  Pakistan's  long-term 
development  efforts  in  the  important 
fields  of  health,  population,  energy,  and 
agriculture  as  well  and  will  provide 
short-term  balance-of-payments  support. 

Equally  important  our  assistance 
helps  to  provide  the  self-confidence 
necessary  for  Pakistan  to  play  its  part 
in  bringing  about  the  better  relationship 
between  India  and  Pakistan  both  coun- 
tries seek.  We  strongly  endorse  their 
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steps  toward  an  improved  relationship 
because  it  is  essential  to  South  Asian 
peace  and  stability  and  in  particular  for 
avoiding  a  nuclear  arms  race  in  South 
Asia.  With  lessened  suspicion  between 
India  and  Pakistan,  a  major  incentive 
diminishes  for  the  development  of 
nuclear  weapons. 

The  Pakistani  economy  has  shown 
mixed  results  during  the  past  year. 
Bumper  agricultural  harvests  have  con- 
tributed to  a  return  to  substantial  real 
domestic  economic  growth  rates  and 
have  alleviated  somewhat  the  pressures 
on  Pakistan's  balance  of  payments.  Un- 
certainties about  continuing  workers' 
remittances,  depressed  international 
commodity  prices,  and  a  mounting  debt 
burden,  however,  have  kept  Pakistan's 
foreign  payments  outlook  clouded.  We 
continue  to  urge  economic  policy  re- 
forms, particularly  greater  mobilization 
of  domestic  resources,  which  will  im- 
prove Pakistan's  longer  term  balance-of- 
payments  outlook  and  lay  the  foundation 
for  sustained  high  rates  of  economic 
growth. 

We  are  hopeful  and  heartened  by 
Pakistan's  return  to  elected,  constitu- 
tional government.  We  believe  that  the 
assurance  of  our  continued  economic  and 
security  assistance  over  a  period  of 
years  helps  create  the  domestic  condi- 
tions necessary  for  continued  political 
evolution  and  stability.  This  is  one  rea- 
son why  a  multiyear  follow-on  program 
is  crucial.  It  helps  ensure  that  despite 
Soviet  subversion  and  cross-border 
threats,  democracy  will  flourish  in 
Pakistan,  and  durable  political  institu- 
tions will  develop. 

An  important  U.S.  concern  also 
served  by  our  economic  assistance  is 
narcotics  control.  Over  one-half  of  all 
heroin  on  the  U.S.  market  is  South  and 
Southwest  Asian  in  origin.  While 
Pakistani  opium-growing  acreage  has 
been  reduced,  significant  amounts  of 
heroin  are  produced  in  and  transit 
through  Pakistan.  We  have  a  well- 
established  program  in  Pakistan  to  help 
eradicate  opium  production  and  shut 
down  heroin  labs,  but  the  task  is  far 
from  complete.  Our  FY  1987  narcotics 
program  combined  economic  assistance 
funding  for  integrated  rural  develop- 
ment, along  with  U.S. -Pakistani  law  en- 
forcement cooperation  and  funding  for 
agricultural  outreach  programs  to 
opium-growing  regions.  It  is  an  exten- 


sive undertaking,  but  the  challenge  of 
drug  abuse  in  our  country  warrants  a 
program  of  this  magnitude. 

As  we  mentioned  above,  another 
critical  U.S.  interest  served  by  our  as- 
sistance program  is  nonproliferation. 
While  President  Zia  and  Prime  Minister 
Junejo  have  publicly  made  assurances 
regarding  the  peaceful  nature  of  the 
Pakistani  nuclear  program,  we  have  con- 
tinued to  convey  to  the  Pakistan 
Government  on  numerous  occasions  and 


at  the  highest  levels  our  concerns  about 
unsafeguarded  nuclear  facilities  in  that 
country.  We  are  confident  that  our  mes- 
sage that  Pakistani  nuclear  restraint  is 
essential  to  our  ability  to  provide  secu- 
rity assistance  has  been  clearly  under- 
stood. As  the  President  certified  to  the 
Congress  last  Fall,  we  do  not  believe 
that  Pakistan  possesses  a  nuclear 
device.  We  are  convinced,  as  well,  that 
our  program  of  security  assistance  has 


U.S.  Assistance  Levels 
(Millions  U.S.$) 


FY  1985 
(Actual) 

FY  1986 

(Est.) 

FY  1987 
(Req.) 

Afghan  Humanitarian 

ESF 



14.355 

15.0 

Bangladesh 

Development  Assistance 
PL  480,  Title  I/III 
PL  480,  Title  II* 
IMET 

85.070 
94.5 
18.968 
0.336 

75.0 
70.0 
16.799 
0.263 

75.0 
64.0 
16.323 
0.370 

Total 

198.874 

162.062 

155.693 

India 

Development  Assistance 
PL  480,  Title  II* 
IMET 

85.0 
93.54 
0.282 

178.822 

75.0 
80.377 
0.311 

72.0 
80.459 
0.400 

Total 

155.688 

152.859 

Nepal 

Development  Assistance 
IMET 

17.6 
0.125 

14.400 
0.096 

14.400 
0.125 

Total 

17.725 

14.496 

14.525 

Pakistan 

ESF 

Development  Assistance 

PL  480,  Title  I 

FMS 

IMET 

200.0 

50.0 

59.0 
325.0 
0.970 

634.970 

239.25 

24.0 

50.0 

311.025 

0.885 

250.0 
25.0 
50.0 

340.0 
1.4 

Total 

625.160 

666.4 

Sri  Lanka 

Development  Assistance 
PL  480,  Title  I 
PL  480,  Title  II* 
IMET 

34.662 
26.0 

3.855 
0.148 

20.0 

26.0 
2.746 
0.144 

20.0 
19.0 
2.029 

0.185 

Total 

64.665 

48.890 

41.214 

Maldives 

PL  480,  Title  I 
IMET 

1.5 
0.022 

0.024 

0.055 

Total 

1.522 

0.024 

0.055 

Grand  Total 

1096.578 

1020.675 

1045.746 

♦These  figures  do  not  include  PL  480,  Title  II,  food  assistance  provided  through  the  World 
Food  Program  for  Bangladesh,  Bhutan,  India,  Nepal,  Pakistan,  and  Sri  Lanka,  nor  $7  million 
in  ESF  mixed  credits  to  be  extended  to  India  in  FY  1986. 
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contributed  and  will  continue  to  con- 
tribute significantly  to  reducing  the  risk 
that  it  will. 

While  we  will  continue  to  do  all  we 
can  to  restrain  the  Pakistani  program, 
and  our  ability  to  provide  security  as- 
sistance is  essential  in  this  regard,  we 
also  recognize  that  the  nuclear  issue  in 
South  Asia  is  regional  in  nature.  India, 
which  exploded  what  it  called  a  peaceful 
nuclear  device  in  1974,  operates  a  sig- 
nificant number  of  unsafeguarded 
nuclear  facilities.  Deep-seated  mutual 
distrust  characterizes  the  relationship 
between  India  and  Pakistan.  Accord- 
ingly the  best  prospect  for  a  lasting 
solution  to  the  South  Asia  nuclear  issue 
lies  in  a  dialogue  between  India  and 
Pakistan  that  leads  to  significant  non- 
proliferation  steps  by  both  and  in  an 
overall  reduction  of  Indo-Pakistani  ten- 
sions. Last  December  17,  President  Zia 
and  Prime  Minister  Gandhi  agreed  in 
principle  to  a  mutual  pledge  not  to 
attack  each  other's  nuclear  facilities. 
This  agreement  is  a  welcome  first  step 
that  we  urge  both  sides  to  follow  up 
with  additional  measures.  President  Zia 
has  stated  that  his  government  is  pre- 
pared to  undertake,  jointly  with  India, 
accession  to  the  Nuclear  Nonprolifera- 
tion  Treaty  or  acceptance  of  full-scope 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
(IAEA)  safeguards,  mutual  inspection  of 
each  other's  nuclear  facilities,  a  joint 
declaration  renouncing  acquisition  or  de- 
velopment of  nuclear  weapons,  or  estab- 
lishment of  a  nuclear-weapons-free  zone. 
He  has  also  stated  that  he  is  ready  to 
discuss  any  proposals  the  Government 
of  India  might  tender.  Pakistani  (as  well 
as  Indian)  restraint  in  the  nuclear  area, 
and  Pakistani  confidence  in  the  security 
assistance  relationship  with  the  United 
States,  are  essential  elements  in  creat- 
ing a  context  conducive  for  a  nuclear 
dialogue  that  leads  to  major  concrete 
nonproliferation  steps. 

Afghanistan  Cross  Border  Assistance 

The  cross  border  humanitarian  as- 
sistance program  administered  by  the 
Agency  for  International  Development 
(AID)  assists  war- affected  Afghan 
civilians  living  inside  Afghanistan  to 
meet  urgent  health  and  other  needs 
while  encouraging  them  to  remain  in  Af- 
ghanistan, thereby  strengthening  the 
popular  base  of  the  resistance.  This  pro- 


gram will  also  increase  the  likelihood 
that  refugees  now  living  in  Pakistan  will 
eventually  return  home.  To  underwrite 
the  delivery  of  health  and  educational 
services,  promote  agricultural  produc- 
tion (including  livestock  management 
and  veterinary  services),  and  commodity 
support,  AID  intends  to  provide  $14,355 
million  of  ESF  earmarked  for  this  pur- 
pose by  Congress  in  the  FY  1986  For- 
eign Assistance  Act,  and  the 
Administration  is  requesting  $15  miUion 
for  FY  1987.  The  Office  of  the  AID 
Representative  for  Afghanistan  Affairs 
in  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Islamabad  is 
overseeing  the  preparation  of  detailed 
plans  for  implementation  projects  in 
these  priority  areas;  program  implemen- 
tation begins  in  the  spring.  Such 
projects  will  not  supplant  our  continuing 
support  for  many  projects  run  by  pri- 
vate voluntary  organizations;  the  exact 
means  of  administering  these  programs 
remains  to  be  worked  out,  although  our 
intention  is  to  work  closely  with  the  Af 
ghan  resistance  alliance. 

India 

India  is  the  dominant  regional  power  in 
South  Asia  and  plays  a  pivotal  role  in 
regional  peace  and  stability.  Over  the 
years,  our  relationship  has  evolved  from 
one  in  which  bilateral  economic  as- 
sistance played  a  major  role  to  one 
which  places  greater  emphasis  on  joint 
collaboration  between  our  two  open, 
democratic  societies.  That  collaboration 
is  epitomized  by  the  Indo-U.S.  Joint 
Commission,  which  met  last  month 
when  the  Foreign  Minister  visited 
Washington,  and  by  the  subcommissions 
on  economic  and  commercial  relations, 
agriculture,  science  and  technology,  and 
education  and  culture. 

Our  AID  program  in  India  is  now 
small  in  comparison  to  India's  total  de- 
velopment needs  and  focuses  on  areas 
which  both  we  and  the  Government  of 
India  consider  crucial:  agriculture,  in- 
cluding irrigation  and  forestry;  health 
and  family  planning;  alternative  energy 
resources;  and  private  sector  develop- 
ment. The  major  target  of  the  program 
is  the  estimated  300  million  Indians,  or 
40%  of  the  population  which  falls  below 
that  country's  poverty  line.  Most  of 
these  are  rural  poor.  In  seeking  to 
reduce  this  grinding  poverty,  the  AID 
program  emphasizes  application  of  rele- 
vant science  and  technology  to  key  de- 
velopment problems  in  such  areas  as 
agricultural  research  and  vaccine  de- 
velopment. 


In  this  respect,  the  AID  program 
mirrors  the  broader  Indo-U.S.  relation- 
ship, where  high  technology  has  become 
a  key  element  of  both  scientific  collabo- 
ration and  trade.  Traditionally  strong 
ties  between  our  scientific  communities 
have  been  enhanced  through  the  science 
and  technology  initiative,  begun  in  1982 
and  extended  during  Prime  Minister 
Rajiv  Gandhi's  visit  to  Washington  last 
June.  The  purpose  of  this  initiative, 
which  is  supported  in  part  by  AID,  is  to 
concentrate  on  a  few  areas  of  research 
of  great  potential  benefit  to  both  coun- 
tries. Indo-U.S.  trade  in  high  technology 
items  has  been  stimulated  by  negotia- 
tion of  a  memorandum  of  understanding 
to  protect  that  technology.  This  should 
help  preserve  our  position  as  India's 
leading  partner  in  both  trade  and  busi- 
ness collaborations.  AID  will  play  an  im- 
portant role  through  its  commitment  to 
provide  a  $7  milHon  ESF  grant  to  help 
meet  European  concessional  financing 
terms  in  a  stiff  competition  for  a  con- 
tract to  manufacture  small  main-frame 
computers  in  India.  An  American  firm 
won  the  contract,  which  should  result  in 
$500  million  in  direct  sales  and  a  poten- 
tial of  even  more  indirect  sales. 

India  has  undertaken  an  ambitious 
economic  liberalization  program  which 
seeks  to  begin  the  arduous  task  of  dis- 
mantling the  stifling  mass  of  regulations 
which  constrain  the  potential  dynamism 
of  the  Indian  economy.  We  have  Httle 
direct  role  in  this  process  but  have 
authorized  one  $11  miUion  grant  to 
finance  subprojects  for  Indo-U.S.  indus- 
trial researrch  and  development  designed 
to  help  modernize  India's  private  sector 
so  it  can  respond  more  effectively  to 
liberalization  measures.  We  applaud  the 
intent  of  liberalization  and  are  both  en- 
couraging American  companies  to  look 
again  at  this  stable  democratic  country 
and  seeking  additional  ways  of  en- 
couraging the  private  sector  through 
our  development  assistance  program. 

Bangladesh 

Our  assistance  serves  a  twofold  econom- 
ic purpose  in  Bangladesh:  to  insure  that 
in  this  nation  of  100  miUion,  basic  hu- 
man needs  are  met,  especially  the  provi- 
sion of  an  adequate  food  supply,  and  to 
help  establish  conditions  which  would 
provide  for  sustainable  economic 
growth.  We  concurrently  seek  to  en- 
courage long-term  political  stability  un- 
der representative  institutions. 
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Given  Bangladesh's  extremely  low 
per  capita  income  and  enormous  needs, 
our  assistance  is  entirely  grant.  Our 
strategy'  is  aimed  at  reducing  fertility, 
increasing  agricultural  production,  and 
generating  rural  employment.  This  basic 
strategy  is  accompanied  by  an  active 
pohcy  dialogxie  in  concert  with  other 
donors.  Particular  emphasis  has  been 
placed  on  strengthening  the  role  of  mar- 
kets and  increasing  the  private  sector 
participation  in  the  economy.  The  broad 
impact  of  AID's  programs  in  Ban- 
gladesh can  be  measured  best  by  these 
important  policy  changes. 

We  have  been  encouraged  that  Ban- 
gladesh has  taken  important  steps  to  in- 
crease the  role  of  private  enterprise  in 
the  economy.  An  excellent  example  of 
this  is  the  rapidly  growing  garment  in- 
dustry, which  barely  existed  5  years 
■ago.  Entirely  in  the  hands  of  the  private 
sector,  the  garment  industry  has  be- 
come a  key  source  of  foreign  exchange 
for  Bangladesh  and  has  introduced  more 
than  100,000  new  workers,  mostly  wom- 
en, into  the  labor  force.  The  agricultural 
sector  has  also  surged  ahead  in  this  at- 
mosphere of  economic  liberalization;  last 
year's  foodgrain  harvest  was  easily  the 
highest  on  record,  despite  widespread 
drought  and  flooding. 

Bangladesh  continues  its  helpful 
moderating  role  in  foreign  policy.  Its 
voting  record  in  the  United  Nations  is 
among  the  most  supportive  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  of  Islamic  countries;  we  also 
value  Bangladesh's  constructive  ap- 
proach in  the  Nonaligned  Movement  and 
the  Organization  of  the  Islamic  Confer- 
ence. Bangladesh  has  similarly  been  ac- 
tive in  promoting  better  relations  among 
the  nations  of  the  subcontinent.  This 
past  fall.  President  Ershad  hosted  the 
first  summit  meeting  of  the  South  Asian 
Association  of  Regional  Cooperation. 
The  original  impetus  for  the  SAARC 
came  from  former  President  Zia  in  1978 
and  was  energetically  followed  up  by 
President  Ershad. 

We  welcome  the  recent  announce- 
ment by  the  Bangladesh  Government 
that  parliamentary  elections  will  be  held 
on  April  26.  It  is  at  this  moment  uncer- 
tain whether  the  government  and  oppo- 
sition parties  will  be  able  to  agree  on  a 
formula  which  would  enable  the  latter  to 
participate.  It  is  our  strong  desire  that 
the  political  process  in  Bangladesh  be  as 
broad-based  as  possible  and  that  elec- 
tions reflect  the  popular  vdll.  We  know 


that  estabhshing  a  durable  democratic 
tradition  has  not  been  easy  in  Ban- 
gladesh; we  wish  the  nation  well  in  its 
current  efforts. 

The  United  States  can  play  a  useful 
role  in  helping  Bangladesh  pursue  its 
twin  goals  of  economic  and  political  de- 
velopment; we  know  that  in  the  long 
run  one  is  not  possible  without  the 
other.  Our  assistance  program  is  our 
chief  tool  in  this  process,  and  it 
deserves  your  continued  support. 

Sri  Lanka 

We  have  a  long  and  close  relationship 
with  democratic  Sri  Lanka,  a  tie  which 
has  been  strengthened  since  1977  by  our 
support  for  that  nation's  ambitious  pro- 
gram of  economic  liberalization. 

Our  program  of  development  as- 
sistance to  Sri  Lanka  is  reduced  this 
year  because  of  cuts  in  the  global  AID 
budget  and  the  gradual  completion  of 
the  most  significant  development  project 
in  the  country— the  harnessing  of  the 
Mahaweli  River  for  power  and  irriga- 
tion. Our  program  will  now  address 
other  pressing  development  needs  in  Sri 
Lanka— such  areas  as  irrigation  systems 
management,  agricultural  planning,  and 
rural  enterprise  development. 

We  have  watched  with  concern  as 
severe  communal  problems  have  increas- 
ingly threatened  the  social  and  political 
fabric  of  Sri  Lanka.  Militant  elements 
from  the  minority  Tamil  community 
have,  in  the  past  year,  broadened  their 
attacks  on  security  forces  to  include  Sin- 
halese and  Tamil  civilians.  The  response 
of  the  security  forces,  while  fully  justi- 
fied in  principle,  has  frequently  entailed 
excessive  loss  of  life  among  Tamil 
civilians.  A  negotiated  solution  to  the  in- 
surgency is  essential  if  peace  is  to  be  re- 
stored in  the  country.  We  do  not  believe 
a  purely  military  solution  is  possible. 
We  support  the  unity  and  integrity  of 
Sri  Lanka  and  oppose  establishment  of  a 
separate  Tamil  state. 

Efforts  at  a  negotiated  solution  over 
the  past  year  have  had  several  ups  and 
downs,  with  India  playing  an  important 
facilitative  role.  Unfortunately  violence 
has  continued.  While  it  has  been  con- 
fined primarily  to  the  north  and  east 
and  everyday  life  is  normal  elsewhere, 
the  communal  conflict  has  had  an  ad- 
verse effect  on  the  economy.  Increasing 
defense  spending  has  intensified  the 
government's  budget  deficit.  The  uncer- 
tainties inherent  in  the  conflict  have 
harmed  the  tourist  industry  and  have 
discouraged  foreign  investment. 


Although  not  directly  relevant  to  the 
armed  struggle  being  waged  by  Tamil 
separatists,  a  related  development  in  Sri 
Lanka  is  worthy  of  note.  In  January  of 
this  year,  the  government  announced  its 
intention  to  grant  citizenship  to  all  re- 
maining stateless  persons  in  Sri  Lanka. 
Since  those  persons  are  overwhelmingly 
Tamil,  the  descendants  of  south  Indians 
brought  to  Sri  Lanka  by  the  British  to 
work  on  the  tea  plantations,  the  govern- 
ment's decision  in  this  matter  reflects  a 
desire  to  work  with  all  elements  of  the 
society  in  solving  Sri  Lanka's  problems. 

Nepal 

Although  the  United  States  has  no  vital 
economic  or  political  interests  there, 
Nepal's  location  between  India  and  Chi- 
na makes  the  maintenance  of  its  domes- 
tic stability  a  matter  of  particular 
importance  in  a  regional  context.  Nepal 
is  also  one  of  the  poorest  countries  in 
the  world.  Our  economic  assistance  to 
Nepal  is  entirely  on  a  grant  basis  and  is 
essentially  humanitarian  in  nature.  Thus 
the  primary  objective  of  U.S.  assistance 
is  to  contribute  to  Nepal's  continued  sta- 
bility, and  thereby  regional  stability, 
through  the  promotion  of  economic  and 
political  development  and  through  pro- 
grams designed  to  improve  the  quality 
of  life  for  the  Nepalese  people. 

Nepal  is  a  constitutional  monarchy 
in  which  the  King,  the  National  Parlia- 
ment, a  vigorous  press,  and  an  increas- 
ingly active  and  informed  electorate 
play  important  roles.  National  elections 
scheduled  for  May  will  be  a  key  indica- 
tor of  whether  the  process  of  constitu- 
tional reform  and  limited 
democratization  begun  in  1980  remains  a 
viable  and  vital  force. 

The  Nepalese  Government  has  also 
recently  enacted  a  series  of  important 
economic  reforms  and  is  working  closely 
with  the  United  States  and  other  aid 
donors  to  revitalize  and  prioritize  eco- 
nomic development  in  Nepal.  Nepal 
faces  severe  difficulties  related  to 
poverty,  overpopulation,  and  environ- 
mental degradation.  U.S.  assistance  to 
Nepal  focuses  on  these  problems  with 
programs  for  resource  conservation, 
health  and  family  planning,  rural  de- 
velopment, and  the  rehabilitation  of  irri- 
gation resources. 


*The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.B 
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FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 

for  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean 


by  Elliott  Abrams 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee  on  March  18, 
1986.  Mr.  Abrams  is  Assistant  Secre- 
tary for  Inter-American  Affairs.  ^ 

Our  relationships  with  our  neighbors  in 
Central  and  South  America  and  in  the 
Caribbean  demonstrate  that  foreign  as- 
sistance directly  enhances  U.S.  national 
interests.  For  the  hemisphere  as  a 
whole,  the  success  of  economic  coopera- 
tion obviates  the  need  for  greater 
security  assistance:  our  request  for  eco- 
nomic assistance  is  nearly  five  times  the 
request  for  military  assistance. 

For  FY  1987  we  are  requesting 
$2,020  billion  for  economic  and  military 
assistance  for  the  Western  Hemisphere. 
Economic  assistance— consisting  of  eco- 
nomic support  funds  (ESF),  development 
assistance  (DA),  and  food  aid— totals 
$1,664  billion.  The  military  request  con- 
sists of  $357  million  for  loans  and 
grants— military  assistance  program 
(MAP),  foreign  military  sales  (FMS),  and 
international  military  education  and 
training  (IMET)  program. 

These  levels  of  assistance  are 
necessary  even  at  this  time  of  budget 
stringency  in  the  United  States.  The 
needs  the  programs  we  are  proposing 
are  designed  to  meet  involve  important 
domestic  concerns  and  constituencies.  At 
the  same  time,  much  of  the  assistance 
we  are  requesting  contributes  either 
directly  or  indirectly  to  our  long-term 
national  security.  Finally,  the  resources 
we  have  requested  are  at  the  minimum 
levels  at  which  it  is  possible  to  protect 
our  interests  even  under  the  favorable 
circumstances  that  have  developed  in  re- 
cent years. 

The  most  favorable  of  the  circum- 
stances improving  the  effectiveness  of 
our  assistance  is  that  there  has  been  a 
fundamental  change  in  the  types  of 
governments  now  heading  the  countries 
in  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean. 
The  movement  toward  democracy,  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  countries  in- 
volved and  the  pace  with  which  the 
change  has  occurred,  is  unprecedented. 

One  result  is  that  our  policy  of  eco- 
nomic, [)olitical,  and  military  support  to 


prodemocratic  forces  meshes  with  the 
expanding  movement  toward  democracy. 
Progress  toward  democracy  means  that 
we  can  work  with  governments  that  are 
in  touch  with  the  needs  and  aspirations 
of  their  people;  with  governments  that 
must,  and  have  begun  to,  think  and  plan 
for  long-term  economic  improvement. 
Democratic  development,  and  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  extremes  of  right  and  left,  is 
contributing  to  strengthening  peace  and 
improving  living  standards  for  all. 

A  second  result  is  that  we  are  wit- 
nessing in  several  countries  a  slow  but 
steady  move  away  from  misplaced  trust 
in  statist  solutions  to  economic  growth 
and  toward  more  open  systems  that  rely 
on  private  investment  and  market- 
oriented  policies. 

While  the  Administration  and  the 
Congress  may  occasionally  differ  on  the 
means,  I  think  we  are  in  broad  agree- 
ment on  what  we  want  to  accomplish  in 
Latin  America.  Our  goals  in  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean  are  biparti- 
san. We  all  want  to  further  democracy, 
establish  the  groundwork  for  renewed 
prosperity,  and  defeat  antidemocratic  in- 
surgents and  narcotics  traffickers. 

The  Ongoing  Challenges 

Although  many  trends  in  the  region  in- 
dicate progress,  there  is  an  ongoing 
need  for  assistance.  We  must  continue 
to  work  together  if  we  are  to  play  a 
meaningful  role  in  helping  democratic 
governments  to  meet  and  overcome  the 
obstacles  to  political  and  economic  de- 
velopment. 

In  addition  to  the  traditional  social 
inequities  and  powerful  vested  interests 
which  hinder  progress,  we  now  see 
newer  scourges  from  narcotics  and  ter- 
rorism. Narcotics  traffickers  have  the 
resources  and  influence  to  undercut  the 
stability  and  integrity  of  these  govern- 
ments. Terrorists,  often  in  league  with 
narcotics  traffickers,  prey  on  the 
poverty  of  the  region  with  promises  that 
their  Marxist  ideologies  have  never 
been  able  to  deliver.  And  if  these 
problems  were  not  enough  to  undermine 
the  social  and  economic  fabric  of  those 
countries,  large  external  debts  and  low 
commodity  prices  have  exacerbated  the 
forces  abetting  disintegration. 


The  process  of  deepening  the  roots 
of  democracy  will  take  time.  The  basic 
underlying  institutions  common  to 
democratic  nations— independent  court 
systems,  viable  political  party  struc- 
tures, police  and  military  forces  subject 
to  nonpartisan  civilian  control,  for 
example— will  have  to  be  strengthened, 
even  as  we  deal  with  the  other 
challenges  that  I  have  just  mentioned. 

Finally,  the  trend  toward  democracy 
is  in  itself  a  challenge.  For  if  our  neigh- 
bors, with  our  help,  cannot  successfully 
overcome  their  economic  and  social 
problems  under  democratic  leadership, 
this  period  of  democratic  resurgence 
could  ultimately  prove  short  Hved.  And 
that  would  have  devastating  conse- 
quences for  U.S.  interests. 

Let  me  now  turn  to  the  subregions 
of  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean  to 
describe  for  you  recent  developments 
there  and  what  our  proposals  for  FY 
1987  are  and  mean. 

Central  America 

In  Central  America,  we  are  carrying  out 
the  recommendations  of  the  National 
Bipartisan  Commission  on  Central 
America,  which  the  Congress  confirmed 
last  year  when  it  added  a  new  Chapter 
6  of  Part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961.  In  this  act  it  is  stated  that 
"the  building  of  democracy,  the  restora- 
tion of  peace,  the  improvement  of  living 
conditions,  and  the  application  of  equal 
justice  under  law  in  Central  America 
are  important  to  the  interests  of  the 
United  States." 

We  have  made  significant  progress 
toward  those  goals  in  Central  America. 
In  El  Salvador,  democracy  has  con- 
tinued to  be  consolidated  under  Presi- 
dent Duarte.  In  Guatemala,  an  elected 
civilian  president  has  taken  power  for 
the  first  time  in  20  years.  In  Honduras, 
democratic  presidential  elections  re- 
sulted in  the  first  transfer  of  power 
from  one  elected  civilian  poHtician  to 
another  in  60  years.  In  Costa  Rica, 
honest,  fair  elections  earlier  this  year 
continued  a  long  tradition.  At  the  same 
time,  as  political  developments  take  a 
positive  course,  the  serious  economic 
problems  stemming  from  world  eco- 
nomic conditions,  the  need  for  further 
institutional  development,  and 
Nicaraguan  subversion  and  aggression 
are  being  met.  The  economies  of  the 
democratic  republics  are  turning  up- 
ward. Most  importantly,  sound  adjust- 
ment measures  are  being  taken  to 
establish  the  basis  for  self-sustaining 
growth. 
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The  situation  in  Nicaragua  is  in 
sharp  contrast  to  that  of  the  Central 
American  democracies.  There  have  been 
no  free  and  fair  elections  there  under 
the  Sandinistas.  A  group  of  Mar.xist- 
Leninists  is  imposing  communist  rule  on 
an  increasingly  repressed  population. 
Economic  decline  has  followed  mis- 
management and  loss  of  public  confi- 
dence. The  government  has  fallen 
behind  in  payments  to  most  internation- 
al financial  institutions.  Its  arrears  to 
the  World  Bank  go  back  more  than 
2  years.  Similar  repayment  problems 
exist  with  other  creditors,  some  of 
whom  are  its  immediate  Central  Ameri- 
can neighbors.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
other  democratic  countries  of  Central 
America  have  generally  improved  their 
economic  performance,  although  serious 
problems  remain.  Our  assistance  has 
been  an  important  factor  in  this  im- 
proved policy  framework  and  will  be 
necessary  to  ensure  continued  progress. 

In  El  Salvador  our  economic  and 
military  assistance  has  played  a  major 
role  in  fostering  our  objectives.  At  the 
beginning  of  this  decade.  El  Salvador 
appeared  enmeshed  in  a  never-ending 
war  between  leftwing,  externally  sup- 
ported guerrillas  and  rightwing  death 
squads.  While  our  military  assistance 
helped  the  Salvadoran  Government  com- 
bat the  insurgents,  our  economic  as- 
sistance supported  the  reform  programs 
of  the  elected  government  of  President 
Jose  Napoleon  Duarte.  With  this  sup- 
port. President  Duarte  demonstrated 
that  electoral  democracy  and  political  di- 
alogue formed  a  practical  basis  for  at- 
tacking El  Salvador's  political,  economic, 
social,  and  security  problems.  As  Presi- 
dent Duarte  has  consolidated  his 
government,  the  prospects  for  greater 
respect  for  human  rights  and  for  a  bet- 
ter quality  of  life  for  the  Salvadoran 
people  have  improved. 

We  are  particularly  encouraged  by 
President  Duarte's  new  economic  stabili- 
zation program,  which  should  bring 
about  an  acceleration  in  economic  recov- 
ery. Our  proposed  ESF  program  for  FY 
1987,  totaling  $240  million,  is  designed 
to  support  President  Duarte's  efforts. 
Our  military  assistance— which  at  $135 
milhon  MAP  and  $1.6  million  IMET  is 
by  far  the  largest  in  Latin  America— will 
be  used  for  training,  equipment,  ammu- 
nition, and  spare  parts  to  sustain  the 
effort  against  Marxist  guerrillas.  Pro- 
curement of  major  equipment  will  be 
aimed  largely  at  offsetting  attrition,  and 
emphasis  will  be  on  improving  mobility 
and  small  unit  operations  and  develop- 
ing counterterrorism  capabilities. 
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Guatemala  is  another  country 
where  the  winds  of  change  have  blown 
strongly  in  the  last  2  years.  Once 
categorized  as  the  country  with  the 
"least  chance  of  democratic  develop- 
ment," since  early  1984  Guatemala  has 
surprised  many  of  its  critics  with  its 
strong  movement  toward  representative 
government.  Honest  and  open  Constit- 
uent Assembly  elections  in  July  1984 
were  followed  in  October  and  December 
1985  by  nationwide  elections  for  presi- 
dent, vice  president.  Congress,  and  local 
offices,  offering  a  broad  spectrum  of 
choice  to  the  Guatemalan  people.  This  is 
a  uniquely  Guatemalan  achievement— all 
the  credit  belongs  to  the  Guatemalan 
people.  Our  assistance  in  the  coming 
years  will  help  ensure  the  consolidation 
of  democratic,  civilian  government.  That 
is  why  we  believe  it  is  important  to  sup- 
port the  new  government  of  President 
Vinicio  Cerezo. 

Economic  assistance  is  of  primary 
importance,  but  military  assistance  will 
also  have  a  crucial  role  to  play.  By  help- 
ing to  control  the  continuing  guerrilla  in- 
surgency in  that  land,  our  military  aid 
will  provide  President  Cerezo  with  some 
breathing  room  to  confront  the  social 
and  economic  problems  of  his  country. 
Our  aid  request  for  Guatemala  consists 
of  $10.5  million  in  military  assistance 


and  $134  million  in  economic  assistance, 
of  which  $70  million  is  in  ESF,  $40  mil- 
lion is  in  development  assistance,  and 
the  remainder  is  in  PL  480  food  aid. 
The  economic  assistance  will  help  the 
new  government  achieve  its  goals  of 
economic  stabilization  and  equitable 
growth. 

As  in  Guatemala,  elections  in  Hon- 
duras last  October  and  the  democratic 
succession  of  one  elected  president  by 
another  there  this  past  January  attest 
to  the  continuing  trend  toward 
democratization  in  the  region.  While  the 
transition  from  authoritarian  rule  to 
elected  civilian  government  is  one  of  the 
first  steps  toward  democracy,  the  peace- 
ful transfer  of  power  from  one  govern- 
ment to  the  next  is  also  an  important 
sign  that  democratic  institutions  are  de- 
veloping. This  is  the  message  that 
comes  from  Honduras. 

We  are  now  engaged  in  comprehen- 
sive economic  policy  discussions  with 
the  newly  inaugurated  government,  with 
the  objective  of  defining  a  policy  mix 
which  will  reinforce  the  already  positive 
trends  in  the  Honduran  economy.  At  the 
same  time,  Honduran  concern  at  the 
Cuban-  and  Soviet-supported  military 
buildup  in  Nicaragua  has  led  to  U.S.  as- 
sistance in  the  modernization  and 
modest  expansion  of  the  Honduran 
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Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean: 
FY  1987  Foreign  Assistance  Request 

($  millions) 


Economic  Assistance 

Military 

Ass/Stance 

ESF 

DA 

PL  480 

TOTAL 

MAP 

FMS 

1  MET 

TOTAL 

Central  America 

656.0 

287.6 

112.2 

1055.8 

246.05 

4.0 

4.500 

254.550 

Belize 

3.0 

7.5 

0.0 

10.5 

1.0 

0.0 

.100 

1.100 

Costa  Rica 

150.0 

16.0 

18.0 

184.0 

3.1 

0.0 

.250 

3.350 

El  Salvador 

240.0 

85.0 

52.7 

377.7 

134.65 

0,0 

1.600 

136.250 

Guatemala 

70.0 

40.0 

23.7 

133.7 

10.0 

0.0 

.500 

10.500 

Honduras 

90.0 

51.0 

17.8 

158.8 

87.5 

0.0 

1.300 

88.800 

Panama 

28.0 

18.1 

0.0 

46.1 

9.8 

4.0 

.750 

14.550 

Regional  Programs 

75.0 

70.0 

0.0 

145.0 

NA* 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Andean 

72.0 

20.0 

51.8 

46.6 

170.4 

44.0 

15.0 

3.000 

62.000 

Bolivia 

9.3 

28.3 

57.6 

6.0 

0.0 

.400 

6.400 

Colombia 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

10.0 

10.0 

.950 

20.950 

Ecuador 

15.0 

22.5 

0.5 

38.0 

8.0 

0.0 

.650 

8.650 

Peru 

37.0 

20.0 

17.8 

74.8 

20.0 

5.0 

.850 

25.850 

Venezuela 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.150 

.150 

Caribbean 

190.0 

0.0 

109.8 

86.7 

386.5 

24.5 

3.0 

2.310 

29.810 

The  Bahamas 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.060 

.060 

Dominican  Republic 

50.0 

28.7 

31.6 

110.3 

7.0 

3.0 

.850 

10.850 

Eastern  Caribbean 

35.0 

35.8 

0.0 

70.8 

9.0 

0.0 

.400 

9.400 

Guyana 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.050 

.050 

Haiti 

5.0 

22.3 

25.1 

52.4 

0.5 

0.0 

.600 

1.100 

Jamaica 

100.0 

23.0 

30.0 

153.0 

8.0 

0.0 

.300 

8.300 

Suriname 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.050 

.050 

Trinidad  and  Tobago 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

,050 

.050 

Other 

15.0 

0.0 

0.0 

15.0 

2.5 

O.JD 

.800 

3.330 

Argentina 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.100 

.100 

Brazil 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.100 

.100 

Chile 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.100 

.100 

Mexico 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.250 

.250 

Paraguay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

.125 

.125 

Uruguay 

15.0 

0.0 

0.0 

15.0 

2.5 

0.0 

.125 

2.625 

Latin  America  and 

Caribbean  Regional 

Programs 

12.0 

24.1 

0.0 

36.1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Panama  Canal 

American  Schools 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.0 

0.0 

3.000 

3.000 

US.  Army  School 

of  the  Americas 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.0 

0.0 

4.000 

4.000 

TOTAL: 

Latin  America 

and  the  Caribbean 

945.0 

473.3 

245.5 

1663.8 

317.05 

22.0 

17.610 

356.660 

*NA  =not  applicable. 
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Armed  Forces.  Our  aid  request  of  $159 
million  economic  asistance  and  $89  mil- 
lion military  assistance  will  be  used  for 
these  purposes. 

In  Costa  Rica,  our  military  as- 
sistance request  of  $3.4  million  is  part  of 
a  program  designed  to  maintain  equip- 
ment previously  provided  as  we  assist 
the  security  forces  to  develop  a  minimal 
capacity  to  counter  terrorist  activity. 
Our  economic  assistance  will  continue  to 
support  Costa  Rica's  stabilization  and 
structural  adjustment  efforts  already 
underway.  We  are  requesting  a  total  of 
$184  million  in  economic  assistance  for 
Costa  Rica. 

For  Panama,  our  proposed  military 
assistance  of  $14.5  million  and  economic 
assistance  of  $46  million,  respectively, 
should  be  viewed  in  the  framework  of 
the  Panama  Canal  Treaty  agreements. 
The  military  assistance  is  to  meet  the 
need  to  prepare  the  Panama  Defense 
Force  in  its  future  role  of  defending  the 
canal,  while  the  economic  assistance  will 
help  meet  the  basic  needs  of  the 
Panamanian  population  and  contribute 
to  political  stability  beneficial  to  the  con- 
tinuing security  of  the  canal. 

Only  Nicaragua  presents  a  blot  on 
the  otherwise  promising  horizon  in  Cen- 
tral America.  While  we  were  promoting 
democratic  reform  throughout  Central 
America  in  recent  years,  the  Sandinistas 
in  Nicaragua  were  moving  quickly— as 
they  continue  to  do— to  consolidate  their 
one-party  power.  Even  now  we  see  the 
Sandinistas  attempting,  with  Soviet  and 
Cuban  assistance,  to  undermine  the 
neighboring  governments  in  the  name  of 
their  so-called  revolutionary,  but  in  real- 
ity totalitarian,  principles.  During  1985 
the  Sandinista  objective  of  imposing  a 
totalitarian  state  in  Nicaragua  became 
ever  more  clear  through  the  intensifica- 
tion of  repressive  measures  in  that  coun- 
try. Just  as  our  assistance  to  the 
democratic  governments  in  Central 
America  shields  them  from  Nicaraguan 
subversion  and  export  of  revolution,  our 
support  of  the  armed  democratic 
resistance  in  Nicaragua  is  designed  to 
prevent  the  consolidation  of  Sandinista 
power  that  would  crush  forever  freedom 
and  the  hopes  of  democracy  for  the  peo- 
ple of  Nicaragua. 

South  America 

The  Andean  nations  of  Bolivia,  Colom- 
bia, Ecuador,  and  Peru  have  serious  eco- 
nomic problems,  compounded  by  leftist 
insurgencies  and  narcotics  trafficking. 
These  democracies  deserve  our  support 
as  they  struggle  to  deal  with  this  situa- 
tion in  a  responsible  manner. 


Bolivia's  democratic  government  un- 
der President  Paz  has  embarked  on  a 
courageous  adjustment  program  de- 
signed to  bring  order  to  the  economic 
chaos  that  has  long  plagued  this  moun- 
tainous nation.  Bolivia  realizes  that  sus- 
tained growth  depends  on  tapping  the 
energies  of  its  people,  not  relying  on 
government  as  the  repository  of  eco- 
nomic wisdom.  The  result  has  been 
some  progress  toward  economic  stabil- 
ity, including  a  dramatic  lowering  of  in- 
flation from  an  annual  rate  of  over 
20,000%  in  August  1985  to  an  annual 
rate  below  100%  in  February  1986. 

The  road  to  democratic  consolidation 
and  sustained  economic  growth  will  be 
long  and  difficult,  but  at  least,  after 
years  of  false  starts,  we  see  that  Bolivia 
is  on  that  road  and  the  journey  has  be- 
gun. That  is  a  measurable  success  for 
the  policies  we  have  been  following  in 
Bolivia.  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  didn't 
also  warn  you  that  to  travel  that  road 
we  must  sustain  and  increase  our  as- 
sistance. For  FY  1987,  our  request  for 
economic  aid  to  Bolivia  is  $57.6  million, 
while  the  request  for  military  aid  is  $6.4 
million. 

Colombia,  one  of  the  oldest 
democracies  in  the  hemisphere,  has  long 
had  governments  that  have  conserva- 
tively managed  a  relatively  diverse 


economy.  While  Colombia,  through  good 
management,  has  avoided  the  more  seri- 
ous economic  crises  experienced  by 
some  of  its  neighbors,  narcotics  traffick- 
ing and  terrorism  threaten  to  undermine 
years  of  slow  but  steady  economic  and 
political  progress.  Evidence  of  coopera- 
tion between  traffickers  and  terrorists 
has  added  a  new  and  ominous  dimension 
to  the  problems  facing  the  government. 
Drugs  give  the  terrorists  access  to 
potentially  unlimited  resources,  while 
the  terrorists  in  turn  help  support  the 
narcotics  trade. 

Our  interests  parallel  Colombia's  in 
meeting  this  dual  security  threat.  Our 
policies  are  designed  to  increase  the 
ability  of  Colombia's  security  forces  to 
meet  the  challenges  they  face.  To  do  the 
job,  we  will  need  a  modest  increase  in 
the  amount  of  our  small  security  as- 
sistance program.  In  view  of  the  close 
identification  of  U.S.  and  Colombian  in- 
terests in  strengthening  local  forces  to 
combat  narcotics  traffickers,  a  portion  of 
that  program  should  be  grant  MAP 
funds. 

In  Ecuador,  our  assistance  is  being 
put  to  very  good  use  in  cooperation  with 
the  administration  of  President  Febres- 
Cordero,  a  staunch  friend  who  is  dealing 
with  growing  insurgency  and  narcotics 
problems.  We  see  eye-to-eye  with 
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Febres-Cordero  on  these  twin  scourges, 
and  we  are  offering  assistance  appropri- 
ate to  the  need.  Febres-Cordero  is  a 
pacesetter  in  Latin  America  in  institut- 
ing measures  to  liberate  the  economy  of 
the  country  from  stifling  state  controls. 
Because  Ecuador's  government  believes 
in  the  efficiency  of  the  marketplace  and 
the  importance  of  the  private  sector,  our 
assistance  is  also  being  employed  to 
cushion  the  transition  to  an  economy 
with  a  less  intrusive  public  sector.  In 
Ecuador  we  are  on  the  right  track,  but 
we  must  sustain  our  assistance  in  order 
to  make  maximum  efficient  use  of  it. 

The  Peru  of  President  Alan  Garcia 
has  used  harsh  rhetoric  toward  the 
United  States  in  some  areas  of  our  rela- 
tions. Nevertheless,  Garcia  is  Peru's 
elected  leader,  one  who  on  taking  office 
last  July  inherited  a  large  foreign  debt, 
a  ruthless  terrorist  threat,  and  a  well- 
entrenched  illicit  narcotics  industry. 
This,  combined  with  extreme  rural 
poverty,  threatens  Peru's  stability.  Our 
assistance  policies  are  designed  to  help 
President  Garcia  in  his  commitment  to 
stamp  out  narcotics  trafficking  and  in 
his  determination  to  end  terrorism  with- 
in the  context  of  democracy  and  respect 
for  human  rights. 

The  pursuit  of  U.S.  interests  in 
Peru,  however,  will  require  greater 
cooperation  and  understanding  from  the 
Peruvian  Government  and  a  larger  com- 
mitment of  resources  than  we  have 
budgeted  for  1986.  I  am  afraid  that 
without  both  of  these  elements,  our  in- 
terests will  not  be  satisfactorily 
addressed. 

In  Uruguay,  another  South  Ameri- 
can democracy,  the  year-old  government 
of  President  Sanguinetti  is  consolidating 
that  country's  return  to  democratic  rule 
and  attempting  to  revive  the  economy 
after  years  of  decline.  The  Administra- 
tion shares  Congress'  desire  to  be  help- 
ful and  is  requesting  $15  million  in  ESF 
to  extend  the  assistance  being  provided 
this  fiscal  year.  We  are  also  requesting 
a  small  amount  of  military  assistance 
($2.5  milhon)  to  help  the  Uruguayan 
defense  forces  purchase  some  replace- 
ment equipment  and  parts. 

The  Caribbean  Region 

The  enthusiastic  greeting  given  to  Presi- 
dent Reagan  in  Grenada  on  February  20 
demonstrates  the  attachment  of  our 
Caribbean  neighbors  to  democracy  and 
their  identification  with  U.S.  democratic 
ideals.  There  have  been  over  15  free, 
fair  elections  in  the  Caribbean  in  the 
past  6  years.  We  and  these  countries 
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share  a  purpose  and  point  of  view  that 
have  created  strong,  close  relations.  In 
February  we  welcomed  the  change  in 
Haiti  from  a  president-for-life  regime  to 
a  transition  government  which  has 
pledged  to  restore  elected  government. 
U.S.  support  for  the  transitional  Haitian 
Government  will  be  necessary  in  order 
to  help  ensure  that  the  promise  of 
representative  government  is  realized. 
Challenges  still  remain  in  promoting  the 
necessary  institutional  development 
necessary  to  consolidate  these  favorable 
trends  in  the  Caribbean.  However,  the 
countries  there  are  making  substantial 
progress. 

While  we  take  note  of  a  favorable 
political  trend,  the  economic  situation  in 
the  Caribbean  remains  critical,  in  large 
part  because  of  adverse  developments  in 
markets  for  the  region's  principal  ex- 
ports. Jamaica  has  suffered  from  falling 
demand  for  bauxite.  The  Dominican 
Republic  and  other  sugar  producers 
have  been  sorely  affected  by  sharply 
lower  U.S.  sugar  quotas.  Haiti,  the 
poorest  country  in  the  hemisphere,  is 
caught  in  a  vicious  cycle  of  poverty, 
hunger,  overpopulation,  and  environmen- 
tal degradation.  A  heavy  debt  burden  in 
many  countries  exacerbates  these 
problems.  In  the  face  of  these  difficult 


circumstances,  our  economic  assistance 
has  played  a  key  role  in  helping  most  of 
these  countries  sustain  badly  needed  ad- 
justment programs. 

In  the  eastern  Caribbean,  progress 
is  being  made  in  building  the  infrastruc- 
ture which  is  a  requisite  for  sustained 
economic  viability.  Our  assistance  is 
directed  largely  at  building  the  base 
which  is  essential  for  these  islands  to 
take  full  advantage  of  the  trade  and  in- 
vestment provisions  of  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative.  This  aid  is  critical  to 
their  continued  economic  well-being.  It 
aims  to  secure  the  basis  for  sound,  sus- 
tained economic  development. 

Our  small  military  assistance  pro- 
grams in  Jamaica,  the  Dominican 
Republic,  and  Haiti  are  aimed  at  reduc- 
ing illegal  migration  and  narcotics 
trafficking.  In  the  eastern  Caribbean, 
we  are  assisting  Grenada  and  the  other 
small  island  nations  in  a  limited  program 
to  assure  their  security,  including 
cooperative  efforts  on  a  regional  basis. 
These  countries  are  currently  consider- 
ing entering  into  a  more  formal  regional 
security  system  which  will  enhance  their 
ability  to  deal  with  security  problems, 
narcotics  smugglers,  and  rescues  at  sea. 


90 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


TREATIES 


Need  for  Continuing 
U.S.  Commitment 

Peace  and  economic  development  in  the 
hemisphere  require  that  we  continue  to 
demonstrate  our  long-term  commitment 
to  the  survival  and  the  strengthening  of 
democratic  institutions  in  the  region  and 
they  require  confidence  that  this  com- 
mitment will  continue  to  be  tied  to 
equity,  reform,  and  freedom.  Continuing 
bipartisan  support  is  essential  if  the 
United  States  is  to  address— in  a 
consistently  predictable  way— a  balanced 
and  mutually  reinforcing  mix  of  econom- 
ic, political,  diplomatic,  and  security  sup- 
port and  assistance. 

There  has  been  important  progress 
toward  the  goal  of  peace,  democracy, 
and  economic  growth.  We  continue  to 
build  upon  the  advances  of  recent  years. 
Our  efforts  to  strengthen  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice  have  moved  forward  in 
Central  America  and  are  beginning  in 
the  Caribbean  and  South  America.  This 
is  a  long-term  process  that  will  require 
a  sustained  commitment.  Our  antinarcot- 
ics  programs  in  the  hemisphere,  in  addi- 
tion to  combating  the  supply  of  illicit 
drugs  into  our  country,  will  also  have  a 
beneficial  effect  in  support  of  democra- 
cy. Halting  the  flow  of  drugs  will  dry  up 
the  vast  amounts  of  illegal  funds  that 
can  be  used  to  foster  corruption  in  the 
hemisphere. 

Our  assistance  progTams  must  be 
complemented  by  policies  which  will 
promote  private  sector  investment  and 
export-led  growth.  The  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative,  for  example,  is  succeeding  in 
broadening  and  diversifying  the  produc- 
tion and  export  base  of  the  region.  It  is 
beginning  to  have  significant  impact  in 
establishing  the  basis  for  long-term 
recovery. 

Conclusion 

It  is  essential  to  American  interests  to 
support  the  democracies  of  Latin  Ameri- 
ca and  the  Caribbean,  including  those 
nations  in  transition  toward  democracy, 
and  to  bolster  the  efforts  of  our  neigh- 
bors to  revitalize  their  economies.  We 
cannot  turn  our  backs  just  when  the 
trend  toward  democracy  is  accelerating 
and  our  neighbors  are  beginning  to  take 
our  advice  with  regard  to  freeing  up 
their  economies.  They  need  our  help  to 
get  them  through  this  difficult  period 
and  to  strengthen  the  foundation  for  fu- 
ture economic  expansion.  The  reduction 
in  funds  available  in  FY  1986  has  put 
our  programs  in  jeopardy  and  has  cast 


doubt  on  our  credibility  and  commit- 
ment. I  urge  approval  of  the  full  Ad- 
ministration requests  for  FY  1987  to 
defend  American  interests  in  our  own 
hemisphere. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Agriculture 

International  plant  protection  convention. 
Done  at  Rome  Dec.  6,  1951.  Entered  into 
force  Apr.  3,  1952;  for  the  U.S.  Aug.  18, 
1972.  TIAS  7465. 
Adherence  deposited:  Togo,  Apr.  2,  1986. 

Antarctica 

Recommendations  relating  to  the  furtherance 
of  the  principles  and  objectives  of  the  Antarc- 
tic Treaty  (TIAS  4780).  Adopted  at  Canberra 
Sept.  27,  1983.1 

Notification  of  approval:  South  Africa, 
Apr.  18,  1986. 

Arbitration 

Convention  on  the  recognition  and  enforce- 
ment of  foreign  arbitral  awards.  Done  at 
New  York  June  10,  1958.  Entered  into  force 
June  7,  1959;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  29,  1970. 
TIAS  6997. 
Accession  deposited:  Canada,  May  12,  1986. 

Aviation 

International  air  services  transit  agreement. 
Signed  at  Chicago  Dec.  7,  1944.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  20,  1945;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  8,  1945. 
59  Stat.  1693;  EAS  487. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Guyana,  Apr.  28,  1986. 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
seizure  of  aircraft.  Done  at  The  Hague  Dec. 
16,  1970.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  14,  1971. 
TIAS  7192. 
Accession  deposited:  Brunei,  May  13,  1986. 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
acts  against  the  safety  of  civil  aviation.  Done 
at  Montreal  Sept.  23,"  1971.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  26,  1973.  TIAS  7570. 
Accession  deposited:  Brunei,  May  13,  1986. 

Consular  Relations 

Vienna  convention  on  consular  relations.  En- 
tered into  force  Mar.  19,  1967;  for  the  U.S. 
Dec.  24,  1969.  TIAS  6820. 
Accession  deposited:  Yemen  (Sanaa), 
Apr.  10,  1986. 


Containers 

International  convention  for  safe  containers, 
1972.  Done  at  Geneva  Dec.  2,  1972.  Entered 
into  force  Sept.  6,  1977;  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  3, 
1979.  TIAS  9037,  10220. 

Territorial  application:  Extended  to  Bermuda 
by  U.K.,  with  effect  from  Mar.  27,  1987. 

Diplomatic  Relations 

Vienna  convention  on  diplomatic  relations. 
Done  at  Vienna  Apr.  18,  1961.  Entered  into 
force  Apr.  24,  1964;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  13, 
1972.  TIAS  7502. 
Accession  deposited:  Yemen,  (Sanaa),  Apr.  10, 

1986^ 

Fisheries 

Protocol  to  amend  the  international  conven- 
tion of  May  14,  1966,  for  conservation  of 
Atlantic  tunas  (TIAS  6767).  Done  at  Paris 
July  10,  1984.' 

Acceptance  deposited:  Cape  Verde, 
Mar.  13,  1986. 

Law,  Private  International 

Statute  of  The  Hague  conference  on  private 
international  law.  Done  at  The  Hague  Oct. 
9-31,  1951.  Entered  into  force  July  15,  1955; 
for  the  U.S.  Oct.  15,  1964.  TIAS  5710. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Chile,  Apr.  25,  1986. 

Marine  Pollution 

International  convention  for  the  prevention  of 
pollution  from  ships,  1973,  with  protocols  and 
annexes.  Done  at  London  Nov.  2,  1973. 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  prevention  of  pollution 
from  ships,  1973.  Done  at  London  Feb.  17, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  2,  1983. 
Territorial  application:  Extended  to  Isle  of 

Man  by  U.K.,  with  effect  from  July  1,  1986. 

Maritime  Matters 

Convention  on  the  International  Maritime 
Organization.  Signed  at  Geneva  Mar.  6,  1948. 
Entered  into  force  Mar.  17,  1958.  TIAS  4044. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Democratic  People's 
Republic  of  Korea,  Apr.  16,  1986. 

International  convention  on  maritime  search 
and  rescue,  1979,  with  annex.  Done  at  Ham- 
burg Apr.  27,  1979.  Entered  into  force  June 
22,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  Mexico,  Mar.  26,  1986. 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  safety  of  life  at  sea,  1974 
(TIAS  9700).  Done  at  London  Feb.  17,  1978. 
Entered  into  force  May  1,  1981.  TIAS  10009. 
Accession  deposited:  India,  Apr.  3,  1986. 

Narcotic  Drugs 

Convention  on  psychotropic  substances.  Done 
at  Vienna  Feb.  21,  1971.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  16,  1976;  for  the  U.S.  Julv  15,  1980. 
TIAS  9725. 
Ratification  deposited:  U.K.,  Mar.  24,  1986. 
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Patents— Plant  Varieties 

International  convention  for  the  protection  of 
new  varieties  of  plants  of  Dec.  2,  1961,  as  re- 
vised. Done  at  Geneva  Oct.  23,  1978.  Entered 
into  force  Nov.  8,  1981.  TIAS  10199. 
Ratification  deposited:  Italy,  Apr.  28,  1986. 

Pollution 

Protocol  to  the  convention  on  long-range 
transboundary  air  pollution  of  Nov.  13,  1979 
(TIAS  10541),  concerning  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  the  long-range  transmission  of 
air  pollutants  in  Europe  (EMEP),  with  annex. 
Done  at  Geneva  Sept.  28,  1984.i 
Ratification  deposited:  Denmark,  Apr.  29, 

1986. 

Red  Cross 

Geneva  convention  for  the  amelioration  of  the 
condition  of  the  wounded  and  sick  in  armed 
forces  in  the  field.  Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12, 
1949.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the 
U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956.  TIAS  3362. 

Geneva  convention  for  the  amelioration  of  the 
condition  of  the  wounded,  sick,  and  ship- 
wrecked members  of  armed  forces  at  sea. 
Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12,  1949.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956. 
TIAS  3363. 

Geneva  convention  relative  to  the  treatment 
of  prisoners  of  war.  Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12, 
1949.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the 
U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956.  TIAS  3364. 

Geneva  convention  relative  to  the  protection 
of  civilian  persons  in  time  of  war.  Done  at 
Geneva  Aug.  12,  1949.  Entered  into  force 
Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956. 
TIAS  3365. 
Notifications  of  succession  deposited:  Saint 

Christopher  and  Nevis,  Feb.  14,  1986;  with 
effect  from  Sept.  19,  1983. 

Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conventions 
of  Aug.  12,  1949,  and  relating  to  the  protec- 
tion of  victims  of  international  armed  con- 
flicts (Protocol  I),  with  annexes.  Done  at 
Geneva  June  8,  1977.  Entered  into  force  Dec. 
7,  1978.2 

Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conventions 
of  Aug.  12,  1949,  and  relating  to  the  protec- 
tion of  victims  of  nonintemational  armed  con- 
flicts (Protocol  II).  Done  at  Geneva  June  8, 
1977.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  7,  1978.^ 
Accession  deposited:  Saint  Christopher  and 

Nevis,  Feb.  14,  1986. 

Ratification  deposited:  Italy,  Feb.  27,  1986.' 

Telecommunication 

International  telecommunication  convention, 
with  annexes  and  protocols.  Done  at  Nairobi 
Nov.  6,  1982.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1,  1984; 
definitively  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  10,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Lebanon,  Feb.  13, 
1986;  Mongolia,  Togo,  Mar.  17,  1986;  Norway, 
Pakistan,  Mar.  6,  1986;  Peru,  Mar.  19,  1986; 
Poland,  Mar.  25,  1986;  Turkey,  Mar.  10,  1986. 

Timber 

International  tropical  timber  agreement, 
1983,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva  Nov.  18, 


1983.  Entered  into  force  provisionally  Apr.  1, 
1985;  for  the  U.S.  Apr.  26,  1985. 
Ratification  deposited:  Trinidad  and  Tobago, 

May  9,  1986. 

Treaties 

Vienna  convention  on  the  law  of  treaties, 
with  annex.  Done  at  Vienna  May  23,  1969. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  27,  1980.2 
Accessions  deposited:  U.S.S.R.,  Apr.  29, 
1986;  Byelorussian  S.S.R.,  May  1,  1986; 
Ukrainian  S.S.R.,  May  14,  1986. 


BILATERAL 


Bolivia 

Agreement  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities, with  annexes.  Signed  at  La  Paz 
Apr.  9,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  9,  1986. 

Cooperative  arrangement  for  the  production 
of  topographic  maps  of  Bolivia,  with  annexes. 
Signed  at  Washington  and  La  Paz  Apr.  21 
and  30,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  30, 
1986. 

Brazil 

Memorandum  of  understanding  concerning 
the  development,  installation,  and  operation 
of  a  seismic  data  acquisition  system.  Signed 
at  Reston  and  Brasilia  Apr.  8  and  May  5, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  May  5,  1986. 

Agreement  relating  to  cooperation  in  science 

and  technology.  Signed  at  Brasilia  Feb.  6, 

1984. 

Entered  into  force:  May  15,  1986. 

Canada 

Agreement  on  cooperation  in  comprehensive 
civil  emergency  planning  and  management, 
with  annex.  Signed  at  Ottawa  Apr.  28,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Apr.  28,  1986. 

Agreement  amending  and  supplementing  the 
agreement  of  Mar.  9,  1959,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  governing  tolls  on  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway  (TIAS  4192,  5117,  5608, 
6236,  7408,  9003,  9883,  10363),  with  memoran- 
dum of  agreement.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Washington  Apr.  9  and  11,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Apr.  11,  1986. 

Colombia 

Cooperative  arrangement  for  the  production 
of  topographic  maps  of  Colombia,  with 
annexes.  Signed  at  Washington  and  Bogota 
Apr.  21  and  28,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr. 
28,  1986. 

Ecuador 

Memorandum  of  agreement  concerning  assist- 
ance in  developing  and  modernizing 
Ecuador's  civil  aviation  system.  Signed  at 
Washington  and  Quito  Oct.  9  and  Nov.  6, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  6,  1985. 

Egypt 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  agree- 
ment of  Dec.  7  and  28,  1977  (TIAS  8973),  as 
amended,  relating  to  trade  in  textiles  and 
textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange  of 


notes  at  Cairo  Dec.  30,  1985,  and  Feb.  6, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  6,  1986. 

Second  amendment  to  the  grant  agreement  of 
Sept.  24,  1985,  for  cash  transfer.  Signed  at 
Cairo  Mar.  31,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Mar. 
31,  1986. 

First  amendment  to  the  grant  agreement  of 
April  12,  1982  (TIAS  10377),  for  rehabilitation 
and  modernization  of  the  Aswan  High  Dam 
Hydroelectric  Power  Station.  Signed  at  Cairo 
Mar.  31,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  31, 
1986. 

Project  agreement  for  the  science  and  tech- 
nology development  project.  Signed  at  Cairo 
Mar.  31,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  31, 
1986. 

France 

Memorandum  of  agreement  concerning  the 
use  of  Diane  Range,  Solenzara,  Corsica. 
Signed  at  Paris  Mar.  27,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  Mar.  27,  1986. 

Federal  Republic  of  Germany 

Agreement  amending  the  memorandum  of 
understanding  of  Apr.  27,  1983,  for  the  dual 
production  and  sale  of  the  stinger  weapon 
system.  Signed  at  Washington  and  Bonn  Mar. 
20  and  26,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  26, 
1986. 

Greece 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  air  serv- 
ices, with  schedules.  Signed  at  Athens  Apr. 
28,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  28,  1986. 

Grenada 

Treaty  concerning  the  reciprocal  encourage- 
ment and  protection  of  investment  with  an- 
nex. Signed  at  Washington  May  2,  1986. 
Enters  into  force  30  days  after  the  date  of 
exchange  of  instruments  of  ratification. 

Hungary 

Agreement  extending  the  memorandum  of 
understanding  of  Jan.  6  and  20,  1984,  for 
scientific  and  technical  cooperation  in  the 
earth  sciences.  Signed  at  Reston  and 
Budapest  Mar.  17  and  Apr.  21,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  Apr.  21,  1986;  effective  Jan.  1, 
1986. 

Indonesia 

Agreement  modifying  the  agreement  of  Feb. 
28,  1985,  relating  to  subsidization  of  exports 
in  the  context  of  the  agreement  of  Apr.  12, 
1979,  on  inter-pretation  and  application  of  arti- 
cles VI,  XVI,  and  XXIII  of  the  GATT  (subsi- 
dies code)  (TIAS  9619).  Effected  by  exchange 
of  letters  at  Washington  Apr.  10,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Apr.  10,  1986. 

Liberia 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  of  July  22, 
1985.  Signed  at  Monrovia  Apr.  28,  1986.  En- 
tered into  force  Apr.  28,  1986. 
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Malaysia 

Agreement  amending  agTeement  of  July  1 
and  11,  1985,  as  amended,  relating  to  trade  in 
cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and 
textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Kuala  Lumpur  May  6  and  7,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  May  7,  1986. 

Mexico 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  June 
2,  1977,  (TIAS  8952)  relating  to  additional 
cooperative  arrangements  to  curb  the  illegal 
traffic  in  narcotics.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
letters  at  Mexico  Mar.  13  and  Apr.  7,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Apr.  7,  1986. 

Agreement  concerning  trade  in  certain  steel 
products,  with  understanding  and  related  let- 
ter. Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Mexico  and  Washington  Feb.  27,  1985;  effec- 
tive Oct.  1,  1984. 

Mozambique 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  of  Jan.  11, 

1985,  as  amended.  Signed  at  Maputo  Apr.  11, 

1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  11,  1986. 

Nigeria 

Agreement  extending  the  memorandum  of 
understanding  of  Sept.  22,  1980,  on  environ- 
mental protection  (TIAS  9864).  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Lagos  Oct.  4,  1985,  and 
Apr.  1,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  1,  1986; 
effective  Sept.  22,  1985. 

Oman 

Agreement  concerning  the  provision  of  train- 
ing related  to  defense  articles  under  the  U.S. 
international  military  education  and  training 
(IMET)  program.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Muscat  Jan.  4  and  Apr.  28,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Apr.  28,  1986. 
Supersedes  agreement  of  Apr.  4  and  May  14, 
1981. 

Romania 

Agreement  concerning  trade  in  certain  steel 
products,  with  arrangement.  Effected  by  ex- 
change of  letters  at  Washington  June  3,  1985. 
Entered  into  force  June  3,  1985;  effective 
Oct.  1,  1984. 

St.  Christopher-Nevis 

General  agreement  for  economic,  technical, 
and  related  assistance.  Signed  at  Basseterre 
Apr.  24,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  24, 
1986. 

Venezuela 

Agreement  extending  the  implementing 
agreement  of  Oct.  29  and  Nov.  9,  1982,  as  ex- 
tended, regarding  air  transport  services.  Ef- 
fected by  exchange  of  notes  at  Caracas  Mar. 
25,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  25,  1986; 
effective  May  1,  1986. 


Department  of  State 


^Not  in  force. 

^Not  in  force  for  the  U.S. 

'With  declaration(s).  ■ 


No. 

Date 

*95 

5/1 

96 

5/1 

*97 

5/5 

Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

Subject 

Shultz:  interview  on  "The  To- 
day Show,"  Bali. 
Shultz:  news  briefing,  Bali. 
Whitehead:  remarks  at  the 
memorial  service  on  Foreign 
Service  Day,  May  2. 
Shultz:  interview  on  "This 
Week  With  David  Brinkley," 
Tokyo,  May  4. 
Shultz:  interview  on  CBS-TV's 

"Morning  News,"  Tokyo. 
Shultz:  news  briefing,  Tokyo, 

May  3. 
International  terrorism:  the 
taking  of  U.S.  citizens 
hostage. 
Shultz:  arrival  statement,  Seoul, 

May  7. 
Shultz:  news  briefing,  Tokyo, 

May  5. 
Shultz:  dinner  toast,  Seoul, 

May  7. 
Shultz:  arrival  statement, 

Manila,  May  8. 
Shultz:  statement  at  dinner, 

Manila,  May  8. 
Shultz:  luncheon  remarks, 

Manila,  May  9. 
Shultz:  interview  on  "The 

Today  Show." 
Shultz:  news  conference,  Seoul, 

May  8. 
Shultz:  address  before  the 
Overseas  Writers  Club. 


*98     5/5 

*99     5/5 

100  5/6 

101  5/6 

*102  5/8 

103  5/8 

104  5/8 
*105  5/9 

106  5/9 

*107  5/12 

*108  5/13 

109  5/13 

*110  5/14 


111    5/19   Shultz:  address  before  the 

American  Jewish  Committee, 
May  15. 
*112   5/21    Shultz:  news  conference,  Manila, 

May  9. 
*113   5/21    Shultz:  remarks  and  question- 
and-answer  session  before 
Congressman  Silvio  0.  Co- 
nie's  business-government 
leadership  symposium. 
*114   5/22   Program  for  the  official  working 
visit  of  Honduran  President 
Jose  Simon  Azcona  Hoyo, 
May  26-29. 
115   5/22    Shultz:  remarks  after  meeting 
with  Dr.  Robert  Gale. 
*116   5/27   American  drug  arrests  abroad. 
*117   5/28    Shultz:  remarks  at  DACOR 
Bacon  House  dedication. 
May  23. 
118   5/29   Shultz:  address  before  UN 
General  Assembly  special 
session  on  the  Critical 
Economic  Situation  in  Africa, 
New  York,  May  28. 
*119   5/30   CSCE  public  forums:  Union, 
New  Jersey  (June  4),  New 
York  City  (June  5),  Detroit 
(June  10),  Chicago  (June  11). 
*120A   5/29   Shultz:  remarks  at  reception  for 
the  delegation  to  UN  special 
session,  May  28. 
*120B    5/29   Shultz:  remarks  at  reception  for 
the  delegation  to  UN  special 
session,  May  28. 


*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 
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PUBLICATIONS 


Department  of  State 


Free  single  c-opies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available  from 
the  Correspondence  Management  Division, 
Bui-eau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

Secretary  Shultz 

Unity  and  Dissent:  On  the  Community  of 
Free  Nations,  American  Jewish  Commit- 
tee, May  15,  1986  (Current  Policy  #835). 

U.S.  Foreign  Policy:  Assessing  Budget  Pri- 
orities, Overseas  Writers  Club,  May  14, 
1986  (Current  Policy  #836). 

Africa 

South  Africa:  Report  on  the  President's  Ex- 
ecutive Order,  Assistant  Secretary 
Crocker,  Subcommittees  on  Africa  and  on 
Intei-national  Economic  Policy  and  Trade, 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  Apr.  9, 
1986  (Current  Policy  #817). 

Arms  Control 

Is  Arms  Control  at  a  Dead  End?,  AC  DA 
Dii-ector  Adelman,  Commonwealth  Club, 
San  Francisco,  May  16,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #837). 

The  Impact  of  SDI  on  U.S.-Soviet  Relations, 
Ambassador  Nitze,  American  Entei-prise 
Institute— National  Defense  University 
seminar  on  "The  Security  Implications  of 
SDI."  Apr.  29,  1986  (Current  Policy  #830). 

Arms  Control:  Mutual  and  Balanced  Force 
Reductions  (GIST,  Mav  1986).  U.S. 
Nuclear  Testing  Policy  (GIST,  May  1986). 

Department  and  Foreign  Service 

The  U.S.  Foreign  Service  in  a  Year  of 

Challenges,  Under  Secretary  Spiers,  State 
Department's  21st  annual  Foreign  Service 
Day,  May  2,  1986  (Current  Policy  #831). 

East  Asia 

U.S.  Assistance  to  the  Philippines,  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  Monjo,  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs,  House  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee,  May  15,  1986 
(Curi-ent  Policy  #834). 

Prospects  for  Continuing  Democratization  in 
Korea,  Assistant  Secretary  Sigur,  Subcom- 
mittee on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs,  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  Apr.  16,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #829). 


Economics 

U.S.-Japan  Economic  Relations:  The  Tokyo 
Summit  and  Beyond,  Under  Secretary 
Wallis,  U.S.-Japan  Economic  Agenda  Meet- 
ing, Apr.  23,  1986  (Current  Policy  #826). 

Promoting  Economic  Growth  in  the  Develop- 
ing World,  Deputy  Secretary  Whitehead, 
ministerial  meeting  of  the  Organization  for 
Economic  Cooperation  and  Development, 
Paris,  Apr.  17,  1986  (Current  Policy  #827). 

Multilateral  Development  Banks  (GIST,  May 
1986). 

Europe 

U.S.-U.S.S.R.  Cultural  and  Educational 

Exchanges  (GIST,  May  1986). 
U.S.-U.S.S.R.  Science  and  Technology 

Exchanges  (GIST,  May  1986). 

General 

Regional  Security,  Collective  Security,  and 
American  Security,  Admiral  Poindexter, 
1986  Armed  Forces  Day  dinner  sponsored 
by  the  National  Defense  Committee  and 
the  Indianapolis  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
Indianapolis,  May  16,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#838). 

National  Security:  In  Defense  of  Something 
of  Value,  Deputy  Secretary  Whitehead, 
Business  Council,  Hot  Springs,  Virginia, 
May  9,  1986  (Current  Policy  #833). 

GIST  Index  (April  1986). 

International  Law 

The  War  Powers  Resolution  and  Antiter- 
rorist  Operations,  Legal  Adviser  Sofaer, 
Subcommittee  on  Arms  Control,  Interna- 
tional Security  and  Science,  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  Apr.  29,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #832). 

Oceans 

Current  Developments  in  U.S.  Oceans  Policy, 
Ambassador  Negroponte,  10th  annual  semi- 
nar sponsored  by  the  Center  for  Oceans 
Law  and  Policy,  Southhampton,  Bermuda, 
Mar.  14,  1986  (Current  Policy  #819). 

Western  Hemisphere 

U.S.  Policy  on  Central  America:  The  Need 
for  Consensus,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
Michel,  "Great  Decisions"  series,  Fayette- 
ville.  North  Carolina,  Apr.  17,  1986  (Cur- 
rent Policy  #828).  ■ 


GPO  Sales 


The  following  subscriptions  are  available 
from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington, 
D.C.  20402.  Checks  or  money  orders,  made 
payable  to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
must  accompany  order. 

Department  of  State  Bulletin 

This  monthly  magazine  presents  the  official 
record  of  U.S.  foreign  policy,  including  major 
addresses  of  the  President  and  the  Secretary; 
statements  to  the  Congress;  special  features 
and  analytical  articles  on  international  affairs 
by  State  Department  experts;  list  of  treaties 
and  other  agreements;  and  a  brief  chronology 
of  world  events.  Annual  subscription— $25.00 
domestic;  $31.25  foreign.  Single  copy-$2.75 
domestic;  $3.45  foreign.  Subscription  to  the 
Bulletin  includes  an  annual  index.  Single  in- 
dex issues— $1.50  domestic;  $1.90  foreign. 

Treaties  and  Other  International  Acts 

This  subscription,  issued  irregularly,  contains 
the  texts  of  agreements  entered  into  by  the 
United  States  with  other  nations.  Subscrip- 
tion price  (150  issues)— $135.00  domestic; 
$168.75  foreign.  Single  copies  vary  in  price. 

Note:  On  infrequent  occasions  a  series 
number  is  assigned  to  a  volume  of  such  large 
size  and  cost  that  it  cannot  be  included  as 
part  of  the  subscription.  When  such  a  volume 
is  issued,  it  is  GPO  policy  to  bring  the  matter 
to  the  immediate  attention  of  all  subscribers, 
in  order  that  they  may  account  for  the  series 
number  omitted  from  their  subscription  and 
to  give  them  an  opportunity  to  obtain  the 
volume  in  question,  if  they  wish  to  do  so. 

Diplomatic  List 

This  is  a  quarterly  list  of  foreign  diplomatic 
representatives  in  Washington,  D.C,  and 
their  addresses.  Annual  subscription— $14.00 
domestic;  $17.50  foreign.  Single  copy— $3.75 
domestic;  $4.70  foreign. 

Employees  of  Diplomatic  Missions 

This  quarterly  publication  lists  the  names  and 
addresses  of  employees  of  foreign  diplomatic 
representatives  in  Washington,  D.C,  who  are 
not  included  in  the  Diplomatic  List.  Annual 
subscription— $9.50  domestic;  $11.90  foreign. 
Single  copy— $4.50  domestic;  $5.65  foreign. 

Key  Officers  of  Foreign  Service  Posts: 
Guide  for  Business  Representatives 

This  pocket-sized  directory  is  published  three 
times  a  year.  It  lists  key  U.S.  Foreign  Serv- 
ice officers  abroad  with  whom  business  repre- 
sentatives most  likely  would  have  contact.  It 
also  has  the  address  and  telephone  number  of 
all  U.S.  diplomatic  posts.  Annual  subscrip- 
tion-$10.00  domestic;  $12.50  foreign.  Single 
copy— $4.25  domestic;  $5.35  foreign.  ■ 
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FEATURE 
Terrorism 


International  Terrorism 

Following  are  statements  by  Ambassadors 

Robert  B.  Oakley,  Acting  Ambassador  at  Large 

for  Counter-Terrorism,  and  Parker  W.  Borg, 

Deputy,  Office  of  the  Ambassador  at  Large 

for  Counter-Terrorism. 


AMBASSADOR  OAKLEY 
JUNE  16,  1986 

Address  before  the  U.S.  Conference 
of  Mayors  in  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  with  you  today 
in  lovely  Puerto  Rico.  My  subject 
matter-terrorism-is  not  a  pleasant 
one,  but  it  is  obviously  one  of  considera- 
ble concern  to  all  our  citizens.  It  proba- 
bly has  been  the  top  story  on  TV  and  in 
the  newspapers  and  magazines  since  the 
TWA  847  hijacking  a  year  ago  Saturday. 

My  job  and  that  of  my  office  at  the 
State  Department  is  to  deal  with  inter- 
national terrorism.  The  State  Depart- 
ment is  the  lead  agency  in  dealing  with 
the  international  threat,  while  the  FBI 
[Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation]  is  the 
key  Federal  agency  in  dealing  with  ter- 
rorist threats  within  the  United  States. 
We  work  closely  together,  however, 
both  on  a  day-to-day  basis  and  in  two  in- 
teragency committees  on  counterter- 
rorism  estabhshed  by  the  President. 
One  of  these  I  chair,  and  one  is  chaired 
by  the  National  Security  Council.  In 
dealing  with  international  terrorism- 
that  is,  terrorism  involving  persons  or 
facihties  of  more  than  one  country— all 
U.S.  Government  agencies  work  closely 
together  in  the  recognition  that  the  first 
hne  of  defense  for  the  United  States  is 
overseas.  This  illustrates  a  point  made 
by  Mayor  Corrada  of  San  Juan  about 
the  interrelationships  between  our  coun- 
try and  the  rest  of  the  world. 

We  are  at  an  interesting  and  impor- 
tant stage  in  the  ebb  and  flow  of  inter- 
national terrorism  and  efforts  to  combat 


it.  As  President  Reagan  said  in  his 
May  31  weekly  radio  address:  "History 
may  well  record  that  1986  was  the  year 
when  the  world  came  to  grips  with  the 
plague  of  international  terrorism." 

Over  the  past  2  years,  there  has 
been  a  major  surge  in  terrorism,  both 
internal  (within  Lebanon,  India,  Sri  Lan- 
ka, Peru,  and  Chile)  and  international 
(especially  in  the  Middle  East,  Europe, 
and  Latin  America).  The  number  of  in- 
ternational incidents  rose  from  the  500 
per  year  average  for  1979-83  to  600  in 
1984  and  800+  in  1985.  This  upward 
trend  continued  during  the  first  several 
months  this  year.  Preliminary  talhes  in- 
dicate there  were  about  346  internation- 
al terrorist  incidents  for  January-May  of 
1986,  compared  with  285  for  1985, 
although  there  seems  to  be  some  slow- 
ing up  in  recent  weeks. 

The  number  of  casualties  from  inter- 
national incidents  also  leapt  upward,  go- 
ing from  1,279  (312  dead)  in  1984  to 
2,177  (877  dead)  in  1985.  So  far  in  1986, 
from  January  through  May,  there  have 
been  1,081  casualties  (318  dead).  In  1983, 
while  the  worldwide  statistics  were  not  ' 
as  bad,  the  bombings  in  Beirut  caused 
over  250  U.S.  marines  and  civilians 
killed  and  over  100  wounded.  For  the 
past  decade  U.S.  citizens  and  installa- 
tions have  been  far  and  away  the  num- 
ber one  target  for  terrorists  abroad. 
Despite  the  impression  made  by  recent 
highly  publicized  incidents,  the  percen- 
tage of  attacks  directed  against  the 
United  States  has  actually  decreased 
over  the  past  3  years  from  40%  to  25%. 


Domestic  Situation 

Inside  the  United  States,  the  trend  has 
been  just  the  reverse.  Aggressive  inves- 
tigation of  terrorist  acts  and  the  suc- 
cessful prosecution  of  those  responsible 
has  helped  prevent  future  crimes  by 
domestic  terrorists  and  reduce  their 
threat  to  society.  During  the  past  3 
years,  the  FBI  has  obtained  substantial 
success  against  domestic  terrorist  or- 
ganizations. The  results  achieved  in  in- 
vestigating the  Fuerzas  Armadas  de 
Liberacion,  United  Freedom  Front, 
May  19  Communist  Organization  (M19C), 
the  Aryan  Nations,  and  others  are  in- 
dicative of  these  positive  accomplish- 
ments by  the  FBI.  In  1985  the  number 
of  domestic  terrorist  incidents  dechned 
for  the  fourth  straight  year  from  a  high 
of  51  in  1982  to  a  total  of  only  7,  with 
12  casualties,  last  year.  None  of  them 
involved  international  connections, 
although  there  were  several  attempted 
incidents  with  international  connections 
(involving  Sikhs,  Libyans,  etc.)  among 
the  23  prevented.  So  far  this  year,  there 
has  been  only  one  domestic  terrorist 
incident,  that  involving  a  former  Puerto 
Rican  policeman  and  his  family. 

Let  us  speculate  on  the  reasons  for 
these  strikingly  opposite  trends.  I  hope 
my  ideas  stimulate  your  own  thinking, 
which  will  be  based  upon  direct  local  ex- 
perience rather  than  deductive  reason- 
ing. First,  this  country  has  a  reputation 
abroad  for  pretty  effective  controls  upon 
the  issuance  of  visas,  which  many  others 
do  not  require,  and  careful  checking  of 
proposed  points  of  entry.  For  some  rea- 
son terrorists  seem  to  prefer  normal  en- 
try points  into  the  United  States,  even 
with  false  papers,  to  trying  to  sneak 
across  the  relatively  unguarded  areas  of 
our  borders. 

Second,  we  also  have  a  reputation 
for  good  intelligence  on  terrorists  trying 
to  enter  or  operating  inside  the  country, 
due  to  the  combined  good  work  of  the 
CIA  [Central  Intelligence  Agency],  FBI, 
friendly  governments,  and  state  and  lo- ' 
cal  law  enforcement  agencies.  The  ab- 
sence of  terrorism  from  the  Los  Angeles 
Olympics  is  a  good  example  of  these 
first  two  points.  (I  would  note  that  we 
are  trying  to  also  keep  incident-free 
next  year's  pan-American  games  in 
Indianapolis.)  The  arrest  earlier  this 
month  of  five  Sikh  terrorists  in 
Montreal  before  they  could  even  get  to 
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New  York  City  and  put  a  bomb  aboard 
an  Air  India  flight  is  another  example  of 
the  second  point  on  the  role  of  good 
intelligence,  as  well  as  good  cooperation 
with  other  governments. 

Third,  by  and  large,  the  systematic, 
organized  commission  of  violent  acts  for 
political  purposes  against  innocent  per- 
sons is  not  a  part  of  our  culture.  In  Eu- 
rope and  the  Middle  East,  it  has  been 
present  generation  after  generation 
after  generation.  Violence  in  America 
tends  to  be  either  spontaneous  or  for 
criminal,  not  political,  purposes.  Ter- 
rorist groups  do  spring  up  from  time  to 
time  in  the  United  States,  particularly 
during  periods  of  high  sociopolitical  ten- 
sion as  in  the  1970s.  They  usually 
wither  away  rapidly-with  help  from  the 
FBI— rather  than  renew  themselves  as 
in  the  Middle  East  and  Europe.  It 
seems  to  me  that  this  is,  in  good  part, 
due  to  the  deep-rooted  belief  by  Ameri- 
cans that  there  are  peaceful  means  of 
political  change  and  for  improving  one's 
economic  situation,  that  our  system  is 
ultimately  responsive.  Thus  the  continu- 
ation of  low  levels  of  terrorism  will  de- 
pend, in  good  part,  upon  the  continued 
responsiveness  of  our  system  of  the 
Federal,  state,  and  city  government.  In 
the  present  Gramm-Rudman  era  this 
will  not  be  easy.  You  mayors  will  have 
a  big  role  to  play. 

One  might  think  that  ethnic  or  na- 
tionality groups  would  be  more  prone  to 
terrorism— particularly  when  it  is  ram- 
pant in  their  country  or  has  been  used 
by  extremists  of  similar  origin  such  as 
Armenians,  Palestinians,  and  Iranians. 
However,  the  record  shows  this  is  not 
so.  Unlike  Europe,  for  example,  where 
those  of  Middle  East  ethnic  or  national 
origin  often  feel  and  act  as  alienated 
strangers  and  so  are  more  prone  to  pro- 
vide help  for  terrorist  activities  by  their 
brethren,  in  this  country  even  those 
who  have  entered  illegally  tend  to  feel 
and  act  as  Americans  concerned  with 
the  well-being  of  this  country  and  with 
what  they  see  as  their  rightful  place  in 
it.  Again,  it  is  important  to  continue  this 
state  of  affairs,  despite  pressures  build- 
ing against  it  for  reasons  of  our  own 
self-interest. 

Finally,  I  want  to  highlight  the  im- 
portant role  played  by  the  FBI  and 
other  law  enforcement  agencies.  In  the 
United  States  combating  terrorism  is 
not  the  sole  responsibility  of  the  FBI 
but,  rather,  the  joint  responsibility  of 
Federal,  state,  and  local  law  enforce- 


ment authorities.  While  the  FBI  has 
been  designated  the  "lead"  Federal 
agency  to  counter  terrorism  within  the 
United  States,  state  and  local  agencies 
are  charged  with  law  enforcement  and 
public  safety  responsibilities  in  their 
jurisdictions.  In  order  effectively  to 
achieve  our  mutual  counterterrorism 
objectives,  therefore,  the  FBI  has 
entered  into  joint  operations  with  local 
agencies  in  several  field  divisions  where 
specific  and  persistent  terrorist-related 
activities  have  been  present.  The  signifi- 
cant successes  achieved  against  domestic 
terrorist  groups  are  attributable,  in 
part,  to  a  pooling  of  these  personnel  and 
resources. 

The  FBI  first  experimented  with  the 
task  force  concept  in  1979,  when  the 
bank  robbery  problem  in  New  York 
City  had  grovm  to  epidemic  proportions. 
It  became  clear  to  the  leadership  of  the 
New  York  City  Police  Department  and 
the  FBI  that  an  innovative  solution  was 
required  to  address  an  increasingly  dan- 
gerous situation.  Accordingly,  a  formal- 
ized agreement,  sealed  by  a  signed 
Memorandum  of  Understanding,  was  en- 
tered into  by  both  agencies.  Detectives 
and  FBI  agents  were  detailed  to  a  new- 
ly created  task  force  jointly  supervised 
by  the  FBI  and  New  York  City  Police 
Department  personnel.  The  idea  was  to 
eliminate  duplication  of  effort,  share 
resources,  and  foster  cooperation. 

The  experiment  worked.  In  a  very 
real  way,  the  task  force  became  more 
than  a  sum  of  its  parts.  The  skills  and 
knowledge  possessed  by  the  police 
officers  complemented  those  possessed 
by  the  agents,  and  a  spirit  of  coopera- 
tion replaced  counterproductive  competi- 
tiveness. The  number  of  bank  robberies 
soon  declined  dramatically,  and  the  solu- 
tion rate  soared. 

With  this  precedent  having  been  es- 
tabUshed,  a  Joint  Terrorist  Task  Force 
was  established  in  New  York  in  1980. 
This  task  force,  in  its  6  years  of  exis- 
tence, has  been  successful  in  the  investi- 
gation of  numerous  domestic  and 
international  terrorist  groups  operating 
in  the  United  States.  Its  success  was 
instrumental  in  the  establishment  of  the 
much  bigger  task  force  for  the  Los  An- 
geles Olympics  and  encouraged  the  crea- 
tion of  similar  task  forces  in  Chicago, 
New  Haven,  Newark,  San  Francisco, 
Los  Angeles,  Boston,  and  Washington, 
D.C.,  to  address  specific  terrorism 
problems  in  those  areas. 


Overseas  Terrorism 

Let  us  shift  back  to  terrorism  overseas 
and  look  at  why  it  has  gotten  worse.  In 
trying  to  get  a  broad  picture  of  the  in- 
ternational terrorism  scene,  it  might  be 
useful  to  start  vdth  the  regional  pieces. 

First,  Middle  East-related  terrorism, 
which  has  been  the  major  factor  in  the 
recent  increase  of  intemationl  terrorism: 
the  number  of  incidents  in  the  region 
rose  from  109  in  1983  to  378  in  1985. 
Also,  in  1985  there  were  another  60  inci- 
dents by  Middle  East  groups  which  took 
place  in  Europe  or  elsewhere,  meaning 
that  Mideast  terrorism  accounts  for  over 
50%  of  the  worldwide  total  for  1985.  So 
far  in  1986,  there  have  been  214  inci- 
dents of  Middle  East  origin  with  a 
dozen  conducted  by  Middle  East  groups 
in  Europe. 

There  are  a  variety  of  factors  and 
actors  behind  this  situation,  of  which  the 
IsraeU-Palestinian  dispute  is  only  one 
component.  This  category  includes  ter- 
rorism conducted  by  radical  Arab 
governments  and  Palestinian  groups  try- 
ing to  disrupt  the  peace  process,  destroy 
moderate  Arab  governments,  carry  on 
intra-Arab  power  struggles,  or  seize  a 
place  in  the  world  power  structure  as 
well  as  vent  their  anger  at  Israel  and 
the  United  States. 

State  support  is  a  major  reason  for 
increased  Middle  East  terrorism.  Muam- 
mer  Qadhafi  of  Libya  has  used  and  sup- 
ported terrorism  around  the  world  more 
for  purposes  of  personal  pride  and  na- 
tional power  than  for  any  real  concern 
for  Palestinians  or  the  Arab-Israeli  dis- 
pute. Syria  has  also  used  terrorism  sys- 
tematically to  enhance  its  power  in  the 
region.  Iranian  terrorism  is  inspired  by 
Khomeini's  brand  of  politicoreligious 
fanaticism,  linked  both  to  the  Iran-Iraq 
war  and  the  desire  to  "purify"  the  Is- 
lamic world  by  removing  pro-Western 
Arab  governments  and  the  Western  cul- 
tural presence,  starting  with  the  United 
States  and  France. 

In  Latin  America  and  the  Carib- 
bean, Cuba  and  Nicaragua  are  active 
state  supporters  of  terrorism,  in  some 
cases  sharing  support  for  terrorist 
groups  with  Iran  or  Libya.  The  tradi- 
tional politicoeconomic  stimulus  for  guer- 
rilla warfare  and  terrorism  in  this  part 
of  the  world  has  recently  been  raised  by 
narcotics  trafficking-with  traffickers 
using  terrorists  to  protect  processing 
centers  and  as  hit  men,  and  the  ter- 
rorists obtaining  money  and  arms  from 
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narcotics  traffickers.  Colombia  is  a  par- 
ticularly flagrant  case  in  point.  There  is 
also  increased  cooperation  and  coordina- 
tion among  terrorist  groups,  especially 
the  M-19  of  Colombia  and  Alfaro  Lives 
of  Ecuador.  Peruvian  and  Chilean  ter- 
rorism, very  much  on  the  increase,  is 
more  indigenous  than  dependent  upon 
outside  support.  Puerto  Rico  is  astride 
some  of  the  routes  used  by  these 
terrorists— including  Cuba,  which  has 
actively  tried  to  fish  in  troubled 
waters— and  the  narcotics  traffickers.  It 
is  a  serious  challenge. 

In  Western  Europe  there  has  been  a 
slowdown  over  the  past  year  of  tradi- 
tional indigenous,  ideological  terrorism 
even  while  the  spillover  of  Middle  East 
terrorism  has  increased.  This  slowdown 
results  primarily  from  increased  security 
awareness  and  counterterrorist  meas- 
ures, which  make  operations  more 
difficult;  Belgian  successes  in  capturing 
key  terrorists  and  crippling  the  CCC 
[Communist  Combatant  Cells];  France 
capturing  Andre  Olivier,  leader  of  the 
national  faction  of  Action  Directe,  thus 
reducing  the  capability  of  this  group; 
and  Italian  authorities  last  month  in 
Naples  convicting  62  Red  Brigades  ter- 
rorists and  continuing  to  dismantle  that 
once  intimidating  organization. 

U.S.  Program 

Looking  back,  a  key  turning  point  for 
the  United  States  in  the  fight  against 
international  terrorism  was  1983,  when 
the  bombings  took  so  many  lives  at  the 
American  Marine  barracks  and  Embassy 
buildings  in  Beirut.  This  prompted  the 
Reagan  Administration  to  undertake  in 
late  1983  a  special  presidential  study 
and  issue  specific  new  policy  guidance. 
This  new  presidential  guidance  led 
to  a  comprehensive  counterterrorism 
program  with  higher  priorities,  which  is 
based  upon  a  combination  of  unilateral, 
multilateral,  and  international  actions.  It 
uses  a  variety  of  diplomatic,  economic, 
legal,  intelligence,  and  military  means, 
based  upon  the  premise  that  the 
primary  legal,  political,  moral,  and  prac- 
tical responsibility  for  dealing  with  ter- 
rorism abroad  is  that  of  foreign 
governments.  If  they  do  not  have  the 
political  will  or  the  ability  to  act  against 
terrorism,  the  problem  will  get  worse 
rather  than  better.  What  we  can  do 
alone  in  other  countries  is  obviously 


limited,  although  we  are  strengthening 
our  capabilities  to  do  so.  Many  of  our 
programs  are  aimed  at  getting  others  to 
do  more. 

Actions  Taken  Over  the  Past  2 
Years.  The  pace  of  our  unilateral  and 
cooperative  international  programs  and 
other  activities  aimed  at  terrorism 
abroad  has  been  quickening. 

•  We  have  intensified  our  bilateral 
relationships  with  friends  around  the 
world.  We  already  work  closely  with 
such  friends  as  Canada,  Britain,  and 
Israel.  Meanwhile  we  are  discussing 
common  counterterrorism  efforts  with 
countries  where  we  have  previously  not 
had  such  close  ties,  such  as  Italy,  the 
Netherlands,  Turkey,  and  Egypt.  In  one 
form  or  another,  we  have  significant 
cooperation  efforts  underway  with  some 
50  governments. 

•  We  have  dedicated  more  resources 
and  given  a  still  higher  priority  to  col- 
lecting, analyzing,  and  disseminating 
intelligence  on  terrorist  groups  and 
activities  abroad,  as  well  as  sharing  it 
with  other  key  governments. 

•  We  have  improved  the  security  of 
our  Embassies  and  consulates  and 
heightened  the  security  awareness  of 
our  personnel;  major  improvements 
have  been  made  in  the  physical  security 
of  over  100  U.S.  diplomatic  missions 
over  the  past  2  years. 

•  Improved  intelligence  collection, 
better  security,  and  closer  international 
cooperation  helped  us  deter  or  preempt 
more  than  180  international  terrorist 
actions  over  the  past  18  months. 

•  We  have  used  a  wide  range  of  our 
unilateral  sanctions  against  such  coun- 
tries as  Syria,  Libya,  Iran,  Cuba,  and 
Nicaragua:  banning  all  weapons  sales, 
imposing  limitations  on  financial  deal- 
ings, maintaining  close  surveillance  of 
any  of  their  government  officials  who 
wish  to  come  to  the  United  States,  and 
imposing  controls  on  exports  of  key 
spare  parts  and  equipment. 

•  Our  covert  action  and  military 
capabilities  for  action  against  terrorists 
have  been  strengthened.  I  cannot  go 
into  details,  for  obvious  reasons,  but  the 
success  in  apprehending  the  terrorists 
who  hijacked  the  Achille  Lauro  is  one 
example  of  what  they  can  do.  Another, 
and  even  more  dramatic,  example  was 
the  military  operation  against  Libya  in 
April.  We  will  be  judicious  in  the  use  of 


these  capabilities  but  shall  not  hesitate 
to  act  when  the  circumstances  are  right. 

•  We  have  begun  to  cooperate  more 
closely  with  the  private  sector  in  shar- 
ing information  on  threats  abroad  and 
how  to  counter  them.  The  Overseas 
Security  Advisory  Panel  has  been  active 
in  systematically  exchanging  information 
on  techniques  and  technology  to  counter 
terrorism  as  well  as  threat  information. 
A  regular  but  informal  relationship  has 
recently  been  established  with  the 
tourist  industry. 

•  We  have  worked  hard  and  suc- 
cessfully in  international  organizations 
such  as  the  UN  General  Assembly  and 
Security  Council  in  establishing  the 
principle  that  terrorism  is  a  threat  to  all 
nations  and  should  be  considered  as  a 
crime.  In  the  specialized  UN  agencies, 
new  standards  for  aviation  and  maritime 
security  have  been  established. 

•  We  have  made  effective  use  of 
recent  legislative  tools,  such  as  the 
rewards  programs,  the  Crime  Act  of 
1984,  and  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act. 
We  believe  it  is  useful  to  have  more 
legal  tools  for  the  antiterrorism  effort. 
We  support,  for  example,  S.  1429,  which 
recently  passed  the  Senate,  making  it  a 
Federal  crime  to  kill  or  conduct  other 
terrorist  acts  against  Americans 
overseas. 

•  In  2  years  over  2,000  civilian  offi- 
.cials  from  32  friendly  foreign  govern- 
ments have  participated  in  our 
antiterrorism  assistance  (ATA)  program 
managed  by  the  State  Department;  this 
not  only  improves  their  abilities  to  pro- 
tect their  own  governments  and  U.S. 
and  other  citizens  in  their  countries 
from  terrorist  attack,  it  also  means 
closer  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  in  combating  terrorism. 

The  ATA  program  is  a  very  good 
example  of  a  cooperative  effort  against 
terrorism  which  involves  local  govern- 
ments such  as  yours.  A  number  of 
metropolitan  police  departments  around 
the  country— ranging  from  New  York 
City  to  Charleston,  South  Carolina,  and 
Miami,  Florida,  to  San  Diego, 
California— have  helped  train  their  coun- 
terparts from  overseas.  This  has  been  a 
very  successful  program.  The  State 
Department  helps  organize  the  sessions; 
local  U.S.  city  and  county  authorities, 
such  as  police  departments,  and  the 
FBI,  the  FAA  [Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration], and  others  provide  the  facili- 
ties and  skilled  manpower  on  a 
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reimbursable  basis.  We  also  provide 
some  limited  equipment,  such  as  airport 
X  rays  and  bomb  disposal  equipment.  If 
your  police  or  other  experts  are  invited 
to  take  part  in  the  program,  I  hope  you 
can  participate.  Fighting  terrorism  has 
to  be  a  cooperative  effort. 

The  Past  Year 

In  June  1985,  a  year  ago,  we  suffered 
through  the  hijacking,  hostage-taking, 
and  murder  aboard  TWA  847.  This  dra- 
matically televised  17-day  event  was  fol- 
lowed by  the  Achille  Lauro  hijacking 
and  murder  plus  the  deliberate  killing  of 
unarmed  U.S.  marines  and  civiUans  in 
San  Salvador,  terrorist  attacks  in 
Colombia,  bombings  of  military  bases  in 
Germany,  and  the  December  27  bloody 
attacks  upon  the  Rome  and  Vienna  air- 
ports. These  underlined  the  importance 
of  the  new  action  study  completed  at 
year's  end  by  Vice  President  Bush's 
task  force  and  its  recommendations  for  a 
still  more  active  unilateral  and  mul- 
tilateral effort  to  counter  terrorism.  The 
task  force  report  found  the  system  in 
place  to  be  sound  but  in  need  of  fine- 
tuning  and  higher  priority  with  a  more 
action-oriented  urgent  approach. 

The  first  tangible  reaction  was  the 
President's  January  8  decision  to  stop 
all  U.S.  business  activities  in  Libya, 
seize  its  assets  in  this  country,  and  call 
for  our  aUies  to  join  in  a  campaign  of 
collective,  nonmilitary  pressure  strong 
enough  to  convince  Qadhafi  to  stop  his 
support  for  terrorism.  The  President 
made  clear  that  the  United  States 
reserved  the  right  to  take  unilateral  ac- 
tion if  collective  action  failed  to  deter 
Qadhafi.  Unfortunately,  there  was  virtu- 
ally no  response  by  our  aUies,  and 
Libyan-supported  terrorism  directed 
against  the  United  States  became  more 
blatant,  widespread,  and  deadly.  This 
included  orders  in  late  March  from 
Tripoli  to  Libyan  embassies  to  conduct 
attacks  on  U.S.-related  targets  in  dozens 
of  countries  aimed  at  inflicting  large- 
scale,  indiscriminate  casualties. 

One  result  of  Qadhafi' s  orders  was 
the  bombing  of  Beriin's  La  Belle  Disco- 
theque where  there  were  200  casualties, 
including  two  American  sergeants  killed. 
Similar,  but  abortive,  attempts  took 
place  elsewhere.  For  example,  French 
and  Turkish  security  forces  working 
with  the  United  States  discovered, 


prevented,  and  publicly  exposed  actions 
by  Libyan  officials  to  conduct  very 
lethal  attacks  against  U.S.  Government 
installations.  In  other  countries,  the 
Libyans  never  got  that  far,  probably 
recognizing  their  inadequacies  in  the 
face  of  close  controls. 

President  Reagan's  response  was  to 
invoke  the  right  of  any  country  to  self- 
defense  when  attacked  by  another  coun- 
try. This  led  to  the  carefully  calibrated 
April  15  raids  upon  terrorist-related  tar- 
gets in  Tripoli  and  Benghazi,  a  tremen- 
dous shock  to  Qadhafi  who  apparently 
believed  he  could  insult  and  even  kill 
Americans  with  impunity. 

What  has  been  the  result  of  tne 
limited  use  of  force  in  self-defense 
against  Libya? 

First,  a  marked  reduction  in 
Qadhafi-supported  terrorism,  apparently 
due  to  internal  Libyan  disarray,  the 
compromise  of  Libya's  external  terror 
network,  and  the  tighter  controls  placed 
upon  Libyan  activities  all  around  the 
world  by  governments  more  determined 
than  before  to  avoid  terrorism  in  their 
countries. 

Second,  absence  of  strong  negative 
reaction,  which  some  had  feared  (and 


Qadhafi  had  expected)  from  other  Arab 
governments  or  the  U.S.S.R.  The 
former  have  showed  Uttle  sympathy  and 
no  tangible  support  for  Qadhafi,  to  his 
evident  anger.  The  latter's  words  have 
been  strongly  supportive,  but  their  mili- 
tary support  has  been  zero— another 
shock  to  Qadhafi's  flawed  perception  of 
the  world. 

Third,  a  sudden  recognition  by 
European  and  other  governments  of  the 
serious  dangers  posed  by  international 
terrorism  and  a  new  willingness  to  work 
together  to  deter  and  prevent  it. 

For  example,  the  Foreign  Ministers 
of  the  12  European  Community  (EC) 
countries  on  April  21  agreed  to  reduce 
the  size  of  the  Libyan  People's  Bureaus 
and  increase  cooperation  among  law 
enforcement  and  intelligence  agencies. 
They  also  agreed  to  impose  tight  con- 
trols upon  the  entry  and  movement  of 
all  Libyans,  including  diplomats  and 
other  government  officials.  On  May  5  in 
Tokyo,  the  leaders  of  the  seven  govern- 
ments of  the  economic  summit  countries 
agreed  to  a  series  of  actions  to  be  taken 
against  international  terrorism  and 
states  who  support  it,  again  identifying 
Libya.  In  addition  to  reiterating  and 
strengthening  the  actions  agreed  to  by 


Aoril  1986   La  Belle  discotheque  in  West  Berlin  was  destroyed  by  a  bomb  while  it  was 
^r'wded  with  some  500  patrons,  mostly  U-S-  servicemen^  More  than  200peopk^ 
injured,  and  a  Turkish  woman  and  a  U.S.  soldier  were  killed.  Another  U.S.  soldier  died  as 
a  result  of  his  wounds  in  June  1986. 
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the  EC,  the  Tokyo  statement  called  for 
improved  extradition  procedures, 
strengthening  the  Bonn  declaration  on 
civil  aviation  security,  and  greater  inter- 
national cooperation  generally,  including 
use  of  the  United  Nations. 

The  Europeans  also  agreed  to  cut  off 
mihtary  sales  to  Libya  and  not  to  fill  in 
behind  the  departing  American  skilled 
personnel.  Italy— which  has  longstanding 
major  historic,  cultural,  and  economic 
ties  with  Libya— nevertheless  has 
reduced  its  presence  from  about  17,000 
to  less  than  2,000  since  the  beginning  of 
this  year  and  is  beginning  to  cut  its  im- 
ports of  Libyan  oil. 

Actions  to  make  Qadhafi  understand 
he  must  pay  an  increasing  price  for  sup- 
porting terrorism  have  now  been  taken 
by  14  of  the  15  governments  who  par- 
ticipated in  these  two  meetings,  Greece 
being  the  only  exception.  Some  100  Lib- 
yans, most  of  them  so-called  diplomats, 
have  been  expelled;  economic  and  com- 
mercial ties  have  dwindled  rapidly.  The 
specific  actions  vary  from  country  to 
country,  but  we  can  draw  two  conclu- 
sions about  them.  First,  they  are  un- 
questionably having  a  significant  direct 
political  and  economic  impact  upon 
Libya  and  seem  to  be  having  an  indirect 
but  also  appreciable  impact  on  other 
governments  which  support  terrorism; 
second,  they  represent  an  unprece- 
dented collective  effort  to  combat 
terrorism,  which  has  important  future 
implications  for  international 
enforcement. 

We  must  keep  the  momentum  going, 
both  unilaterally  and  multilaterally.  At 
the  same  time,  we  must  not  exaggerate 
the  threat  or  allow  ourselves  to  be 
intimidated  by  it.  Nothing  encourages 
the  terrorist  more  than  seeing  that  they 
have  succeeded  in  panicking  public  or 
political  opinion,  which  is  a  paramount 
objective. 

While  losses  of  tourist  dollars  help 
prod  some  countries,  such  as  Greece,  to 
tighten  up  their  security  and  the 
changed  vacation  plans  have  benefited 
some  U.S.  cities  and  the  Caribbean, 
there  seems  to  have  been  an  excessive 
preoccupation  with  terrorism  by  the 
media  and  public  in  recent  months.  Let 
us  remember  that  only  28  Americans 
died  of  international  terrorism  last  year, 
28  too  many  but  still  not  a  large  number 


An  honor  guard  carries  the  flag-draped  coffin  of  Robert  Stethem,  a  U.S.  Navy  diver  killed 
by  the  hijackers  of  TWA  Flight  #847. 


compared  to  the  milhons  who  went 
abroad.  A  number  of  friendly  countries 
are  suffering  important  economic  losses 
as  a  result  of  U.S.  public  reaction.  This 
may  cause  the  terrorists  to  feel  that 
they  are  succeeding  in  creating  tensions 
within  the  Western  alliance  and  to  be- 
lieve that  they  can  be  successful  over 
time  in  creating  an  isolationist  mentality 
in  this  country,  which  will  erode  our 
important  economic,  strategic,  and  politi- 
cal interests  abroad.  Such  a  feeling 
would  only  encourage  more  attacks  upon 
Americans  as  well  as  damaging  our 
broader  interests. 

In  summation,  we  must  take  a  cool, 
calm,  and  cooperative  as  well  as  deter- 
mined approach  in  fighting  terrorism. 
The  terrorists  must  not  be  allowed  to 
get  the  best  of  us.  Progress  has  been 
made  and  more  will  be,  but  fighting  ter- 
rorism is  a  long-term  effort  which  will 
draw  on  the  best  within  us. 


AMBASSADOR  OAKLEY, 
FEB.  19,  1986 

Excerpts  from  a  statement  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Security  and  Ter- 
rorism of  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee. ' 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify 
today  on  our  topic  of  mutual  concern:  in- 
ternational terrorism. 

It  seems  that  almost  every  day  some 
new  terrorist  horror  jumps  at  us  from 
the  screens  of  our  televisions,  the  front 
pages  of  our  newspapers,  and  the  covers 
of  our  magazines. 

•  In  Paris  earlier  this  month,  bombs 
were  placed  in  popular  shops  and  tourist 
centers,  even  in  the  Eiffel  Tower. 
Middle  East  terrorists  claimed  responsi- 
bility for  the  bombs  and  the  casualties. 
In  Rome  and  Vienna  on  December  27, 
Abu  Nidal's  group  of  terrorists  mas- 
sacred 19  innocent  people  waiting  at  El 
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Al  and  TWA  ticket  lines-including  5 
Americans— and  over  80  people  were  in- 
jured. Four  terrorists  are  dead;  three 
are  being  questioned. 

•  A  month  earlier,  the  Abu  Nidal 
group,  again  supported  by  Libya, 
hijacked  an  Egyptian  airliner  and  began 
shooting  passengers  one  by  one,  starting 
with  all  the  Israeli  and  American 
citizens.  By  the  end  of  the  incident,  60 
people,  including  an  American,  had  died, 
and  20  more  were  wounded;  one  ter- 
rorist survived  and  is  being  tried  by 
Maltese  officials. 

•  In  October,  terrorists  acting  under 
orders  from  Abu  Abbas  hijacked  the 
Itahan  cruise  ship  Achille  Lauro  and 
murdered  an  elderly  crippled  American, 
Leon  Klinghoffer.  The  four  perpetrators 
were  captured  by  the  United  States  and 
await  trial  in  Italy.  Abu  Abbas  is  at 
large,  with  a  $250,000  reward  out  for  his 
arrest  and  punishment. 

•  Last  June,  there  was  the  dramatic 
hijacking  of  TWA  847  in  Athens  and  the 
tragic  killing  of  American  sailor  Robert 
Stethem  when  the  aircraft  was  on  the 
ground  in  Beirut.  Also  in  Lebanon, 
there  is  the  prolonged  agony  of  the 
Americans  held  captive  there.  A 
representative  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury,  Mr.  Terry  Waite,  has  been 
shuttling  to  Beirut,  meeting  with  the 
captors,  but  they  remain  hostages  of  the 
Iranian-influenced  Hizballah  organi- 
zation. .  .  . 

Libyan  Support  for  Terrorism 

It  was  the  pattern  of  rapidly  growing 
Middle  East  terrorism,  with  greatly  in- 
creased casualties,  more  frequent  target- 
ing of  U.S.  citizens  and  interests,  and 
stronger  state  support,  which  caused 
the  Reagan  Administration  to  draw  the 
line  for  Qadhafi  and  Libya's  direct  in- 
volvement in  terrorism.  Libya  is  not  the 
only  state  in  the  Middle  East  supporting 
and  using  terrorism:  Syria  and  Iran  re- 
main very  much  involved.  But  over  the 
past  6  months,  Libya  has  become  by  far 
the  most  active,  especially  against 
American  and  European  travelers.  If  it 
cannot  be  stopped,  others  can  be  ex- 
pected to  follow  its  lead. 

Qadhafi's  general  support  for  ter- 
rorism is  not  new.  He  long  has  used 
terrorism  as  one  of  the  primary  instru- 
ments of  his  foreign  policy.  He  has 
given  support  to  a  variety  of  groups 
around  the  world,  from  the  IRA  (Irish 


RepubUcan  Army]  in  Northern  Ireland 
to  the  Moro  National  Liberation  Front 
in  the  Philippines.  A  more  detailed 
description  of  Libya's  activities  is  in 
State  Department  Special  Report 
No.  138,  January  1986. 

In  summary,  the  most  significant 
Palestinian  groups  Libya  has  backed  are 
Abu  Nidal;  the  Popular  Front  for  the 
Liberation  of  Palestine-General  Com- 
mand, the  PFLP;  and  Fatah  dissidents. 
Abu  Nidal's  beneficiaries  in  Europe 
include— in  addition  to  the  IRA— the 
FP-25  in  Portugal  and  anti-Turkish 
Armenian  terrorist  groups.  Asian 
groups,  aside  from  those  in  the  Philip- 
pines, include  Pakistan's  Al-Zulfiqar 
group,  the  Kanak  SociaUst  National 
Liberation  Front  in  New  Caledonia,  and 
Mushm  insurgents  in  Thailand.  In  Cen- 
tral and  South  America,  Qadhafi  has 
provided  training  and  funding  to  a  va- 
riety of  groups,  including  Colombia's 
M-19,  Chile's  Movement  of  the  Revolu- 
tionary Left  and  Manuel  Rodrigues 
Patriotic  Front,  and  insurgent  groups  in 
Guatemala  and  El  Salvador.  More  Liby- 
ans arrived  just  last  week  in  Nicaragua, 
via  Cuba,  to  assist  the  regime  there  and 
other  terrorist/revolutionary  groups 
such  as  those  just  mentioned. 

Closer  to  home,  Qadhafi  has  tried  to 
undermine  the  governments  in  neighbor- 
ing Egypt,  Tunisia,  and  Sudan  and  has 
invaded  Chad.  In  Egypt,  Abu  Nidal 
operatives  were  caught  last  year  trying 
to  blow  up  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Cairo. 
Indeed,  Qadhafi's  own  terrorist  activ- 
ities have  been  more  wishful  thinking 
and  big  talk,  or  largely  aimed  at  Libyan 
dissidents,  until  he  joined  forces  with 
Abu  Nidal  toward  the  middle  of  last 
year.  Until  that  time,  the  group  in  re- 
cent years  had  been  the  beneficiary  of 
almost  exclusive  Syrian  support.  The 
pattern  of  attack  during  that  period 
focused  upon  mainline  PLO  [Palestine 
Liberation  Organization]  and  Jordanian 
officials  and  Jordanian  Air  Lines  offices. 

There  is  still  a  connection  with 
Syria,  but  for  the  major  activities  since 
mid-1985— Rome,  Vienna,  and  Malta-the 
primary  and  more  significant  support 
has  been  Libyan.  Some  of  the  terrorists 
involved  in  the  Rome  and  Vienna  at- 
tacks may  have  been  "trained"  in  the 
Bekka  Valley  of  Lebanon  controlled  by 
Syria.  But  it  doesn't  take  much  training 
to  fire  submachine  guns  and  throw  hand 
grenades  against  civilian  passengers  in  a 
crowded  airliner  terminal.  Even  in  this. 


Abu  Nidal  shows  his  cynicism  and 
cruelty.  His  group  recruits  young  men, 
some  of  them  still  teenagers,  for  suicide 
attacks.  They  are  the  cannon  fodder, 
while  Abu  Nidal  and  his  lieutenants  re- 
main safely  in  the  shadows. 

During  the  last  half  of  1985,  we 
know  of  Libyan  money  in  the  millions  of 
dollars  going  to  Abu  Nidal,  of  Libya 
providing  and  buying  arms  for  Abu 
Nidal,  of  Abu  Nidal  and  his  top  lieu- 
tenants living  in  Libya,  of  his  killers 
being  trained  there,  and  of  travel  docu- 
ments and  other  facilitative  assistance 
being  provided  by  Libya  for  their  travel 
to  commit  terrorist  attacks  abroad. 
Some  of  this  evidence,  such  as  the  use 
of  confiscated  Tunisian  passports  by  ter- 
rorists in  the  December  27  attack,  is  in 
the  public  domain.  Some  of  it  is  highly 
classified  intelligence,  and  to  reveal  it 
would  help  the  terrorists  beat  our 
defenses.  But  there  is  no  question  about 
the  Libyan-Abu  Nidal  connection  or 
what  Qadhafi  hoped  to  accomplish.  By 
this  new  terrorist  resource,  the  fanatical 
Libyan  leader  beheved  his  limitless  am- 
bitions and  wild  dreams  could  become 
true— that  the  West  as  well  as  the  Arab 
world  would  be  so  intimidated  that  they 
would  accept  him  as  a  major  power  on 
the  regional  and  world  scene. 

U.S.  Actions  Against  Libya 

That  is  the  basic  reason  for  the  strong 
reaction  by  the  Reagan  Administration 
to  the  massacres  at  Rome  and  Vienna. 
Against  the  background  of  the  un- 
mistakable imprint  of  Col.  Qadhafi  and 
the  Abu  Nidal  organization  on  a  dozen 
attacks  around  the  rim  of  the  Mediterra- 
nean in  the  last  half  of  1985,  and  the 
previous  unwillingness  of  most  of  those 
governments  to  join  in  collective  meas- 
ures to  stop  the  threat,  the  airport  at- 
tacks were  seen  as  a  clear  call  for  action 
and  leadership  by  the  United  States. 

After  careful  deliberation,  the  Presi- 
dent decided  to  take  unilateral  action 
against  Libyan  support  for  terrorism. 
He  moved  to  terminate  the  remaining 
U.S.-Libyan  commercial  and  financial  re- 
lations and  called  upon  other  countries 
to  join  us  in  sending  Qadhafi  and  other 
governments  the  signal.  The  decision  re- 
quired still  further  economic  sacrifices 
for  the  United  States,  which  has  already 
given  up  a  multibillion-dollar  annual  bus- 
iness with  Libya  to  make  clear  our 
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stand  against  terrorism,  but  if  we  had 
not  taken  the  lead,  no  one  else  would 
have  done  so.  Moreover,  the  moral  issue 
was  such  that  any  Administration  in  this 
country  would  be  bound  to  act. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  why 
other  governments  in  Europe  and  else- 
where have  been  reluctant  to  act,  both 
in  earlier  years  when  we  previously 
tried  to  exert  pressure  on  Qadhafi  to 
end  his  support  for  terrorism  and  in  the 
immediate  wake  of  the  Rome  and 
Vienna  airport  attacks.  These  reasons 
include:  concern  for  the  safety  of  their 
citizens  in  Libya  or  elsewhere  if  they 
were  to  join  the  United  States  in  strong 
action;  skepticism  over  the  effectiveness 
of  economic  sanctions;  and  other  foreign 
poHcy  interests. 

In  the  Middle  East,  the  initial  reac- 
tion of  the  Islamic  countries  to  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  decision  to  oppose  Libyan 
terrorism  shows  just  how  dangerous  the 
situation  has  become.  A  number  of 
moderate  governments,  among  them 
those  who  have  been  directly  threatened 
by  Libyan  subversion  and  terrorism, 
consented  to  a  resolution  by  the  Organi- 
zation of  the  Islamic  Conference  sup- 
porting that  country  and  opposing  the 
United  States.  This  was  more  than  an 
expression  of  solidarity  toward  a  fellow 
Islamic  country  which  the  media  had 
depicted  as  about  to  be  attacked  militar- 
ily by  the  United  States,  although  such 
a  sentiment  has  strong  popular  appeal. 
It  also  reflected  the  concern  of  a  num- 
ber of  governments  at  the  potential  po- 
litical power  exercised  upon  parts  of 
their  population  by  Qadhafi's  brand  of 
militant  political  ultranationalism— 
particularly  at  a  time  when  moderate 
Arab  regimes  are  also  worried  by  the 
potent  religious-military-political  power 
of  Iran  and  agitation  of  the  Palestinian 
people,  present  in  substantial  numbers 

in  many  Middle  East  countries 

Our  overall  policy  is  to  seek  to  ob- 
tain long-term  cooperation  of  the  world 
community  against  the  use  of  terrorism 
for  political  ends,  no  matter  how  worthy 
one  may  consider  those  ends.  We  have " 
also  concluded  that  while  increased 
security— an  essentially  defensive 
action— is  important  and  must  be  ener- 
getically pursued,  there  is  also  a  need 
for  more  offensive,  active  measures  if 
the  spread  of  terrorism  is  to  be  stopped. 


European  Efforts  Against  Terrorism 

Although  it  is,  of  course,  too  soon  to  tell 
what  the  ultimate  effect  will  be  on 
Libya,  there  is  no  question  in  my  mind 
but  that  the  other  governments  in 
Europe  and  elsewhere  share  a  growing 
recognition  of  the  extreme  gravity  of 
the  threat  and  the  need  to  take  action. 
Although  some  of  them  were  reluctant 
to  announce  what  they  had  done,  there 
was  a  positive  response,  in  public  or  pri- 
vate, by  almost  all  the  governments 
which  Deputy  Secretary  Whitehead  and 
I  visited  last  month.  Following  the  visit, 
the  EC  [European  Communities]  foreign 
ministers  discussed  terrorism  at  length 
and  issued  a  positive  statement.  They 
announced  a  decision  not  to  export  arms 
or  other  military  equipment  to  countries 
which  support  terrorism,  a  pledge  not  to 
undercut  steps  other  states  have  taken 
to  deal  with  terrorism,  and  the  forma- 
tion of  a  permanent  working  group  to 
make  future  recommendations. 

Some  individual  governments  have 
gone  further.  For  example,  Italy  has  im- 
posed a  visa  requirement  for  all  visitors 
from  North  Africa,  in  view  of  the  grow- 
ing number  of  terrorist  incidents  involv- 
ing falsified  North  African  travel 
documents.  Italy  also  has  stopped  all 
arms  supply— including  deliveries  on  ex- 
isting contracts-despite  the  financial 
losses.  Italy  also  is  reviewing  its  overall 
relationship  with  Libya  and  has  intensi- 
fied still  further  the  very  good  work  be- 
ing done  by  its  police  and  magistrates  to 
fight  domestic  terrorism.  Canada  had  al- 
ready reduced  the  level  of  diplomatic 
ties  vdth  Libya,  as  had  the  United  King- 
dom. Canada  also  further  agreed  to  stop 
shipping  sophisticated  oilfield  equipment 
to  Libya,  despite  the  loss  of  sales,  and 
to  discourage  any  Canadian  business 
activity  there.  All  governments  with 
which  we  spoke  said  they  would  con- 
sider additional  measures,  and  we  in- 
tend to  continue  our  consultations  with 
them  on  how  best  to  confront  the  com- 
mon threat  posed  by  Libyan-sponsored 
terrorism. 

Those  who  say  that  this  type  of  non- 
military  action  will  not  work  against 
Libya  should  suspend  their  judgment 
until  our  efforts  have  had  time  to  be 
tested,  for  it  is  a  long-term  effort  rather 
than  a  one-shot  affair.  The  private  sig- 
nals reaching  the  Libyan  leadership 
from  Europe  and  elsewhere  are  mostly 
negative,  even  if  Qadhafi  had  an  initial 


upsurge  in  public  support.  Despite  their 
rhetoric,  the  other  Arab  governments 
do  not  appear  willing  to  bail  out  Libya's 
badly  faltering  economy,  nor  have  they 
taken  any  substantive  economic  or  poht- 
ical  actions  against  the  United  States. 
The  Soviet  Union  has  been  stridently 
supportive  in  its  rhetoric  and  has  con- 
tinued its  very  dangerous  policy  of  sup- 
plying weaponry  to  a  regime  known  for 
its  erratic,  reckless  behavior.  (We  all 
recall  the  strong  evidence  that  Soviet- 
supplied  mines  were  used  by  Libyan 
ships  in  the  Red  Sea  in  1984.  Soviet- 
supplied  aircraft  additionally  were  used 
in  bombings  in  Sudan  in  1984  and  this 
week  in  Chad.)  Yet  there  are  also  signs 
of  unease  and  caution  by  the  Soviets, 
and  they  appear  no  more  eager  to  bail 
out  Libya  economically  than  the  Arab 
governments.  (It  is  our  guess  that,  if 
spot  oil  prices  stay  under  $20  per  bar- 
rel, by  the  end  of  this  year  Libya's  an- 
nual revenues  will  be  in  the  range  of 
$6-7  billion,  whereas  5  years  ago  they 
exceeded  $20  billion  dollars,  and  2  years 
ago  they  were  over  $10  billion.) 

.  .  .  There  are  signs  that  these  ef- 
forts by  the  United  States  and  the 
Europeans  are  getting  to  Qadhafi.  This 
is  indicated  by  his  frantic  efforts  to 
reach  out  to  both  the  international 
media  and  several  European  and  Middle 
East  governments  to  try  to  persuade 
people  that  he  isn't  really  such  a  bad 
guy  at  the  same  time  that  he  strikes 
militaristic  poses  and  threatens  the  U.S. 
Sixth  Fleet.  I  don't  think  anyone  is 
really  being  fooled— unless  they  want  to 
be. 

Should  Qadhafi  not  heed  the  voices 
of  reality  and  again  unleash  his  agents 
to  commit  terrorist  acts,  or  should  other 
governments  not  understand  the 
broader  message  warning  against  state 
support  of  terrorism.  President  Reagan 
has  made  it  clear  to  all  that  he  is  pre- 
pared to  continue  exercising  the  respon- 
sible leadership  role  of  the  United 
States.  Consideration  of  the  careful  use 
of  force  in  such  circumstances  has  not 
been  ruled  out,  in  accordance  with  our 
right  of  self-defense. 

The  Need  for 
Congressional  Support 

The  antiterrorism  effort  is  a  long  and 
complicated  one,  to  be  pursued  by  a 
combination  of  unilateral,  bilateral,  and 
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multilateral  measures.  However,  there 
are  no  magic  weapons— most  terrorism 
takes  place  abroad  where  our  power  is 
fettered;  the  enemy  is  determined  and 
clever  and  ready  to  die.  Qadhafi  is  only 
a  part  of  the  problem,  and  we  are  not 
losing  sight  of  that.  As  Secretary  Shultz 
and  others  have  noted,  terrorism  is  a 
form  of  a  low-intensity  warfare.  Never- 
theless, we  have  achieved  the  national 
consensus  called  for  2  years  ago  by 
Secretary  Shultz;  we  have  completed  a 
thorough  review  of  security,  chaired  by 
Adm.  Bobby  Inman,  and  are  implement- 
ing the  recommendations;  the  Vice 
President's  task  force  on  more  active 
counterterrorist  measures  has  finished 
its  work  and  implementation  is  begin- 
ning; and  other  governments  seem  to  be 
awakening.  I  would  like  to  assure  you 
that,  with  your  support  and  continued 
help,  we  will  continue  to  be  in  this 
effort  for  the  duration. 

We  welcome  the  support  and  inter- 
est of  this  commmittee  and  its  members, 
for  the  effort  to  counter  terrorism  can 
only  succeed  if  it  is  a  partnership.  Previ- 
ous legislation  passed  by  this  committee 
is  being  used  vigorously,  such  as  the 
rewards  legislation.  We  support  new 
legislation  which  is  being  considered  to 
extend  and  strengthen  the  protection 
afforded  U.S.  citizens  abroad  from 
terrorist  acts.  We  would  like  to  work 
with  you  on  other  measures— including 
passage  of  the  revised  U.S.-U.K.  extra- 
dition treaty,  which  will  send  a  strong 
signal  to  other  governments  in  the 
important  area  of  extraditing  terrorists 
rather  than  allowing  them  to  escape 
proper  punishment. 


AMBASSADOR  BORG, 
FEB.  19,  1986 

Excerpts  from  a  statement  before  the 
Subcommittees  on  Arms  Control,  Inter- 
national Security  and  Science  and  on 
International  Operations  of  the  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee.^ 


I  am  very  pleased  to  have  this  oppor- 
tunity to  review  with  you  today  our 
progress  in  improving  security  for  inter- 
national air  travelers  and  to  give  you  an 
overview  of  recent  actions  undertaken 
to  combat  terrorism.  .  .  . 


U.S.  Cooperative  Efforts 
to  Combat  Terrorism 

Bilateral  Efforts.  Our  bilateral  efforts 
to  combat  terrorism  are  becoming  more 
complex,  with  better  exchanges  of  intel- 
ligence, more  frequent  high-level  com- 
munications, cooperative  efforts  in  coun- 
terterrorism  technology,  and  better 
judicial  and  military  cooperation.  More 
countries  are  establishing  centralized 
cotinterterrorism  offices  able  to  coor- 
dinate the  various  parts  of  their 
bureaucracy,  both  on  a  routine  opera- 
tional basis  and  during  a  terrorist  inci- 
dent. Our  bilateral  cooperation  to  com- 
bat terrorism  is  already  good  and 
steadily  improving. 

Counterterrorism  cooperation  is  on 
the  agenda  for  every  high-level  visit  to 
the  United  States;  other  countries  can 
have  no  doubt  as  to  the  commitment  of 
the  United  States  to  combat  terrorism 
by  every  means.  Ambassador  Oakley 
has  led  numerous  interagency  delega- 
tions to  many  nations  for  specific  discus- 
sions of  counterterrorism  cooperation. 

We  have  found  the  antiterrorism  as- 
sistance program  to  be  a  very  effective 
policy  tool  for  stimulating  general 
interest  in  other  countries  in  general 
cooperation  and  in  stimulating  support 
for  specific  U.S.  policy  concerns.  It  has 
helped  us  strengthen  our  policy  dialogue 
with  such  states  as  Turkey,  Greece, 
Egypt,  the  gulf  states,  Israel,  and 
Colombia.  To  date,  32  countries  have 
participated  in  some  aspect  of  the  ATA 
program,  with  a  total  of  over  1,800 
participants.  The  Office  of  Counter- 
Terrorism  and  the  Bureau  of  Diplomatic 
Security  have  cooperated  closely  in  the 
administration  of  this  program.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  there  is  a  higher  level  of 
awareness  in  many  countries  of  the 
dangers  of  international  terrorism  and  a 
greater  wiUingness  to  take  effective 
actions  against  it  because  of  the  ATA 
program.  .  .  . 

Efforts  in  International  Organiza- 
tions. The  United  States  has  had  suc- 
cess in  international  organizations  in 
obtaining  more  effective  agreements  and 
stronger  resolutions  against  inter- 
national terrorism.  The  UN  Security 
Council  has  issued  several  statements 
condemning  international  terrorism  and 
unanimously  approved  a  U.S.  resolution 
in  December  against  hostage-taking. 
Also  in  December,  the  UN  General 


Assembly  adopted  a  strong  resolution 
.which  unequivocally  condemned  as  crim- 
inal "all  acts,  methods  and  practices  of 
terrorism  wherever  and  by  whomever 
committed "  The  resolution  specifi- 
cally called  on  all  states  to  take  appro- 
priate measures  as  recommended  by  the 
International  Civil  Aviation  Organization 
(ICAO)  and  as  set  forth  in  relevant 
international  conventions  to  prevent 
terrorist  attacks. 

The  International  Maritime  Organi- 
zation (IMO)  acted  upon  a  U.S.  resolu- 
tion, introduced  at  the  IMO's  14th 
assembly  in  November  1985,  to  instruct 
the  Maritime  Safety  Committee  (MSC) 
to  develop  measures  for  the  prevention 
of  terrorist  attacks  against  passengers 
and  crews  on  board  ships.  A  detailed 
U.S.  proposal  was  favorably  received  by 
the  MSC  at  its  meeting  which  ended 
February  5,  and  we  expect  adoption  of  a 
final  text  at  the  next  MSC  meeting  in 

September Although  the  mandates 

of  ICAO  and  IMO  are  significantly 
different,  we  are  grateful  to  ICAO  for 
making  available  to  IMO  its  years  of 
experience  with  security  measures  so 
that  IMO  could  accomphsh  in  a  matter 
of  months  in  the  maritime  area  what 
took  years  to  accomplish  in  international 
civil  aviation  affairs. 

As  a  separate  matter,  we  have  for 
some  time  been  engaged  in  an  effort  to 
encourage 'more  states  to  become  par- 
ties to  the  Tokyo,  The  Hague,  and  Mon- 
treal conventions,  which  relate  to  air- 
craft safety,  hijacking,  and  sabotage. 
This  effort  has  been  going  on  for  several 
years  and  has  achieved  such  a  degree  of 
success  that  these  conventions  are  now 
among  the  most  widely  accepted  inter- 
nationally. The  Tokyo  convention  has 
121  parties;  The  Hague,  126;  and  Mon- 
treal, 127. 

These  activities  by  the  United 
States  in  international  organizations 
represent  a  good  deal  of  recent  success. 
U.S.  policy  in  multilateral  organizations 
for  combatting  terrorism  is  directed 
toward: 

•  Increasing  public  understanding 
and  awareness  of  the  nature  of  ter- 
rorism; 

•  Encouraging  the  development  of 
internationally  accepted  standards  of 
behavior  and  responsibility  for  indi- 
vidual states  in  preventing,  deterring, 
and  punishing  terrorism;  and 
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•  Encouraging  effective  inter- 
national cooperation  to  combat  terror- 
ism, including  adherence  to  existing 
international  counterterrorism  conven- 
tions. 

The  above  cited  actions  make  clear 
that  progress  is  possible  and  that  the 
system  recently  has  been  responding 
favorably  and  with  a  sense  of  urgency 
to  our  calls,  and  those  of  others,  for 
action. 

Multilateral  Efforts.  In  contrast  to 
these  impressive  developments  in  our 
bilateral  relationships  and  with  inter- 
national organizations,  multilateral 
cooperation  to  combat  terrorism  among 
hke-minded  nations  has  gone  more 
slowly,  but  there  has  been  some  prog- 
ress. For  example,  European  states, 
partly  as  a  result  of  our  pressing  them 
to  do  more  to  stop  Qadhafi's  support  for 
terrorism,  have  organized  a  high-level 
EC  committee  to  coordinate  actions  on 
the  problem.  We  welcome  this  effort  by 
European  states  to  address  collectively 
the  problem  of  international  terrorism, 
and  we  are  seeking  ways  to  cooperate, 
institutionally  or  informally,  with  this 
group. 

The  Council  of  Europe's  committee 
on  combatting  terrorism  has  proposed  in 
recent  days  to  expand  the  European 
Convention  on  the  Suppression  of 
Terrorism  to  additional  states.  We 
welcome  the  initiative  and  look  forward 
to  contacts  with  the  Council  of  Europe 
to  explore  how  we  might  move  forward 
with  a  broader  convention. 

Cooperation  in  the  summit  seven^ 
context  has  been,  frankly,  less  reward- 
ing during  the  past  year.  We  have 
sought  as  a  first  step  with  this  group, 
which  represents  some  of  our  closest 
allies,  to  revitalize  the  Bonn  declaration^ 
of  1978  and  obtain  agreement  to  cooper- 
ate in  specific  other  areas  outlined  in 
previous  summit  statements  at  Venice, 
Ottawa,  and  London,  but  the  political 
climate  has  not  permitted  the  sort  of 
multilateral  cooperation  which  we 
believe  is  essential.  .  . . 

i 

'      Conclusion 

I      These  examples  illustrate  that  some 
I      progress  has  been  achieved  but  also 
(      illustrate  the  broader  problems  in  ob- 
taining joint  international  actions 


against  terrorism  along  the  lines  fore- 
seen in  Title  V  of  the  1985  Foreign 
Assistance  Act.  We  are  keeping  our 
objectives  firmly  in  mind  and  pressing 
them  at  every  opportunity  where  ac- 
ceptance by  other  countries  provides  a 
reasonable  prospect  for  success.  .  .  . 


AMBASSADOR  OAKLEY, 
FEB.  13,  1986 

Excerpts  from  an  address  before  the 
Conference  on  Terrorism,  Tourism  and 
Traveler  Security. 

.  .  .  Every  day,  it  seems  we  are  con- 
fronted with  a  new  terrorist  incident. 
But  let's  take  a  longer  view  tonight 
and  look  at  terrorist  trends  and  how 
the  U.S.  Government  is  combatting 
terrorism. 

Trends  and  Developments 

In  looking  at  trends  and  developments, 
we  note: 

First,  terrorism  is  likely  to  be  a 
prominent  factor  on  the  international 
pohtical  landscape  for  the  rest  of  this 
century. 

•  There  were  around  500  inter- 
national terrorist  incidents  per  year  in 
late  1970s  and  early  1980s,  600  incidents 
in  1984,  and  812  for  1985-a  60% 
increase  in  the  last  2  years. 

•  Continued  political  unrest,  dis- 
putes between  nations,  and  socioeco- 
nomic problems  create  conditions  of 
frustration  and  hatred  which  can  easily 
be  transferred  into  terrorism. 

•  Mass  global  communications 
assure  instantaneous  publicity  for 
terrorist  acts. 

•  Frustrated  splinter  groups  increas- 
ingly recognize  they  can  make  their 
mark  more  easily  through  acts  of  vio- 
lence than  through  normal  political 
opposition. 

•  Travel  has  become  much  easier 
between  different  countries,  and  border 
controls  have  been  reduced,  particularly 
in  Europe. 

•  A  worldwide  system  of  competi- 
tive arms  sales  makes  weapons  available 
more  easily  to  terrorist  groups. 

•  Weapons  of  mass  destruction  as 
well  as  increasingly  lethal  conventional 
armaments  have  made  regular  warfare 


potentially  too  costly,  particularly 
against  stronger  adversaries,  causing 
some  governments  to  see  terrorism  as  a 
cheap  way  to  strike  a  blow  at  their 
enemies. 

Second,  we  tend  to  think  of  terror- 
ism as  an  American  problem,  but  it  is 
an  international  problem.  Of  a  total  of 
some  800  international  terrorists  inci- 
dents in  1985,  none  occurred  in  the 
United  States,  where  our  security  and 
intelligence  agencies  have  full  authority 
and  maximum  capability  to  act. 

In  1985,  there  were  177  incidents 
which  involved  American  individuals  or 
facilities  overseas,  compared  with  131 
for  all  of  1984.  For  both  years  this  was 
slightly  less  than  one-fifth  of  total  inci- 
dents and  less  than  10%  of  total  casual- 
ties. Twenty-three  Americans  were 
killed  and  139  injured  by  terrorists 
abroad  in  1985  (compared  to  20,000 
killed  in  traffic  accidents  in  this  coun- 
try). In  recent  events,  the  TWA  and 
Egypt  Air  hijackings,  the  Achille 
Lauro,  and,  to  some  extent,  at  the 
Rome  airport  attack,  Americans  were 
singled  out  as  targets. 

Whi^  does  it  appear  that  the  United 
States  is  being  singled  out? 

•  Because  of  our  position  as  the 
world's  number  one  power  and  the  per- 
ception abroad  that  our  policies  and 
actions  somehow  are  responsible  for  sit- 
uations, policies,  and  actions  in  other 
countries.  This  makes  it  popular  for 
terrorists  to  attack  U.S.  targets  and  for 
the  media  to  play  up  attacks  on  the 
United  States  more  than  others.  And, 
naturally,  the  U.S.  media  focused  on 
attacks  affecting  Americans— the 
"hometown  angle"  spread  over  into  the 
national  networks. 

•  Because  the  United  States  is  so 
present  abroad:  military,  diplomats, 
foreign  assistance  personnel,  business- 
men, and  tourists.  There  are  more  than 
a  million  Americans  overseas  for  one 
reason  or  another. 

•  Because  Americans  are  on  the 
move  more  than  other  nationalities; 
Americans  make  up  the  majority  of 
cruise  ship  passengers  and  a  substantial 
plurality  of  airline  passengers. 

In  terms  of  combatting  terrorism, 
this  means  that  the  U.S.  Government 
and  American  citizens  overseas  are  very 
dependent  upon  the  protection  and  coop- 
eration of  other  governments. 
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Third,  terrorist  attacks  are  increas- 
ingly violent.  Trends  over  recent  years 
have  shown  a  steady  increase  in  the 
number  of  dead  and  wounded— an  even 
more  rapid  increase  than  in  the  number 
of  incidents. 

Fourth,  state  sponsorship  has 
become  an  increasingly  dominant  factor 
in  global  terrorism.  There  has  been  an 
unmistakable  rise  in  the  past  few  years, 
with  Iran,  Libya,  Syria,  Cuba,  and  Nica- 
ragua as  the  most  active,  determined, 
systematic  supporters  of  terrorist 
groups.  Direct  government  assistance  in 
arms  and  explosives,  communications, 
travel  documents,  money,  and  training 
combined  with  fanatic  individuals  or 
groups  exploited  by  governments  for 
political  ends  make  state-supported 
terrorist  groups  more  deadly.  They  have 
the  means  and  desire  to  shift  tactics 
toward  bombing  and  armed  attacks 
which  make  maximum  political  impact. 
The  state  support  enables  them  to  oper- 
ate without  worrying  about  financing  or 
arms. 

Fifth,  the  Middle  East  has  become 
the  primary  source  of  international 
terrorism  (378  incidents  in  1985),  in  past 
years  accounting  for  about  35%  of  the 
incidents.  In  1985  this  rose  to  45%. 
Middle  East  terrorist  activities  are 
taking  place  not  only  in  the  region  but 
also  in  Europe. 

There  are  two  main  categories  of 
Middle  Eastern  terrorists: 

•  Fanatical  Palestinians,  most  of 
whom  have  split  off  from— and  often  act 
in  direct  opposition  to— the  mainline 
PLO  led  by  Arafat.  They  often  have  the 
direct  support  of  Libya,  Syria,  or  Iran; 
and 

•  Shia  zealots  from  various  Arab 
countries,  especially  Lebanon,  who  are 
inspired  and  trained,  often  armed  and 
financed,  and,  to  varying  degrees, 
guided  by  Iran. 

The  targets  of  Middle  East  terror- 
ism fall  principally  into  four  groups: 
Israel;  Western  governments  and  citi- 
zens, particularly  the  United  States; 
moderate  Arab  governments  and  offi- 
cials, including  the  mainline  PLO  as  well 
as  Jordan,  Egypt,  Kuwait,  and  Saudi 
Arabia;  and  critics  of  radical  regimes, 
particularly  Libyans. 


Other  regions  where  terrorism  is  at 
a  high  level  are  Western  Europe  (208 
incidents),  where  there  are  a  number  of 
indigenous  groups  motivated  by  ideologi- 
cal or  ethnic/separatist  behefs,  and 
Latin  America  (132  incidents),  where  the 
roots  from  which  terrorists  spring  are  a 
combination  of  ideology,  poUtics,  eco- 
nomic and  social  grievances,  and— 
recently— narcoterrorism.  Indigenous 
European  terrorism  decreased  some- 
what last  year,  thanks  to  outraged  pub- 
lic opinion  and  better  police  work  in 
countries  such  as  Italy,  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Germany,  the  United  King- 
dom, and  Belgium.  In  Latin  America, 
the  trend  is  up,  and  so  are  attacks 
against  the  United  States. 

As  you  in  the  industry  know  better 
than  we  in  government,  the  upsurge  of 
Middle  East  terrorism  is  having  a  nega- 
tive effect  on  tourism,  and  especially 
upon  tourism  emanating  from  the 
United  States.  Three  major  incidents 
seem  to  have  had  the  greatest  impact, 
due  to  a  combination  of  the  acts  them- 
selves and  the  wide  publicity  they  were 
given: 

•  The  hijacking  of  TWA  Flight  847 
from  Athens; 

•  The  hijacking  of  the  Italian  cruise 
ship  Achille  Lauro;  and 

•  The  massacres  at  Vienna  and 
Rome  airports. 

Although  we  have  no  precise 
figures,  the  best  guess  of  the  State 
Department  is  that  the  European  and 
Middle  Eastern  countries  of  the  Medi- 
terranean rim  lost  upwards  of  $1  billion 
in  anticipated  revenue  from  tourism  last 
year,  and  it  will  probably  be  worse  this 
year.  This  is  a  blow  to  the  tourist  indus- 
try but  an  even  greater  blow  to  coun- 
tries counting  heavily  upon  revenue  for 
their  economies:  Italy,  Greece,  Egypt, 
Tunisia,  and  others.  Even  Amsterdam  is 
affected. 

Dealing  with  Terrorism 

What  has  been  and  is  being  done  to  deal 
with  international  terrorism?  There  are 
several  real  problems  in  dealing  with 
terrorist  incidents  which  occur  outside 
the  United  States. 

First,  let  us  recall  that  the  U.S. 
Government  has  only  limited  ability  to 
influence  the  situation  when  it  occurs 


abroad,  particularly  since  some  govern- 
ments tend  to  shy  away  from  coopera- 
tion with  us.  Some  erroneously  beUeve 
that  because  the  U.S.  Government  is  a 
principal  target  of  terrorists,  working 
vdth  us  could  bring  more  trouble;  or 
they  have  nationalistic  reasons  for  keep- 
ing a  distance. 

Second,  most  European  states  have 
closer  economic  links  than  we  do  with 
the  Middle  East  and,  particularly,  with 
the  oil-rich  states  that  are  prime  spon- 
sors of  terrorism— notably  Libya  and 
Iran. 

Third,  some  governments  believe 
that  they  can  have  a  sort  of  gentleman's 
understanding  with  Middle  East  ter- 
rorists and  those  states  who  support 
them:  in  exchange  for  a  pro- Arab  for- 
eign policy  and  virtually  free  entry  and 
passage  for  persons  from  Middle  East 
countries  (even  suspected  terrorists),  no 
terrorist  activities  will  take  place  on 
their  territory.  (Unfortunately  for  the 
governments  in  question,  terrorists  are 
not  gentlemen.)  They  also  tend  to  be- 
lieve that  it  will  "not  happen  here"  and, 
therefore,  avoid  the  troublesome,  expen- 
sive actions  necessary  to  deter  terrorist 
attack. 

Recognizing  the  problems— and 
they're  not  easy  ones— let's  look  at  some 
of  the  actions  we  have  been  taking  that 
have  an  effect  on  tourism. 

Actions  Affecting  Tourism 

Improved  civil  aviation  security  has 
been  one  of  the  highest  priorities.  It  is 
an  area  where  we  can  see  some  results. 
We  had  actually  anticipated  the  danger 
of  an  increase  in  aircraft  hijacking  and 
airport  attacks  stemming  from  Mid-East 
terrorism.  Over  a  year  ago,  the  State 
Department  and  the  FAA  began  a 
major  effort  with  friendly  governments 
and  with  the  airline  industry  and  the 
ICAO  to  draw  attention  to  the  threat 
and  to  propose  measures  to  deal  with 
it.  .  .  . 

Unfortunately,  there  was  not  enough 
concern  by  most  other  governments 
until  after  the  TWA  847  hijacking  in 
June  1985,  and  the  State  Department 
issued  a  travel  advisory  for  Athens 
airport.  At  that  time,  behind  the  leader- 
ship of  Transportation  Secretary 
Elizabeth  Dole  and  her  Canadian  col- 
league, the  ICAO  Council  expeditiously 
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adopted  a  number  of  additional  mini- 
mum security  measures;  Greece  im- 
plemented rapidly  the  improvements  for 
Athens  airport  which  had  been  in  limbo 
since  agreed  upon  with  a  U.S.  team  in 
February;  and  several  other  govern- 
ments took  rapid  advantage  of  offers  by 
the  State  Department  and  FAA  for 
technical  assistance  and  training  in  civil 
aviation  security. 

Today,  the  FAA  is  sending  officials 
to  airports  around  the  world  in  order  to 
measure  their  safety.  If  there  are 
problems  and  they  are  not  corrected,  a 
travel  advisory  will  be  issued— as  it  was 
for  Athens  airport.  Better  intelligence 
has  also  enabled  the  FAA  and  other 
U.S.  Government  agencies  to  issue  more 
frequent,  timely  threat  alerts  for 
airlines  and  airport  authorities  abroad. 
Hijackings  declined  sharply  in  the  se- 
cond half  of  1985.  However,  these  tight- 
er security  measures  did  not  apply  to 
public  access  areas,  where  both  interna- 
tional and  U.S.  airports  are  vulnerable. 
Most  airports  were  designed  to  facili- 
tate, not  inhibit,  public  access.  Since 
the  attacks  at  Rome  and  Vienna,  addi- 
tional armed  guards  are  in  place  at 
most  major  airports  in  Europe,  and 
vigilance  is  up. 

Maritime  security  is  a  new  subject. 
We  did  not  anticipate  passenger  hijack- 
ings because  there  had  not  been  any  in 
more  than  20  years— and  never  previ- 
ously in  the  Middle  East.  Some  lines  es- 
tablished their  own  security  measures, 
but  these  added  to  the  cost  of  the  tours 
and  were  not  regarded  universally  as 
necessary.  The  tragic  Achille  Lauro  in- 
cident jolted  the  U.S.  and  other  govern- 
ments into  a  much  more  active  policy  of 
safety  standards  for  ships  and  ports, 
focusing  upon  a  reinforced  role  for  IMO 
and  national  actions.  A  special  inter- 
agency working  group  has  been  set  up 
vdthin  the  U.S.  Government  with  the 
Coast  Guard,  the  Departments  of  Trans- 
portation and  State,  and  other  agencies 
to  deal  with  this  problem  more  effective- 
ly. New  international  safety  standards 
which  the  United  States  proposed  are 
being  considered  by  the  International 
Maritime  Organization,  which  met  in 
January  and  should  approve  them  later 
this  year— a  breakthrough  for  interna- 
tional ship  travel. 


Two  masked  hijackers  sit  in  the  cockpit  with  the  Captain  aboard  TWA  Flight  #847. 


We  recently  have  held  informal 
meetings  between  representatives  of  the 
U.S.  travel  industry  and  the  Depart- 
ments of  State  and  Commerce  to  de- 
velop a  more  effective  common  approach 
to  the  terrorism  problem.  We  need  to 
work  more  closely  on  exchanging  our  as- 
sessment of  the  terrorism  situation  with 
you  for  information  on  the  impact  of 
terrorism  on  tourism.  Using  the  clout 
of  the  loss  of  tourism  dollars,  we  have 
an  added  weapon  to  use  with  other 
governments. 

Improving  U.S.  Ability 
To  Act  Against  Terrorism 

The  Administration  has  been  hard  at 
work  unilaterally  to  improve  its  ability 
to  act  against  international  terrorism. 
The  antiterrorism  legislation  passed  by 
Congress  in  late  1984  has  put  into  prac- 
tice, with  arrest  warrants  and  extradi- 
tion requests  issued  and  rewards  posted 
for  the  hijackers  and  killers  of  TWA 
Flight  847  and  the  Achille  Lauro  cruise 
ship.  The  Department  of  Justice  and  the 
FBI  have,  thus,  become  more  directly 
involved  in  investigating  and  preparing 
to  prosecute  terrorist  crimes  against 


Americans  abroad.  This  also  has  the  ef- 
fect of  emphasizing  that  terrorists  are 
not  some  kind  of  romantic  "freedom 
fighters"  but  are  vicious  criminals.  Ad- 
ditional legislation  along  these  lines  is 
pending,  as  is  a  new  U.S.-U.K.  extradi- 
tion treaty  which  would  treat  terrorists 
as  criminals. 

There  has  been  a  significant  increase 
in  intelligence  resources  being  applied  to 
the  terrorist  problem,  and  further  im- 
provements have  been  made  in  our  abili- 
ty to  respond  militarily  to  a  terrorist 
attack  should  this  situation  arise.  The 
successful  interception  of  the  Achille 
Lauro  hijackers  is  the  most  spectacular 
manifestation  of  both  these  improve- 
ments, combining  excellent  intelligence 
with  timely  military  action  in  a  precise, 
restrained  way.  Less  publicized  is  the 
fact  that  over  100  terrorist  attacks 
planned  against  the  United  States 
abroad  were  preempted  in  1985  due  to 
better  intelligence  or  better  security. 

We  have  beefed  up  substantially  the 
protection  accorded  U.S.  Government 
officials  stationed  abroad,  both  military 
and  civilian,  and  improved  cooperation 
with  private  American  business  over- 
seas, including  the  creation  of  an 
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Overseas  Advisory  Security  Council 
composed  of  State  Department  and 
private  business  representatives. 

The  Diplomatic  Security  Bureau  and 
the  Bureau  of  Consular  Affairs  of  the 
State  Department  have  also  increased 
their  programs  for  providing  information 
to  travelers  and  prospective  travelers, 
as  well  as  businessmen.  When  a  call 
comes  in  on  whether  or  not  it  is  safe  to 
travel  to  a  particular  country,  they  can 
provide  the  latest  evaluation  based  upon 
the  view  of  our  diplomatic  posts  abroad 
and  the  intelligence  community  here  in 
Washington.  As  a  general  rule,  the 
State  Department  and  its  posts  abroad 
do  not  discourage  foreign  travel  because 
there  are  terrorist  incidents.  If  there 
are  problems  in  a  particular  country 
which  warrant  attention  but  not,  in  our 
judgement,  cancellation  of  the  trip,  we 
point  this  out.  If  the  problems  are  very 
serious— as  in  Lebanon  or  Libya  or,  for 
a  time  last  year,  at  Athens  airport-we 
will  issue  a  public  travel  advisory. 

The  Need  for 
International  Cooperation 

The  measures  which  the  United  States 
can  take  unilaterally  to  combat  ter- 
rorism are  limited  by  a  variety  of  fac- 
tors. We  cannot,  for  example,  arbitrarily 
land  assault  troops  at  the  airport  of  a 
friendly  country  to  storm  a  hijacked 
plane  without  working  out  arrangements 
with  the  host  country.  Nor  can  we  real- 
ly track  suggested  terrorists  ourselves 
in  the  slums  of  Beirut,  the  deserts  of 
Libya,  or  the  jungles  of  Central  Ameri- 
ca. The  problem  is  an  international  one, 
and  effective  responses  require  interna- 
tional cooperation. 

As  Secretary  Shultz  said  in  a 
June  24,  1984,  speech,  terrorism  is  an 
international  problem  that  requires  the 
concerted  efforts  of  all  free  nations,  and 
".  .  .the  time  has  come  for  the  nations 
that  truly  seek  an  end  to  terrorism  to 
join  together,  in  whatever  forums,  to 
take  the  necessary  steps." 

Obtaining  agreement  on  specific  in- 
ternational steps  is  a  difficult  and  long 
process— going  back  to  even  before  the 
1984  speech.  Indeed,  the  efforts  go  back 
to  the  terrorist  outbreaks  in  the  1970s. 


It  has  not  been  easy,  for  the  reasons  I 
mentioned  earlier  and  because  there  is  a 
strong  sentiment  of  independence,  if  not 
resentment,  amongst  these  governments 
vis-a-vis  leadership  from  the  United 
States. 

Progress  is  being  made,  however. 
Italy  recently  has  been  the  most  cooper- 
ative European  country,  perhaps  be- 
cause of  the  jolt  of  the  Achille  Lauro 
hijacking,  perhaps  because  its  remarka- 
ble success  in  reducing  domestic  ter- 
rorism convinced  its  government  of  the 
need  to  act  sooner  rather  than  later. 
The  United  Kingdom  and  West  Germa- 
ny also  deserve  special  recognition  for 
the  vigorous  efforts  they  have  been 
making  to  combat  terrorism  in  their 
countries  and  to  promote  greater  multi- 
lateral cooperation  against  the  common 
threat. 

Other  governments  have  been  less 
vigorous  and  less  cooperative,  adhering 
to  a  practice  of  accommodation  and 
outdated  policies  of  liberal  refuge  and 
asylum  for  those  who  claim  political 
motivation  for  what  are  really  heinous 
criminal  acts.  The  U.S.  Government  dis- 
agrees strongly  with  such  an  approach 
and  has  made  its  views  known. 

On  balance,  discreet  but  effective 
bilateral  cooperation  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  most  of  its  allies  has  im- 
proved substantially  over  the  past  year, 
just  as  we  have  been  able  to  focus 
greater  world  attention  on  the  issue  by 
pushing  hard  for  resolutions  condemning 
terrorism  in  the  United  Nations.  The 
General  Assembly  and  Security  Council 
have  both  approved  resolutions  in  re- 
cent months.  Effective  multilateral  ac- 
tion on  specific  problems  or  countries, 
however,  is  still  not  in  sight. 

Unfortunately,  these  measures, 
unilateral  and  international,  have  not 

been  enough There  has  simply  not 

been  enough  action  by  other  govern- 
ments to  act  against  terrorists  before 
they  can  strike  or  to  arrest  and  punish 
them  once  a  crime  has  been  com- 
mitted. .  .  . 

There  is  the  beginning  of  an  awaken- 
ing in  Europe.  Although  still  somewhat 
embarrassed  politically  by  U.S.  leader- 
ship, there  was  a  positive  response  be- 
hind the  scenes  by  most  of  the  nine 


governments  which  Deputy  Secretary 
Whitehead  and  I  visited  last  month. 
Cessation  of  arms  supply  to  Libya,  in- 
cluding existing  contracts;  an  end  to 
government  credits  for  exports;  tighter 
controls  on  Libyan  entry  and  movement; 
and  a  promise  not  to  substitute  for 
departing  American  companies  and 
technicians-these  have  been  agreed  to 
by  almost  all  governments.  Some  have 
gone  further-notably  Italy,  which  has 
imposed  a  visa  requirement  for  all  visi- 
tors from  North  Africa  and  is  reviewing 
its  overall  relationship  with  Libya.  Col- 
lectively, the  EC  has  decided  to  estab- 
lish a  high-level  committee  to  study  the 
terrorist  problem  and  make  recommen- 
dations. We  hope  this  will  be  a  forum 
for  vigorous  action. 

One  of  the  motivating  factors  behind 
this  sudden  activity  in  Western  Europe 
has  probably  been  the  loss  of  tourist 
revenues,  particularly  from  the  United 
States.  Europeans  who  in  the  past  have 
been  reluctant  to  take  vigorous  antiter- 
rorist  actions  because  of  commercial  in- 
terest are  beginning  to  understand 
there  is  another  side  of  the  financial 
ledger.  Terrorism  is  costing  them 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  lost 
tourism,  increased  security  costs,  and 
apprehensive  investors.  Another  is  the 
pressure  of  pubhc  opinion,  which  in 
most  European  countries  is  demanding 
firmer  action  by  governments  and  is 
angry  at' what  seems- to  be  an  inade- 
quate response.  In  both  these  areas, 
groups  such  as  those  represented  here 
tonight  can  use  your  potential  pressure 
to  good  effect,  making  clear  through 
your  own  channels  which  governments 
you  believe  are  taking  seriously  their 
responsibihties  to  fight  terrorism  and 
protect  all  persons  in  their  countries. 
Combined  with  the  efforts  of  the  U.S. 
Government,  this  can  have  an  important 
positive  impact. 

iThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402. 

^Canada,  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
France,  Italy,  Japan,  United  Kingdom,  and 
United  States. 

3The  1978  Bonn  declaration  civil  avia- 
tion security.  ■ 
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Chronology  of  Major  American-Related  Terrorist  Incidents,  1985 


December  27 

Rome,  Italy;  Vienna,  Austria:  Ter- 
rorists simultaneously  attacked  pas- 
sengers at  airports  in  Rome  and  Vienna 
with  grenades  and  automatic  weapons 
fire.  Five  Americans  were  among  those 
killed  in  attacks  on  El  Al  and  TWA  pas- 
sengers in  Rome.  Two  El  Al  passengers 
were  killed  in  Vienna.  Airport  guards 
killed  three  terrorists  and  captured 
another  in  Rome.  In  Vienna,  one  ter- 
rorist was  killed  and  two  were  captured. 
The  Abu  Nidal  group  claimed  credit  for 
the  attacks. 

November  24 

Frankfurt,  West  Germany:  A  car 

bomb  exploded  at  a  U.S.  miUtary  post 
exchange  (PX)  injuring  36,  including  18 
U.S.  military  personnel  and  15  U.S. 
civilians.  The  bomb  was  contained  in  a 
silver  BMW.  No  group  claimed  credit. 

November  23 

Malta:  An  Egyptair  flight  carrying 
96  people,  including  three  Americans, 
was  hijacked  en  route  from  Athens  to 
Cairo  and  diverted  to  Malta  by  three 
Arabic-speaking  gunmen.  When  de- 
mands for  refueling  were  not  met,  two 
Israeli  women  and  three  Americans 
were  shot  in  the  head  with  a  small- 
caliber  weapon.  One  Israeli  and  one 
American  died.  An  Egyptian  commando 
unit  stormed  the  plane  using  explosives 
to  enter  a  cargo  hold.  A  fire  and  gun- 
battle  ensued.  In  all,  59  passengers 
were  killed.  Three  groups  claimed 
responsibility:  Egypt's  Revolution,  the 
Egyptian  Liberation  Organization,  and 
the  Arab  Revolutionary  Brigades  (a.k.a. 
the  Abu  Nidal  group). 

November  6 

San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico:  Two 

unidentified  assailants  on  a  motorcycle 
shot  and  wounded  Maj.  Michael  Snyder, 
a  U.S.  Army  recruiting  officer,  as  he 
was  riding  a  moped  to  his  office  in  San 
Juan.  A  passerby  was  also  wounded. 
The  Organization  of  Volunteers  for  the 
Puerto  Rican  Revolution  claimed  credit. 

October  28 

Santiago,  Chile:  Four  people  were 
wounded  as  bombs  exploded  at  the 


offices  of  two  U.S.  companies  and  a 
Chilean-Arab  exporting  firm.  The  first 
bomb  exploded  at  the  headquarters  of 
International  Telephone  and  Telegraph 
(ITT),  wounding  two  Chilean  security 
guards.  Shortly  afterward,  an  explosion 
damaged  the  offices  of  the  United  Trad- 
ing Company,  a  Chilean-Kuwaiti  fruit 
exporter,  and  severely  injured  two  em- 
ployees. The  third  bomb  went  off  at  the 
offices  of  Freeport  Chilean  Exploration, 
a  New  Orleans-based  mining  company 
and  subsidiary  of  Freeport  McMoran, 
Inc.  of  New  York.  Damage  was 
extensive. 

October  23 

Concepcion,  Chile:  A  bomb  ex- 
ploded at  the  U.S.-Chilean  Binational 
Center,  causing  extensive  damage  and 
one  injury.  The  explosive  detonated  out- 
side the  center's  front  door  where  it 
seriously  wounded  a  young  girl  who 
happened  to  be  passing  by.  The  Manuel 
Rodriguez  Patriotic  Front  claimed 
responsibility  for  the  attack  through  an 
anonymous  telephone  call  to  a  radio 
station. 

October  7 

Port  Said,  Egypt:  Four  gunmen 
seized  the  Italian  cruise  ship  Achille 
Lauro  off  Port  Said,  Egypt,  and  took 
some  400  people  on  board  hostage. 
Among  the  hostages,  representing  many 
different  nationalities,  were  12  Ameri- 
cans. The  hijackers  demanded  the 
release  of  50  Palestinians  held  in  Israel. 
The  hijackers  killed  Leon  Klinghoffer, 
an  elderly  American  confined  to  a 
wheelchair,  and  threw  his  body  over- 
board. The  ship  returned  to  Egypt 
where  the  hijackers  surrendered  to  PLO 
and  Egyptian  officials.  Egypt  released 
the  hijackers.  The  U.S.  Navy  inter- 
cepted the  hijackers'  plane  and  forced  it 
down  in  Italy  where  they  were  taken 
into  custody. 

September  16 

Rome,  Italy:  Two  Soviet-made  Fl 
grenades  were  thrown  into  the  Cafe  de 
Paris,  a  popular  tourist  spot  located  100 
yards  from  the  U.S.  Embassy.  One 
grenade  exploded  and  injured  40  people, 


among  them  several  Britons  and  Ameri- 
cans. The  Revolutionary  Organization  of 
Socialist  Muslims  (a.k.a.  the  Abu  Nidal 
group)  claimed  credit.  Police  arrested  a 
Lebanese-bom  Palestinian. 

September  9 

Madrid,  Spain:  A  car  bomb  ex- 
ploded in  central  Madrid  during  a  morn- 
ing rush  hour  and  wounded  16  civil 
guards  in  a  van  and  two  passersby.  One 
of  the  wounded,  U.S.  businessman 
Eugene  Ken  Brown  of  Johnson  and 
Johnson,  died  2  days  later.  Brown  was 
hit  in  the  chest  and  neck  by  shrapnel 
while  jogging  in  the  area.  ETA,  a 
Basque  separatist  group,  claimed 
responsibility  in  telephone  calls. 

September  3 

Cali,  Colombia:  A  large  bomb  ex- 
ploded in  the  library  of  the  U.S.- 
Colombian Binational  Center  (BNC)  and 
three  bombs  were  placed  in  front  of  the 
Coca-Cola  bottling  plant.  Hours  earlier, 
the  U.S.  Embassy  had  passed  on  to  the 
American  community  advance  warning 
that  terrorist  activity  would  be  directed 
at  U.S.  interests  in  Colombia  that  even- 
ing. Two  injuries  and  considerable 
damage  were  reported  from  the  BNC 
explosion.  Both  the  M-19  and  the 
Ricardo  Franco  Front  claimed  responsi- 
bility for  the  bombings. 

August  8 

Frankfurt,  West  Germany:  A  car 

bomb  exploded  in  a  parking  lot  at  the 
U.S.  Rhein-Main  Air  Force  Base,  killing 
one  U.S.  airman  and  the  wife  of 
another.  The  20  injured  included  18  U.S. 
citizens.  The  bomb  vehicle  was  a  metal- 
lic green  Volkswagen  with  forged  U.S. 
Armed  Forces  license  plates.  The  Red 
Army  Faction  (RAF)  and  Action  Directe 
jointly  claimed  credit  for  the  attack 
under  the  name  of  the  "Commando 
George  Jackson,"  an  American  member 
of  the  Black  Panthers  who  was  killed 
attempting  to  escape  from  a  California 
prison  in  1971. 

August  7 

Wiesbaden,  West  Germany:  A  U.S. 
serviceman,  Edward  Pimental,  was  shot. 


August  1986 
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August  1985.  Investigators  look  for  clues  at  Frankfurt's  Rhein-Main  Air  Force  Base  after 
a  car  bomb  exploded  in  the  parking  lot  of  the  U.S.  facility. 


killed,  and  robbed  of  his  military  I.D. 
card  after  leaving  a  nightclub  in  the 
company  of  a  man  and  a  woman  just  be- 
fore midnight.  Police  speculated  that  the 
stolen  I.D.  card  might  have  been  used 
by  the  Red  Army  Faction  to  gain  entry 
to  the  U.S.  Air  Force  base  at  Rhein- 
Main,  where  a  car  bomb  exploded  the 
day  after  the  murder.  On  August  13,  a 
copy  of  an  RAF  communique  and  the 
I.D.  card  were  sent  to  a  news  agency. 

July  22 

Copenhagen,  Denmark:  Two  bomb 
blasts  wrecked  the  offices  of  Northwest 
Orient  and  damaged  a  Jewish  synagogue 
and  old  people's  home.  At  least  14  peo- 
ple were  injured,  but  no  deaths  were 
reported.  One  bomb  was  thrown 
through  the  window  of  the  airline  office; 
it  injured  10  people  inside  and  one  pas- 
serby. The  other  bomb  exploded  be- 
tween the  synagogue  and  the  old 
people's  home,  injuring  three  or  four 
people.  An  anonymous  caller  in  Beirut 


claimed  credit  for  the  Islamic  Jihad,  say- 
ing the  bombings  were  in  retaliation  for 
an  Israeli  raid  on  the  southern  Lebanon 
town  of  Kabrikha  the  day  before. 

July  19 

Santiago,  Chile:  A  powerful  car 
bomb  exploded  in  front  of  the  U.S.  Con- 
sulate. A  Chilean  passerby  was  killed, 
and  four  other  Chileans  were  injured. 
Two  of  the  wounded  were  police  guards 
posted  at  the  consulate.  Damage  to  the 
consulate  consisted  of  broken  windows. 
The  Manuel  Rodriguez  Patriotic  Front 
claimed  credit. 

July  14 

Karachi,  Pakistan:  A  bomb  ex- 
ploded near  the  main  entrance  to  the 
Pan  Am  office.  A  man  was  seen  placing 
a  bag  on  the  stairs  of  the  office,  but  a 
passerby  moved  the  bag  away  before  it 
exploded.  The  blast  injured  the  passer- 
by and  two  others.  No  group  claimed 
credit.  On  August  17,  1985,  a  Pakistani 


male  who  ,was  described  as  strongly 
anti-American  was  arrested.  He  is  be- 
heved  to  have  acted  alone. 

July  1 

Andori,  Colombia:  Attackers,  be- 
lieved to  be  with  the  leftist  National 
Liberation  Army,  shot  and  severely 
wounded  Douglas  Brannen,  a  former 
Florida  State  senator,  near  Brannen's 
gold  mine  north  of  Bogota. 

Madrid,  Spain:  Terrorists  attacked 
a  building  shared  by  TWA  and  British 
Airways.  A  man  ran  into  the  British 
Airways  ticket  office  below  the  TWA 
office  and  threw  a  box  onto  the  counter. 
The  box  exploded  and  gutted  the  office. 
The  TWA  office  was  also  damaged.  One 
Spanish  woman  was  killed,  and  at  least 
28  people  were  wounded,  among  them 
two  American  tourists.  "The  Organiza- 
tion of  the  Oppressed"  and  the  Revolu- 
tionary Organization  of  Socialist 
Muslims  (a.k.a.  the  Abu  Nidal  group) 
claimed  credit. 
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June  23 

Air  India  Flight  182,  flying  from 
Toronto  and  Montreal  to  India,  crashed 
at  sea  off  southwest  Ireland,  probably 
as  a  result  of  a  bomb  blast.  All  329  pas- 
sengers, including  four  Americans,  were 
killed.  A  caller  to  The  New  York  Times 
claimed  credit  on  behalf  of  a  Sikh  group. 
The  crash  appeared  to  be  related  to 
another  incident  the  same  day  at 
Tokyo's  Narita  Airport  where  a  bag  be- 
ing transferred  from  a  Canadian  airhne 
to  an  Air  India  flight  exploded  and 
killed  two  airport  workers. 

June  19 

San  Salvador,  El  Salvador:  Gunmen 
shot  and  killed  13  people,  including  four 
Marine  security  guards  and  two  U.S. 
businessmen,  at  an  outdoor  cafe.  The 
slain  marines  were  identified  as  Cpl. 
Patrick  Kwiatkowski,  Sgt.  Bobby  Dick- 
son, Cpl.  Gregory  Webber,  and  Sgt. 
Thomas  Handwork.  George  Viney  and 
Robert  Alvidrez,  two  businessmen  from 
Wang  Laboratories,  were  also  killed. 
Witnesses  said  a  pickup  truck  stopped 
at  the  curb,  and  6-10  men  dressed  in 
military-type  uniforms  and  armed  with 
automatic  weapons  jumped  out  and  fired 
at  cafe  patrons.  The  gunmen  seemed  to 
single  out  the  Marines,  who  were  in 
civilian  dress.  The  Revolutionary  Party 
of  Central  American  Workers  claimed 
credit. 

June  13 

Beirut,  Lebanon:  TWA  Flight  847 
from  Athens  to  Beirut  was  hijacked 
with  153  passengers  on  board.  Two 
Lebanese  hijackers  took  the  plane  from 
Beirut  to  Algiers,  back  to  Beirut,  to 
Algiers  again,  and  finally  back  to  Beirut. 
They  demanded  the  release  of  700 
Lebanese  Shi'ites  held  in  Israel.  During 
the  second  stop  in  Beirut,  the  hijackers 
killed  passenger  Robert  Stethem,  a  U.S. 
Navy  diver,  and  a  number  of  Americans 
were  taken  off  the  plane  when  about  12 
Lebanese  Amal  members  boarded.  Pas- 
sengers were  released  until  39  American 
men  remained.  All  but  the  three  crew 
members  were  taken  from  the  plane  on 
June  17  and  held  by  Amal  and  Hizballah 
for  13  days  until  Syria  obtained  their 
release.  Beirut  Radio  has  identified  the 
two  original  hijackers  and  has  an- 
nounced that  they  will  be  prosecuted. 


May  15 

Lima,  Peru:  Simultaneous  bombings 
occurred  at  a  number  of  targets  in  the 
city,  including  the  residence  of  the  U.S. 
Ambassador,  where  an  explosive  device, 
which  was  thrown  over  a  wall,  deto- 
nated near  the  swimming  pool.  The 
blast  broke  windows  in  the  residence, 
which  was  occupied  by  the  Ambassador 
at  the  time,  but  there  were  no  casual- 
ties. Police  blamed  Sendero  Luminoso 
for  the  attacks,  which  came  on  the  eve 
of  the  fifth  anniversary  of  their  war 
with  the  Peruvian  Government. 

April  12 

Madrid,  Spain:  A  bomb  exploded  in 
the  El  Descanso  restaurant,  which  is 
frequented  by  U.S.  military  personnel 
from  a  nearby  airbase.  Eighteen 
Spaniards  were  killed,  and  15  Americans 
were  wounded.  The  blast  was  caused  by 
a  12-pound  homemade  bomb.  Several 
groups  claimed  responsibility,  including 
the  Islamic  Jihad  organization. 

April  9 

Santiago,  Chile:  Two  explosive 
devices  were  almost  simultaneously 
detonated  in  a  small  pedestrian  shop- 
ping arcade  where  six  banks,  a  few 
restaurants,  and  several  businesses 
were  located.  The  blasts  caused  only 
minor  damages  but  wounded  eight  pa- 
trons of  a  restaurant  and  passersby.  The 
Chase  Manhattan  Bank  and  the  First 
National  City  Bank  have  branch  offices 
at  this  location.  On  this  same  night,  five 
other  bombs  exploded  in  four  other 
cities  in  Chile.  The  targets  included  the 
U.S.  Bank  Moran  Finance  in  La  Serna, 
a  supermarket,  a  tourist  office,  and  a 
telephone  booth. 

February  21 

Barranquilla,  Colombia:  A  bomb 
exploded  outside  the  Binational  Center, 
killing  the  night  watchman  and  causing 
extensive  damage  to  the  administrative 
offices.  The  bomb  apparently  was  placed 
against  a  side  wall  of  the  center,  just 
minutes  before  the  explosion,  by  two 
men  on  a  white  motorcycle.  The  explo- 
sive, believed  to  have  been  dynamite  in 
a  metal  container,  blew  a  large  hole  in 
the  exterior  wall  adjacent  to  the  office 
of  the  center's  director.  The  watchman 
was  some  distance  from  the  blast  and 
was  killed  by  shrapnel.  The  explosion 
also  broke  windows  in  the  surrounding 
neighborhood. 


February  7 

Medellin,  Colombia:  Terrorists 
simultaneously  bombed  seven  establish- 
ments, most  of  which  were  U.S.  firms. 
One  policeman  was  killed,  and  another 
was  wounded.  Explosions  occurred  at  or 
near  the  offices  of  Union  Carbide, 
Xerox,  IBM,  GTE,  Tradition  Family  and 
Property,  and  a  Hare  Krishna  temple. 
Extensive  damage  was  reported  at  some 
of  the  establishments.  The  Che  Guevara 
Faction  of  the  National  Liberation 
Army  and  the  Ricardo  Franco  Front,  a 
dissident  group  of  the  Revolutionary 
Armed  Forces  of  Colombia,  claimed 
responsibility  for  the  multiple  bombings. 

Guadalajara,  Mexico:  Enrique 
Camarena  Salazar,  a  DEA  agent  work- 
ing in  Mexico,  was  abducted  by  four 
gunmen  just  after  leaving  the  U.S.  Con- 
sulate. He  was  brutally  killed,  and  his 
body  was  found  a  few  weeks  later. 
Three  hours  after  Salazar's  abduction, 
Alfredo  Zavala  Avelar,  a  Mexican  pilot 
for  the  DEA,  was  also  kidnaped  and 
later  killed.  Among  those  arrested  were 
two  major  Mexican  drug  traffickers, 
Rafael  Caro  Quintero  and  Ernesto 
Fonseca. 

February  2 

Glyfada,  Greece:  A  bomb  exploded 
in  a  nightclub  frequented  by  U.S.  mili- 
tary personnel.  Sixty-nine  Americans 
were  injured.  A  group  called  the  "Na- 
tional Front"  claimed  the  bombing  was 
in  protest  of  U.S.  support  for  Turkey 
over  the  Cyprus  issue. 

January  30 

Guadalajara,  Mexico:  American 
John  Walker  and  Cuban  companion 
Alberto  Radelat  disappeared  after  being 
seen  at  a  Guadalajara  restaurant  fre- 
quented by  members  of  Mexico's  drug 
underworid.  On  June  19,  police  found 
their  bodies  in  a  well  north  of  the  city. 
The  bodies  were  wrapped  in  tablecloths 
and  carpeting  and  riddled  with  bullets. 
Before  the  bodies  were  found,  two  drug 
kingpins,  Rafael  Caro  Quintero  and  Er- 
nesto Fonseca  were  arraigned  based  on 
the  testimony  of  a  witness.  Both  have 
admitted  killing  Walker  and  Radelat, 
whom  they  may  have  mistaken  for  DEA 
agents.  ■ 
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International  Terrorism: 

The  Taking  of  U.S.  Citizens  Hostage 


U.S.  Government  Policy 

The  policy  of  the  U.S.  Government 
toward  terrorists  holding  official  or  pri- 
vate U.S.  citizens  hostage  [Hostage- 
taking  is  defined  under  international  law 
(International  Convention  Against  the 
Taking  of  Hostages,  adopted  Decem- 
ber 17,  1979)  as  the  seizing  or  detaining 
and  threatening  to  kill,  to  injure,  or  to 
continue  to  detain  a  person  in  order  to 
compel  a  third  party  to  do  or  abstain 
from  doing  any  act  as  an  explicit  or  im- 
plicit condition  for  the  release  of  the 
seized  or  detained  person.]  is  as  follows: 
The  U.S.  Government  will  make  no  con- 
cessions to  terrorists.  It  will  not  pay 
ransoms,  release  prisoners,  change  its 
policies,  or  agree  to  other  acts  that 
might  encourage  additional  terrorism. 
At  the  same  time,  the  United  States 
will  use  every  available  resource  to  gain 
the  safe  return  of  American  citizens  who 
are  held  hostage  by  terrorists. 

Basic  Premises 

It  is  internationally  accepted  that 
governments  are  responsible  for  the 
safety  and  welfare  of  persons  within  the 
borders  of  their  nations.  Being  fully  cog- 
nizant of  both  the  terrorist  threat  and 
public  security  shortcomings  in  many 
parts  of  the  world,  we  have  developed 
enhanced  physical  and  personal  security 
programs  for  U.S.  personnel  and  estab- 
lished cooperative  arrangements  with 
the  U.S.  private  sector.  We  have  also 
developed  bilateral  counterterrorism  as- 
sistance programs  and  close  intelligence 
and  law  enforcement  relationships  with 
many  nations,  in  order  to  increase  the 
possibilities  that  terrorist  incidents  will 
be  prevented  or  competently  handled 
and  resolved  in  a  manner  that  will  deny 
the  perpetrators  benefits  from  their  ac- 
tions. The  U.S.  Government  also  seeks 
effective  judicial  prosecution  and  punish- 
ment for  terrorists  and  criminals  and  is 
willing  to  employ  all  legal  methods  to 
accomplish  these  ends,  including  possible 
extradition,  when  the  United  States  or 
its  citizens  have  been  victims.  Our  pol- 
icy and  the  goals  we  seek  are  clear,  and 
the  U.S.  Government  is  becoming  even 
more  active  in  pursuing  them  alone  and 
in  cooperation  with  other  governments. 


U.S.  Government  Responsibilities 
When  Private  U.S.  Citizens  are 
Taken  Hostage 

Based  upon  a  careful  study  of  past  ex- 
perience, the  U.S.  Government  has  con- 
cluded that  payment  of  ransom  or  other 
concessions  to  terrorists  in  exchange  for 
the  release  of  hostages  increases  the 
danger  that  others  will  be  taken 
hostage.  The  policy  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment is,  therefore,  to  reject  categor- 
ically demands  for  ransom,  prisoner 
exchanges,  and  deals  with  terrorists  in 
exchange  for  hostage  release.  At  the 
same  time,  the  U.S.  Government  will 
make  every  effort,  including  contact 
with  representatives  of  the  captors,  in 
an  effort  to  bring  about  the  release  of 
the  hostages  without  paying  ransom, 
exchanging  prisoners,  et  cetera. 

For  the  same  reason,  the  U.S. 
Government  strongly  urges  U.S.  compa- 
nies and  private  citizens  not  to  pay  ter- 
rorist ransom  demands.  We  believe  good 
security  practices,  relatively  modest 
security  expenditures,  and  close  cooper- 
ation, in  advance,  with  embassy  and 
local  authorities  can  lower  the  risk  to 
Americans  living  in  high  threat 
environments. 

The  U.S.  Government  is  concerned 
for  the  welfare  of  its  citizens,  but  it 
cannot  support  requests  that  host 
governments  violate  their  own  laws  or 
abdicate  their  normal  law  enforcement 
responsibilities. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  employing 
organization  or  company  is  working 
closely  with  local  authorities  and  is  fol- 
lowing U.S.  policies,  U.S.  Foreign  Serv- 
ice posts  can  be  actively  involved  in 
trying  to  bring  the  incident  to  a  safe 
conclusion.  This  includes  providing 
reasonable  administrative  services  and, 
if  desired  by  the  local  authorities  and 
the  American  organization,  full  partici- 
pation in  strategy  sessions.  Requests  for 
U.S.  Government  technical  assistance  or 


expertise  wall  be  considered  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis.  The  full  extent  of  U.S. 
Government  participation  must,  of 
necessity,  await  an  analysis  of  each 
specific  set  of  circumstances. 

When  the  goal  of  a  U.S.  private 
organization  or  company  is  to  gain 
release  by  paying  ransom,  or  pressuring 
the  host  government  for  political  conces- 
sions, U.S.  Foreign  Service  posts  will  be 
limited  in  their  participation  to  initial 
administrative  services  such  as  assisting 
in  making  contacts  with  host  govern- 
ment officials. 

The  host  government  and  the  U.S. 
private  organization  or  citizen  must 
understand  that  if  they  wish  to  follow  a 
hostage  resolution  path  different  from 
that  of  the  U.S.  Government  poHcy, 
they  do  so  without  U.S.  Government  ap- 
proval or  cooperation.  The  U.S.  Govern- 
ment cannot  participate  in  the 
development  and  implementation  of  a 
ransom  strategy.  However,  U.S.  For- 
eign Service  posts  may  maintain  a  dis- 
creet contact  with  the  parties  to  keep 
abreast  of  developments. 

Legal  Caution 

Under  current  U.S.  law,  18  USC  1203, 
(Act  for  the  Prevention  and  Punishment 
of  the  Crime  of  Hostage-Taking,  enacted 
October  1984  in  implementation  of  the 
United  Nations  convention  on  hostage- 
taking),  seizure  of  a  U.S.  national  as  a 
hostage  anywhere  in  the  world  is  a 
crime,  as  is  any  hostage-taking  action  in 
which  the  U.S.  Government  is  a  target 
of  the  hostage-taker's  demands  or  in 
which  the  hostage-taker  is  a  U.S. 
national.  Such  acts  are,  therefore,  sub- 
ject to  investigation  by  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  and  prosecution 
by  U.S.  authorities.  Actions  by  private 
persons  or  entities  which  have  the  effect 
of  aiding  and  abetting  the  hostage- 
taking,  conceahng  knowledge  of  it  from 
the  authorities  or  obstructing  its  investi- 
gation, may  themselves  be  in  violation 
of  U.S.  law. 
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News  Conference  of  June  1 1 
(Excerpts) 


Excerpts  from  President  Reagan's 
news  conference  of  June  11.^ 


Finally,  there  is  the  upcoming  vote 
on  aid  to  the  Nicaragnan  freedom  fight- 
ers. Congress  must  understand  the  ur- 
gency of  the  situation  in  Central 
America.  Delay  is  deadly  and  plays 
right  along  with  the  communist  game 
plan.  Because  while  we  may  have  tied 
our  own  hands,  the  Soviets,  Cubans,  and 
Libyans  haven't  tied  theirs.  With  over 
$1  billion  of  support  and  some  of  the 
most  fearsome  weapons  in  the  Soviet  ar- 
senal, the  communist  strategy  is  simple: 
hold  off  American  aid  as  long  as  possible 
in  the  hope  they  can  destroy  all  opposi- 
tion before  help  arrives. 

It's  time  for  an  up-and-down  vote  on 
freedom  in  Nicaragua,  an  up-or-down 
vote  on  whether  the  United  States  is 
going  to  stop  Soviet  expansionism  on 
the  American  mainland  while  the  price 
is  still  not  too  high  and  the  risks  are 
still  not  too  great.  We  must  act  now  in 
a  bipartisan  way  to  do  the  right  thing: 
to  rescue  freedom  in  Nicaragua  and  pro- 
tect the  national  security  of  the  United 
States. 

Q.  Your  decision  to  tear  up  the 
SALT  [strategic  arms  limitation  talks] 
treaty  by  the  end  of  the  year  has 
caused  great  consternation  among  the 
allies,  among  Members  of  Congress  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  among  others 
who  fear  that  you  are  creating  a  more 
dangerous  world.  My  question  is:  Is 
this  decision  irrevocable?  And  I'd  like 
to  followup. 

A.  I  have  to  say  that  I  can  under- 
stand why  they  would  be  distressed 
with  the  way  the  news  has  been  carried. 
But  let  me  go  back  to  what  the  situa- 
tion really  is. 

First  of  all,  this  treaty,  which  was 
signed  7  years  ago,  was  never  ratified— 
well,  it  was  more  than  7  years  ago,  I 
guess.  But  for  7  years  there  is  supposed 
to  have  been  this  restraint  or  observ- 
ance of  the  treaty's  terms.  And  for 
7  years  this  country  has  been  doing 
that.  The  Soviet  regime,  for  7  years,  has 
been  violating  the  restraints  of  the 
treaty. 

We  found  it  necessary  to— or  advisa- 
ble to  do  away  with  two  Poseidon  sub- 
marines as  we  launched  the  last  Trident. 
But  that,  I  had  to  make  plain,  while  it 
did  keep  us  within  the  constraints  of  the 


SALT  agreement,  that  wasn't  the  rea- 
son. Had  there  been  no  SALT  agree- 
ment, we  would  have  done  away  with 
those  two  submarines  because— or  dis- 
mantled them  because  of  the  cost  and 
the  military  value  of  them,  or  lack  of  it. 

But  then  what  I  said  was  that  be- 
fore we  reached  another  point  where 
this  might  be  an  issue  at  all,  several 
months  away,  which  has  to  do  with  the 
arming  of  the  131st  B-52  with  a  new 
air-launch  cruise  missile;  and  in  the  in- 
terim period  I  said  that  we  could  not  go 
on  unilaterally  observing  the  constraints 
while  the  Soviet  Union  violated  them 
and  gained  even  greater  superiority 
over  us;  and  that  we  were  going  to  be 
bound  from  now  on  by  the  necessity  of 
maintaining  a  deterrent.  We're  not  seek- 
ing to  achieve  superiority  over  them, 
but  we're  certainly  not  going  to  let 
them  go  on  increasing  their  superiority 
over  us.  But  I  said— because  we  have 
these  several  months  before  that  mo- 
ment comes  up— that  we  were  going  to 
do  our  utmost— since  they  themselves 
have  talked  of  arms  reductions— that  we 
were  going  to  do  our  utmost  to  see  if 
we  couldn't  involve  them  in  replacing 
this  SALT  treaty,  which,  first  of  all, 
was  never  ratified,  as  I  said,  but,  second 
of  all,  would  no  longer  be  in  power  if  it 
had  been  ratified,  because  it  was  stated 
for  a  limited  period  of  time— that,  if  we 
could  replace  that  with  a  realistic  pro- 
gram of  arms  reduction,  which  has  been 
my  goal  ever  since  I've  been  here.  Now 
we  have  the  first  Soviet  leader,  to  my 
knowledge,  that  has  ever  voluntarily 
spoken  of  reducing  nuclear  weapons. 
And  we  want  to  followup  on  that. 

Q.  It  sounds  like  you  are  going  to 
tear  it  up,  Mr.  President.  Do  you 
agree  with  Richard  Perle  [Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  International 
Security  Policy],  who  branded  as 
Soviet  supporters  Members  of  Con- 
gress who  want  to  keep  you  within  the 
limits  of  this  treaty? 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  make  any  com- 
ment on  anyone  who  wants  to  keep  this. 
But  I  did  find  it  rather  strange  that 
some  of  the  Senators  who  spoke  very 
criticallly  of  me,  without  really  under- 
standing what  it  is  that  I've  tried  to  ex- 
plain about  this— some  of  them  were 
Members  of  the  Senate  when  they  re- 
fused to  ratify  the  treaty  to  begin  with. 


The  treaty  was  really  nothing  but 
the  legitimizing  of  an  arms  race.  It 
didn't  do  anything  to  reduce  nuclear 
weapons  or  the  nuclear  threat.  All  it  did 
was  regulate  how  fast  and  how  much  we 
could  continue  increasing  the  number  of 
weapons.  So,  I  was  always  hostile  to 
that  particular  treaty  because  it  did  not 
reduce  weapons,  and  that's  what  we're 
going  to  do.  But  again,  as  I  say,  the 
Soviets  have  an  opportunity  to  meet  us 
now  with  regard  to  some  of  the  very 
things  they've  been  proposing— arms 
reduction.  And  we  will  observe  the  con- 
straints to  the  same  extent  that  the 
Soviet  Union  does.  But  we  can't  go  on 
unilaterally  observing  this  while  they 
take  off  on  their  own  with  the  violations 
that  they've  already  made,  and  probably 
more  to  come. 


Q.  I  have  a  two-part  question. 
You've  left  no  doubt,  through  your 
public  statements,  of  your  determina- 
tion not  to  permit  Nicaragua  to  be- 
come another  communist  Cuba  or  a 
Libya.  What  means  are  left  to  the 
United  States  if  the  contras  are  de- 
feated by  any  means  whatever?  Is  a 
naval  quarantine  possible? 

A.  I  couldn't  and  wouldn't  comment 
on  anything  that  might  be  further  ac- 
tions for  us,  because  I  don't  think  you 
could  do  that  without  informing  them  of 
anything  we're  thinking.  And  right  now 
we  have  not  planned  for  any  contingen- 
cy beyond  aiding  the  contras,  because 
we  think  that— I've  got  to  stop  using 
that  word.  That  was  the  Sandinistas 
title  for  them,  and  I  don't  like  to  do 
anything  they're  doing.  So,  the  freedom 
fighters,  we  believe,  with  all  the  infor- 
mation that  we  have,  that  they  are 
capable  of,  at  the  very  least,  applying 
sufficient  leverage  that  they  could  bring 
the  Sandinista  government  to  a 
negotiating  table  for  a  settlement.  We 
would  prefer  that  over  a  military  settle- 
ment, if  that  can  be  done. 

We  know  that  there  are  thousands 
of  recruits  that  are  waiting  to  join  the 
freedom  fighers,  and  they  need  the 
weapons  and  ammunition  and  so  forth 
for  them. 

Q.  And  the  other  part  of  the  ques- 
tion is:  This  week  in  a  speech  you 
likened  Mr.  Gorbachev  to  Castro, 
Arafat,  and  Qadhafi.  And  I'd  like  to 
ask  what  effect  you  think  this  state- 
ment would  have  on  future  relations 
with  the  Soviet  Union  and  a  possible 
summit.  I'm  talking  about  the  George- 
town speech,  [address  before  the 
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Center  for  Strategic  and  International 
Studies  on  June  9,  1986]. 

A.  Yes,  but  I  didn't  think  I  lumped 
him  in  with  them. 

Q.  It  was  in  the  speech. 

A.  I  certainly— then  it  was  a  bad 
choice  of  words,  because  I  didn't  mean 
to  do  that.  As  I've  said,  he  is  the  first 
Russian  leader,  to  my  knowledge,  that 
has  ever  voiced  the  idea  of  reducing, 
and  even  eliminating,  nuclear  weapons. 
So,  I  must  have  goofed  some  place,  be- 
cause, believe  me,  I  don't  put  him  in  the 
same  category. 

Q.  If  I  could  pursue  the  questions 
on  your  decision  on  the  SALT  treaty: 
On  one  hand,  you're  saying  that  the 
Soviets  have  continued  to  increase 
their  superiority  over  us.  On  the  other 
hand,  you  said  that  the  treaty  did  not 
constrain  either  side  in  terms  of  the 
arms  race  and  was  one  of  the  reasons 
you  were  not  for  it.  It  really  can't  be 
both  ways. 

At  the  same  time,  we've  had  a 
massive  defense  buildup,  the  Reagan 
defense  buildup.  Which  way  is  it? 
Have  the  Soviets  been  able  to  increase 
superiority  over  this  period  of  time,  or 
has  the  treaty  not  been  able  to  stop 
them? 

A.  No,  it  hasn't  been  able  to.  The 
treaty  actually  set  limits,  as  for  exam- 
ple, that  you  could  only  have  one  new 
type  of  weapon  now  that  you  could  de- 
velop that  didn't  exist.  And  they  have 
developed  two  instead  of  one.  And  this 
was  a  violation.  It  also  set  numbers  and 
figures  so  that  it  was  a  restraint  to  the 
extent  of  just  not  an  all-out  arms  race 
with  no  limit  on  the  way  you  CQuld 
progress. 

But  when  you  say  about  achieving, 
remember,  we're  still  playing  catchup. 
They  were  building  when  we  were  dis- 
mantling. And  we  feel  that,  as  I've  said 
before,  there's  no  way  that  we  can  allow 
them  to  reach  for  and  get  a  superiority. 
And  we  don't  want  a  superiority  over 
them.  But  also  we  simply  want  to  main- 
tain enough  of  a  deterrent  that  even 
with  whatever  superiority  they  have  it 
won't  be  enough  for  them  to  take  the 
chance  on  the  followup  action  that  could 
happen. 

Q.  If  I  could  just  follow  that  up: 
At  the  same  time,  your  own  arms  con- 
trol director,  Mr.  [Kenneth]  Adelman, 
has  said  that  the  Soviet  violations 
have  not  had  any  great  military  sig- 
nificance. What  is  the  possibility, 
since  the  violations  themselves— which 


have  been  disputed  by  some  as  to  their 
significance— what  is  the  possibility 
that  by  abandoning  the  treaty  now, 
which  is,  as  you  just  admitted,  has 
some  limited  significance  in  providing 
some  degree  of  predictability,  that  we 
won't  go  into  a  complete  arms  race 
now?  What's  to  replace  SALT  at  this 
point?  And  why  make  this  decision 
now? 

A.  Didn't  make  it  now.  I  said  we've 
got  several  months  here  in  which  we're 
going  to  try  to  involve  them  in  the 
things  they,  themselves,  have  been  talk- 
ing about— and  that  is  a  definite  arms 
reduction  program.  This  is  the  only 
thing  that  makes  sense  in  the  world, 
and  I've  been  talking  about  this  since 
1980.  And  I  said  I  was  sick  and  tired  of 
agreements  that  just  said,  "Well,  we'll 
only  go  at  this  pace  in  our  increasing 
the  number  of  weapons."  Let's  get 
around  to  getting  rid  of  them  as  much 
as  we  can. 

Q.  You've  just  said  that  you  really 
haven't  made  the  SALT  decision  yet. 
And  I  think  there's  a  lot  of  confusion 
as  to  exactly  where  we  stand  on  the 
SALT  decision.  Are  you  going  to  go 
over  the  limits  of  the  SALT  decision, 
or  are  you  going  to  dismantle  another 
submarine  and  stay  within  the  limits? 
Exactly  what  are  you  going  to  do  on 
SALT? 

A.  You're  asking  something— yes,  we 
will  have  a  plane  coming  up  to  be  armed 
with  a  cruise  missile  that  would  put  us, 
to  that  extent,  beyond  the  constraints  of 
the  limitation.  Now,  we've  got  several 
months  before  we  reach  that  point. 
We've  got  several  months  in  which  to 
see  if  the  Soviet  Union— we  have  taxed 
them  over  and  over  again  with  regard 
to  their  violating  the  constraints.  Now, 
on  that  basis  we're  going  to  see  if  we 
cannot  persuade  them  to  join  in  the 
things  they're  talking  about:  arms 
reduction.  And  if  nothing  is  done,  then 
we'll  make  the  decision  with  regard  to 
that  plane. 

Q.  There  are  reports  that  today  in 
Geneva  the  Soviets  made  a  new 
proposal  on  reducing  long-range  stra- 
tegic missiles.  Is  this  the  kind  of 
proposal  you've  been  looking  for,  and 
has  it  changed  your  opinion  of  what 
you're  going  to  do  on  SALT? 

A.  I  can't  comment  on  it  because  of 
the  confidentiality  of  the  situation  there 
in  Geneva.  But,  yes,  as  of  today  we 
have  received  this  proposal.  And  now 


we're  going  to  study  that  and  see  what 
they  have  in  it. 

Q.  Immediately  after  the  U.S.  at- 
tack on  Libya,  you  were  particularly 
grateful  to  Prime  Minister  Thatcher 
for  her  help  in  allowing  the  United 
States  to  let  airplanes  take  off  from 
the  United  Kingdom.  Since  then 
American  tourists  have  been  staying 
away  from  England  and  Europe  in 
droves,  and  Mrs.  Thatcher  has  made  a 
personal  plea  for  Americans  and  their 
dollars  to  come  back  to  the  continent. 
Do  you  think  that  it's  safe  in  Europe 
for  Americans  to  return?  And  will  you 
tell  Americans  whether  they  ought  to 
go  overseas  this  summmer? 

A.  You've  asked  me  a  very  tough 
one  in  my  position  with  what  we  know 
about  the  dangers  throughout  the  world, 
I  certainly  don't  want  to  be  quoted  as 
advocating  a  tourist  rush  in  the  face  of 
the  world  the  way  it  is.  I'm  going  to  be 
rather  bold  and  just  tell  you  that  our 
Ambassador  has  recently  had  a  little 
talk,  or  something,  that  was  carried  in 
the  Los  Angeles  Times.  And  it  was  to 
the  effect  that  he  belived  that  London 
was  probably  one  of  the  safest  cities  in 
the  world  and  that  he  saw  no  reason  for 
anyone  to  be  fearful  of  that.  Well,  I 
have  not  argued  with  him  on  his  making 
that  point. 

Q.  We  also  read  about  the  extraor- 
dinary security  precautions  that  are 
going  to  be  taken  for  the  Statue  of 
Liberty  festivities  July  4th.  Are  you 
concerned  that  perhaps  that's  a  pretty 
delectable  domestic  target? 

A.  Yes.  But  I  also  have  a  great  deal 
of  confidence  in  our  security  people. 
And  I  can  see  where  they  would  think 
that  that  would  be  a  very  inviting  tar- 
get for  those  who  hate  us  in  the  ter- 
rorist ranks  and  think  that  they  might 
be  able  to  embarrass  us  that  way. 

Q.  The  Warsaw  Pact  is  said  to  be 
offering  to  withdraw  a  million  of  their 
troops  that  face  us  in  the  West.  For 
those  of  us  with  families  in  Europe 
that  sounds  like  a  lot.  I  know  that 
you  always  like  to  deal  with  these 
offers  in  the  confidentiality  of  Gene- 
va. But  isn't  it  perhaps  time,  bearing 
in  mind  that  nothing  seems  to  have 
come  out  of  Geneva  for  over  a  year,  to 
go  with  an  offer  like  this,  run  with  it 
and  see  what  happens? 

A.  You  mean  the  offer  that  has  just 
been  given  in  Geneva? 
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Q.  Correct. 

A.  As  I  say,  there  have  been  offers, 
and  we  have  made  counteroffers;  much 
in  the  same  thing  and  with  pretty  much 
the  same  end  result  as  to  numbers  of 
weapons.  And  where  the  difficulties 
seem  to  come  in  is  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States  have  somewhat  differ- 
ent mixes  of  weapons  that  we  believe 
are  essential  to— well,  for  theirs,  we  be- 
lieve theirs  is  based  more  of  an  offen- 
sive nature.  We  beUeve  ours  is  based 
more  on  a  deterrent  idea.  And  so,  some- 
times we  run  into  difficulties  then  in 
reconciling  some  of  the  means  of  getting 
to  the  same  number  of  warheads  being 
eliminated. 

This  has  kept  us  from  having  an 
agreement  so  far.  Now  this  last  agree- 
ment has  come  in,  and  we  don't  yet 
know  until  we  see  it  carefully— is  it  a 
response  to  one  of  our  counteroffers? 
Does  it  in  some  way  change  some  of 
their  proposals  and  bring  us  closer  to  a 
negotiated  position?  And  this  is  what  we 
want  more  than  anything.  So,  you  can 
depend  on  it  that  we're  going  to  make 
every  effort.  But  it  must  be  fair  and 
balanced.  It  must  not  be  an  agreement 
in  which  one  side  is  trying  to  maintain 
or  increase  an  advantage  over  the  other. 

Q.  Doesn't  this  make  it  all  the 
more  important  to  see  Mr.  Gorbachev 
as  soon  as  possible  this  year? 

A.  That's  what  I'd  like.  In  fact, 
we're  waiting  to  hear  when  this  can 
take  place.  We  suggested  a  date,  and 
evidently  it  was  too  early  for  them. 
They  didn't  suggest,  but  they  spoke 
publicly  about  a  possible  date,  and  that 
was  wrong  for  us  because  of  the  coming 
political  campaign.  But  we  still,  and  I 
still,  believe  that  he  wants  a  summit 
and  I  want  a  summit,  and  I  beheve  it's 
going  to  take  place. 

Q.  The  Pollard  spy  case  has 
precipitated  some  confusion  within 
your  Administration  over  the  matter 
of  how  much  Israeli  spying  there  is  in 
this  country  and  if  it  goes  beyond  the 
Pollards.  The  Justice  Department  offi- 
cials are  telling  us  that  it  goes  beyond 
the  Pollards,  and  they're  continuing 
their  investigation.  The  State  Depart- 
ment officials  have  told  us  that  there's 
no  more  Israeli  spying  here,  and 
they're  satisfied,  and  they  seem  to 
want  to  put  an  end  to  it.  I  wonder  if 
you  could  clear  up  this  confusion. 

A.  The  only  thing  I  know  is  that  the 
Israeli  Government  has  assured  us,  as 
much  as  they  can,  that  they  have  never 
had  any  program  of  trying  to  get  intelli- 


gence information  from  our  country  or 
doing  any  spying  on  us.  And  so  far,  as  I 
say,  the  Justice  Department  has  said 
they  will  look  to  see  if  there  is  anything 
that  they  can  find  out.  But  so  far 
there's  been  no  evidence  presented  to 
us  from  anyone. 

Q.  What  if  they  do  come  up  with 
some  evidence?  What  would  you  do? 

A.  I  think  we'll  have  to  deal  with 
that  then  and  find  out  whether  it's  a 
surprise  to  the  Israeli  Government, 
whether  someone  was  off  playing  their 
own  game  or  not. 

Q.  Federal  Reserve  Chairman 
[Paul]  Volcker  made  an  unannounced 
trip  to  Mexico  this  week  to  discuss 
that  country's  financial  problems.  Are 
you  worried  that  Mexico  might 


unilaterally  default  on  payments  or 
totally  default  on  its  foreigfn  debt? 

A.  I  think  this  is  a  possibility  with 
not  only  Mexico  but  a  number  of  other 
countries  that  are  having  these  debt 
problems— and  based  on  the  high  in- 
terest rates  of  the  past  before  we 
reduced  inflation.  And  obviously,  we'd 
like  to  be  of  help  to  them  within  the 
framework  of  the  agreements  that  were 
reached  in  Korea  by  Secretary  [of  the 
Treasury  James  A.]  Baker.  And  we 
want  to  be  of  help  as  much  as  we  can. 
Mexico  is  a  next-door  neighbor;  our  for- 
tunes are  linked  on  many  fronts.  And 
so,  we  want  to  be  of  as  much  help  as  we 
can.  And  that  was  the  reason  for  his 
trip. 


1  Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  June  16,  1986.1 


No  Delay  for  Democracy 

Secretary  Shultz's  address  before  the 
National  Foreign  Policy  Conference  for 
Young  Political  Leaders  on  June  13, 
1986.^ 


I  appreciate  the  chance  to  talk  to  you, 
and  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  you  are 
here  listening  to  us,  and  let  me  assure 
you  that  we  listen  to  you.  So  with  that, 
let  me  launch  into  the  things  that  I 
have  to  say,  and  I'm  going  to  talk  about 
Central  America— a  matter  of  great 
concern  to  us  here  and,  I  think,  of 
importance  and  concern  throughout  our 
country. 

Throughout  its  history  the  United 
States  has  been  blessed  with  a  society 
remarkable  for  its  freedoms  and  its 
openness.  Our  liberty  has  given  us  a 
unique  approach  to  the  world:  outgoing, 
optimistic,  self-confident.  As  young 
political  leaders,  you  have  a  special 
interest  in  preserving  this  legacy. 

Our  unique  geographic  position- 
bordered  as  we  are  by  vast  protective 
oceans  to  the  east  and  west  and  friendly 
neighbors  on  the  north  and  south— is 
essential  to  our  world.  We  now  seek  to 
secure  our  way  of  life  with  forward 
defenses  and  far-flung  alliances  based  on 
the  confidence  that  our  immediate 
frontiers  are  secure  and  that  our 
freedoms  can  flourish  behind  them. 

But  we  are  taking  our  secure 
frontiers  for  granted. 

We  must  remember  that  our  south- 
ern flank,  the  Caribbean,  has  been— and 
is— an  area  of  vulnerability.  During  the 
Second  World  War,  U-boats  took  a 


heavy  toll  of  our  shipping  in  the  region. 
In  1962,  the  world  came  close  to  nuclear 
holocaust  when  the  Soviet  Union 
attempted  to  install  missiles  in  Cuba. 
Today,  the  Soviets  have  a  combat 
brigade  in  Cuba  and  use  the  island  as  a 
base  for  conducting  intelligence  patrols 
along  our  eastern  coast  and  in  the 
Caribbean. 

The  presence  of  hostile  submarine 
bases,  extensive  airfields,  and  Soviet 
aircraft  vastly  complicates  our  defense 
planning.  Cuba's  attempts  to  launch 
revolutions  throughout  the  hemisphere, 
and  its  sending  of  tens  of  thousands  of 
its  troops  into  Africa,  have  made  this 
small  communist  state  a  threat  to 
democracy  everywhere.  So  we  cannot 
view  with  indifference  Moscow's 
attempt— using  Cuban,  East  European, 
Libyan,  and  North  Korean  surrogates, 
among  others— to  establish  itself  in 
a  similar  fashion  on  the  American 
mainland. 

The  other  side  of  this  concern  is  our 
great  interest  for  its  own  sake  in  the 
political,  social,  and  economic 
development  of  our  democratic  neigh- 
'oors  to  the  south— not  just  because  their 
development  is  consistent  with  U.S. 
values  but  also  because  our  national 
security  is  intimately  linked  to  their 
security. 
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Most  of  Central  America  is  now 
emerging  from  a  long  and  dismal  period 
of  government  by  dictatorship.  During 
the  last  6  years,  El  Salvador,  Guate- 
mala, and  Honduras  have  joined  Costa 
Rica  in  establishing  truly  democratic 
governments.  The  elected  presidents  of 
these  four  Central  American  democ- 
racies share  common  ideals  based  on 
their  dedication  to  freedom.  They  each 
have  a  mandate  from  their  people  to 
bring  about  economic  and  social  justice. 
These  leaders  are  scheduled  to  serve 
together  through  the  completion  of 
President  Duarte's  term  in  May  1989. 
U.S.  policy  expHcitly  and  firmly 
supports  them  and  their  cooperative 
efforts  to  create  a  better  life  for  their 
people.  That  support  is  the  cornerstone 
of  our  policy  for  Central  America. 

One  of  the  first  challenges  to  our 
goals  for  Central  America  is  to  restore 
economic  vitality  to  the  region.  The 
early  1980s  saw  a  heavy  strain  on  the 
economies  of  Central  America.  Today, 
there  are  important  signs  of  hope. 
They're  getting  a  few  good  breaks: 
interest  rates  have  come  down,  and  the 
price  of  oil  has  come  down.  And  the 
price  of  coffee,  a  principal  export,  has 
risen  in  price.  There  are  renewed 
stirrings  of  the  regional  commerce  that 
was  an  engine  for  strong  growth  during 
the  1960s. 


Nicaragua:  Obstacle  to 
Progress  in  Central  America 

But  there  is  one  major  obstacle  to 
progress  in  Central  America.  It  is  the 
same  obstacle  which  gives  us  pause  as 
we  assess  our  own  national  interests  in 
the  region.  It  is  Nicaragua,  a  Marxist- 
Leninist  odd  man  out,  a  spoiler  of  the 
dream  of  democracy  and  of  regional 
cooperation. 

Since  1979,  when  the  comandantes 
took  power  from  the  Somoza  regime, 
Nicaragua  has  armed  itself  to  the  teeth 
vdth  Soviet  assistance.  It  has  served  as 
the  headquarters,  communications 
center,  and  logistical  base  for  communist 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador.  And  it  has 
supported  terrorist  plots  against  its 
other  neighbors. 

The  Nicaraguan  revolution  did  not 
have  to  turn  out  this  way.  After  the  fall 
of  Somoza,  the  United  States  and 
Nicaragua's  neighbors  quickly  extended 
diplomatic  recognition  to  the  broadly 
based  revolutionary  government  in 
Managua.  We  in  the  United  States 
provided  $118  million  in  economic 
assistance  during  the  first  year  and  a 
half  after  the  revolution.  I  might  say 
that  was  the  highest  per  capita  rate  of 
economic  assistance  going  anywhere  at 
that  time.  What  was  the  response  of 
the  comandantesi  They  drove  their 


/  am  confident  that  no  one  in  this  country  will 
support  a  policy  which,  wittingly  or  unwittingly, 
crushes  the  hopes  of  an  entire  nation  for  freedom 
and  democracy. 


The  United  States  has  been  able  to 
lay  the  foundation  for  regional  economic 
growth  through  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative  and  President  Reagan's 
response  to  the  recommendations  of  the 
National  Bipartisan  Commission  [on 
Central  America]— the  so-called 
Kissinger  report.  Despite  our  extreme 
budget  stringencies,  we  hope  to  sustain 
economic  assistance  to  the  region  at  the 
level  of  about  a  billion  dollars— an 
amount  nearly  four  times  greater  than 
our  military  assistance.  In  other  words, 
that's  where  our  priorities  are.  The  goal 
of  long-term,  real  per  capita  growth  in 
the  region  now  seems  within  reach. 


partners  in  the  revolution  from  the 
government;  and  they  moved  to 
consolidate  their  power  by  trying  to 
crush  the  church,  the  independent  labor 
unions,  and  the  private  business  sector. 
In  early  1980— wathin  months  of  taking 
power— the  Nicaraguan  communists 
concluded  their  first  pacts  with  Cuba 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  By  1981,  Soviet 
military  supplies  and  thousands  of 
E  astem-bloc  advisers— so-called— were 
moving  into  the  country. 

Soviet-bloc  military  assistance  totals 
over  $500  million  since  1980.  Some 
8,000-10,000  foreign  communists  now 
play  key  roles  in  all  aspects  of  Nicara- 
guan life.  Nicaraguans  themselves  have 
fled  their  country  by  the  hundreds  of 


thousands,  and  some  20,000  have  taken 
up  arms  in  a  desperate  struggle  to 
regain  their  revolution. 

A  stable  solution  to  the  threat  of 
Nicaragua  lies  in  a  process  of  national 
reconcihation- both  within  Nicaragua 
and  through  a  regional  peace  process 
vdth  its  neighbors.  In  1979,  Nicaraguan 
revolutionaries  pledged  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States  their 
support  for  political  pluralism  and 
regional  peace.  In  September  1983  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  joined  with  all 
the  other  Contadora  countries  in 
support  of  21  objectives  designed  to 
bring  peace  to  the  region.  The  political 
and  economic  inducements  for  the 
comandantes  to  implement  such  a  policy 
were  there  from  the  beginning;  but  they 
have  spurned  every  effort  to  reconcile 
the  real  differences  with  their  neighbors 
and  with  their  own  people. 

President  Duarte,  with  the  support 
of  the  Central  American  democracies,  is 
engaged  in  an  effort  toward  recon- 
ciliation with  the  opposition  to  his 
elected  government.  Why  cannot  the 
comandantes  do  likewise?  In  Nicaragua, 
as  in  El  Salvador,  those  in  power  should 
be  seeking  a  reconciliation  with  all 
elements  of  society  through  a  peaceful 
political  process.  But  once  again  we  see 
that  Marxist-Leninists  cannot  afford 
democratization.  Their  policies  of 
repression  and  mismanagement  at  home 
and  conflicts  with  their  neighbors  make 
them  poor  prospects  for  success  in  free 
elections. 

If  the  inducements  we  offered 
Managua  in  the  early  1980s  failed  to 
encourage  domestic  democracy  and 
regional  peace,  how  then  is  a  compre- 
hensive regional  settlement  to  be 
achieved?  We  can  only  conclude  that 
unrelenting  pressure  is  required  if  the 
Nicaraguan  communists  are  to  make  the 
fundamental  changes  required  for  such  a 
settlement. 

Such  pressure  must  come  from  many 
directions:  popular  dissatisfaction  vdth 
the  regime's  dismal  economic  perform- 
ance; growing  alienation  of  the 
revolution's  foreign  friends;  the 
consolidation  of  democracy  elsewhere  in 
Central  America;  and  an  internal 
political  opposition  that  refuses  to  be 
silenced. 

Serious  economic  dislocations- 
growing  primarily  from  the  communists' 
mismanagement  of  the  economy  and 
reinforced  by  the  U.S.  economic 
embargo— are  bringing  about  a  dramatic 
reduction  in  the  gross  national  product 
of  Nicaragua.  Food  and  other  staples 
are  vanishing  from  Nicaragua's 
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marketplace.  Even  in  the  worst  years 
of  the  Somoza  tyranny,  Nicaraguans 
did  not  have  to  wait  in  line  for  rice, 
beans,  or  oil. 

The  people  of  Nicaragua  don't  blame 
the  United  States  for  these  shortages. 
They  correctly  blame  their  own  govern- 
ment for  destroying  the  nation's  ability 
to  produce  basic  foodstuffs— commodities 
that  in  years  past  never  had  to  be 
imported. 

Internationally,  Nicaragua's  noncom- 
munist  supporters  are  showing  increas- 
ing concern  about  the  character  of  the 
government  in  Managua.  The  foreign 
poHtical  support  and  economic  assistance 
on  which  Nicaragua  increasingly 
depends  are  declining. 

The  people  of  Nicaragua  look 
elsewhere  in  their  region  and  see 
freedom  and  its  benefits  continuing  in 
Costa  Rica  and  taking  hold  in  El 
Salvador,  Guatemala,  and  Honduras. 
They  ask  themselves,  why  are  we  being 
left  behind?  Rather  than  enjoying  the 
freedom  they  struggled  for  in  1979,  the 
people  of  Nicaragua  face  the  pervasive 
and  ever-tightening  repression  of  a 
communist  dictatorship.  They  now  see 
that  their  revolution  was  stolen  from 
them  by  political  opportunists;  and  they 
are  struggling  to  regain  their  fading 
hopes.  They  remember  that  in  1979  the 
international  community,  including  the 
United  States,  supported  their  struggle 
for  freedom.  But  who  supports  them 
now,  in  their  time  of  greatest  need? 

The  Nicaragxian  Opposition 

Despite  the  efforts  of  the  coman- 
dantes  to  suppress  their  opposition, 
independent  organizations  still  survive 
in  Nicaragua.  The  church,  labor  unions, 
Indians,  and  the  private  sector  continue 
to  struggle  for  rights  they  are  denied. 
Although  the  press  is  censored,  critical 
voices  continue  to  be  heard.  Political 
parties  carry  on  their  work  amidst  ever- 
tightening  restrictions  on  the  freedom  to 
organize.  And  Cardinal  Obando  y  Bravo 
is  cheered  by  his  flock— yet,  his  words 
are  silenced. 

The  Nicaraguan  communists  prob- 
ably could  use  their  power  to  crush 
internal  opposition  once  and  for  all,  but 
they  have  not  yet  taken  that  final  step. 

Why?  It  is  because  communist 
repression  has  created  another 
opposition— the  armed  resistance  of 
20,000  Nicaraguans.  And  as  long  as  the 
civil  war  continues,  the  Nicaraguan 
communists  need  to  keep  some  internal 
opposition  alive— just  barely  alive— as  a 
demonstration  to  the  world  that 


Nicaragua  is  not  a  totally  closed  society. 
Were  it  not  for  the  freedom  fighters, 
the  brave  Nicaraguans  who  voice 
internal  dissent  would  serve  no  purpose 
for  the  comandantes. 

And  what  of  these  20,000  freedom 
fighters?  Who  are  they?  The  freedom 
fighters  in  Nicaragua  today  are  young 
people  who  were  barely  teenagers  when 
Somoza  was  overthrown.  The  majority 
of  the  military  leaders  either  had  no 
prior  military  service  before  entering 
the  resistance  or  were  drafted  to  serve 
with  the  Nicaraguan  communists  and 
then  left  them.  Their  ranks  have  swelled 
during  the  past  2  years,  even  while  the 
United  States  has  been  prohibited  from 
providing  them  with  mihtary  assistance. 


the  Administration  has  been  urging 
authorization  of  $70  million  in  military 
aid  and  $30  million  in  humanitarian  aid 
to  these  fighters  for  democracy. 

Gradually,  I  beUeve,  Congress  and 
the  American  people  are  coming  to 
realize  that  we  face  a  grave  threat  in 
Central  America— a  threat  to  our 
strategic  interests  and  to  the  cause  of 
democracy. 

Supporting  Democracy  in  Nicaragua 

We  all  know  the  divisions  in  our 
domestic  debate  on  the  seriousness  of 
this  threat.  But  there  is  one  overriding 
goal  about  which  I  firmly  believe  there 
is  no  division  in  the  Congress  or  in  the 


There  are  lots  of  problems  around  the  world  and 
as  a  world  power,  we're  engaged  in  them.  But  we 
better  pay  attention  to  our  neighbors  .  .  . 


The  top  leadership  of  the  movement 
through  which  we  channel  all  U.S. 
assistance  to  the  freedom  fighters  is 
comprised  of  three  civilians— each  of 
whom  distinguished  himself  in  the 
resistance  to  Somoza.  One  by  one,  they 
left  the  Nicaragua  of  the  communists  to 
resume  their  struggle  for  democratic 
government. 

The  numbers  of  their  troops— despite 
their  growth  over  the  last  2  years— are 
no  match  for  the  Soviet-armed  and 
-equipped  Army  of  Nicaragua.  This 
army  of  some  60,000— with  an  additional 
60,000  reservists  who  engage  in  active 
combat— is  far  larger  than  any  other 
military  force  in  Central  America;  but  it 
is  not  able  to  contain  the  freedom 
fighters  on  its  own.  The  Soviets  supply 
the  Nicaraguan  communists  with 
advanced  attack  helicopters.  They  ship 
military  supplies  directly  to  Nicaraguan 
ports.  Cubans  fly  the  attack  helicopters. 
East  Germans  train  the  internal 
security  forces.  And  we  have  confirmed 
that  a  Soviet  AN-30  intelligence  aircraft 
has  been  flying  reconnaissance  in 
Nicaragua  since  May  of  this  year. 

The  freedom  fighters  need  our  help 
to  confront  the  Nicaraguan  communist 
troops  equipped  with  these  Soviet  arms, 
training,  and  advice.  We  have  seen  in  El 
Salvador  that,  with  proper  leadership, 
training,  and  American  equipment, 
democratic  forces  can  prevail.  Therefore, 


minds  of  the  American  people.  That  is 
the  goal  of  supporting  democracy— is 
anybody  here  against  that?— in 
Nicaragua  and  in  all  of  Central  America. 
I  don't  believe  there  is  a  single  Member 
of  Congress  who  wants  to  see  the 
communists  consolidate  their  tyranny 
over  the  people  of  Nicaragua— does 
anybody  here  want  that?  Nor  is  there  a 
single  Member  of  Congress  who  wants 
to  turn  a  deaf  ear  to  the  pleas  of  the 
Nicaraguan  church,  to  the  appeals  of 
Nicaragua's  democratic  political 
opposition,  to  the  campesinos— or 
even  to  the  fighters  of  the  democratic 
resistance. 

Their  struggle  is,  after  all,  our 
struggle.  What  the  Nicaraguans  want  is 
only  what  we  in  the  United  States  have 
always  cherished:  freedom— the  freedom 
to  vote,  to  think,  to  speak  out,  to 
worship  as  one  chooses,  without  the 
threat  of  intimidation,  or  torture,  or 
death.  That  is  what  the  people  of 
Nicaragua  fought  for  in  their  revolution 
of  1979,  and  that  is  what  they  are 
fighting  for  today.  I  am  confident  that 
no  one  in  this  country  will  support  a 
poUcy  which,  wittingly  or  unwittingly, 
crushes  the  hopes  of  an  entire  nation  for 
freedom  and  democracy. 

Congress  has  shown  its  resolve  to 
support  democracy  in  the  rest  of 
Central  America.  It  is  supporting  the 
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reestablishment  of  democracy  in  the 
Philippines.  It  is  supporting  distant 
struggles  against  communist  tyrannies 
in  Afghanistan  and  Cambodia.  I  believe 
that,  sooner  or  later,  Congress  will 
commit  itself  with  equal  determination 
to  support  the  struggle  for  democracy 
on  our  own  mainland.  The  crucial 
question  is  when  that  support  will 
come— sooner  or  later. 

As  the  end  of  June  approaches,  we 
are  still  awaiting  a  definitive  answer 
from  the  Congress  on  support  for  our 
policy  toward  Nicaragua.  Our  proposal 
to  aid  the  Niearaguan  freedom  fighters 
was  passed  by  the  Senate  over  2 
months  ago.  The  problem  is  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  where  delay 
continues.  This  delay  makes  it  difficult 
to  plan  and  conduct  foreign  policy  in  a 
region  where  events  bear  directly  on 
our  vital  national  security  interests.  It 
sends  confusing  signals  to  the  Central 
American  democracies  and  other  Latin 
and  Caribbean  states. 

How  long  can  we  ask  the  Niearaguan 
freedom  fighters  to  struggle  against 
their  oppressors  without  the  prospect  of 
sustained  and  real  support:  weapons, 
boots  and  uniforms,  food,  medical 
supplies?  Shall  we  wait  another  month, 
or  two  months,  or  three  to  give  them 
the  help  they  need  in  their  struggle  for 
freedom? 

I  say  we  cannot  afford  to  wait,  that 
history  will  judge  us  severely  if  we 
delay  any  longer. 

Our  indecision  only  plays  into  the 
hands  of  the  communists.  It  gives  them 
time  to  advance  their  suppression  of  the 
church,  the  free  trade  unions,  the  press, 
and  political  parties;  time  to  continue 
killing  freedom  fighters;  and  time  to 
continue  their  campaign  against  the 
Miskito  Indians. 

Our  delay  has  given  the  communists 
every  reason  to  continue  to  spurn  a 
political  settlement.  Since  January,  six 
of  Nicaragua's  opposition  parties  have 
proposed  a  national  dialogue  of  reconcili- 
ation. The  freedom  fighters  have  sought 
this  same  dialogue;  and  they  offer  a 
cease-fire  if  it  takes  place.  But  there  are 
no  takers  on  the  communist  side. 

Let  us  not  delude  ourselves  that  the 
communists  need  another  90  days  to 
reconsider  their  policies.  Delay  is  what 
the  Niearaguan  communists  need  to  win 
an  outright,  permanent  victory. 

Just  a  few  years  ago,  Central 
America  received  scant  attention  in  the 
American  press.  In  fact,  one  of  my 
predecessors  told  me,  somewhat  conde- 
scendingly, "You  know,  when  I  was 
Secretary  of  State,  I  don't  think  I  spent 


3  minutes  on  Central  America."  I  just 
said,  "You  just  defined  the  problem." 
We  have  to  pay  attention  to  our 
neighborhood.  That's  where  it  starts. 
There  are  lots  of  problems  around  the 
world,  and  as  a  world  power,  we're 
engaged  in  them.  But  we  better  pay 
attention  to  our  neighbors  and  our 
neighborhood. 

Now,  however,  reports  of  conflict 
and  faltering  peace  processes  frequently 
dominate  the  news.  Yet,  there  is  still 
hope  that  stories  from  the  region  will 
tell  of  a  promising  future.  But  the  hour 
is  late.  If  the  resistance  collapses  for 
lack  of  our  support,  if  the  Sandinistas 
complete  their  consohdation  of  power, 
then  the  rest  of  Central  America  must 
be  forever  vigilant  against  the  nearby 
threat  of  a  communist  Nicaragua. 
Economic  resources  will  be  diverted  to 
defense,  and  we  will  incur  the  enormous 
costs  of  containing  the  threat. 

Now  is  the  time  to  get  on  with  the 
task  of  rebuilding  all  of  Central 
America,  including  Nicaragua.  The 
United  States  is  committed  to  assisting 
in  that  effort.  But  first,  we  need  to 
make  a  commitment  to  the  democratic 
resistance  in  Nicaragua  that  will  lead 
the  communists  and  their  sponsors  to 
reconsider  their  policies.  They  need  to 
weigh  the  many  costs  of  continuing 
conflict.  They  must  be  made  to 
understand  that  now  is  the  time  to 
conclude  a  meaningful  regional  peace 
process. 

The  accord  which  emerges  from  this 
process  must  be  comprehensive  and 
verifiable,  and  all  of  its  provisions  must 
be  implemented  simultaneously.  Essen- 
tial to  this  process  is  genuine  national 
reconciliation  with  those  fighting  for 
freedom.  Nicaragua's  neighbors  are 
committed  to  such  an  agreement.  We 
would  support  it.  All  that  is  needed  is 
the  realization  of  the  comandantes  that 
they  have  no  alternative.  Our  assistance 
to  the  freedom  fighters  is  essential  to 
that  realization. 

Clear  Choices 

The  choices  for  us  are  clear.  Timely  ac- 
tion on  our  part  will  give  Central 
America  the  opportunity  to  enter  into  a 
period  of  peace,  democracy,  and  eco- 
nomic progress  led  by  democratically 
elected  leaders  cooperating  with  one 
another.  Inaction  will  see  democracy 
imperiled.  It  will  bring  continuing  con- 
flict, the  diversion  of  scarce  resources 
into  arms  buildups,  bloodshed,  and 
repression.  It  will  bring  a  heightened 
communist  threat  to  American  security. 


What  do  we  seek  from  all  the  par- 
ties who  have  a  stake  in  the  Niearaguan 
conflict? 

From  the  communist  regime,  we 

seek  a  commitment  to  democracy  and 
national  reconciliation.  They  must  enter 
into  a  dialogue  as  proposed  by  the  six 
political  opposition  parties  inside 
Nicaragua  and  the  United  Niearaguan 
Opposition,  leading  to  the  opposition's 
full  participation  in  the  political  life  of 
the  nation.  And  they  must  consent  to  a 
binding  agreement  with  Nicaragua's 
neighbors  to  end  interference  in  their 
affairs,  reduce  regional  arms  levels,  and 
eliminate  outside  military  involvement. 

From  the  Contadora  group,  we 
seek  a  serious  effort  to  address  the  key 
outstanding  issues  in  the  peace  process 
through  specific  procedures  for  ensuring 
democracy,  and  verifiable  military  arms 
reductions.  Any  such  agreement  which 
obscures  and  confuses  those  essential 
points  of  contention  or  postpones  their 
resolution  is  no  agreement  at  all. 

From  the  U.S.  Congress,  we  seek  a 
positive  commitment  to  continue  to  fund 
the  action  plan  of  the  National  Biparti- 
san Commission— the  Kissinger  commis- 
sion—at levels  sufficient  to  further 
peace,  democracy,  and  development  in 
Central  America  and  to  serve  as  a  posi- 
tive incentive  for  change  in  Nicaragua. 
And  we  urge  immediate  approval  of  the 
funding  for  the  freedom  fighters  as  a 
critical  elerfient  for  bringing  Nicaragua 
into  a  meaningful  peace  process. 

For  our  part,  the  Administration 
will  not  diminish  its  commitment  to  sup- 
port democracy,  development,  defense, 
and  dialogue  in  Central  America.  All 
four  remain  pillars  of  our  policy. 
Nicaragua  has  excluded  itself  from  our 
assistance  to  the  region  by  the  choices  it 
has  made. 

At  the  same  time,  we  will  take 
whatever  actions  are  necessary  to  pro- 
tect our  national  security  interests.  We 
will  not  relent  from  our  efforts  to  sup- 
port the  freedom  fighters  so  long  as  the 
government  in  Nicaragua  oppresses  its 
citizens,  so  long  as  it  serves  as  a  base  in 
our  hemisphere  for  the  Soviets  and  their 
surrogates,  and  so  long  as  it  subverts 
its  neighbors. 

The  choice  is  now  up  to  Nicaragua. 
We  count  on  the  Congress  to  help  the 
Niearaguan  communists  make  the  right 
decision. 
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Secretary  Shultz's 
Interview  for  *'Worldnet" 


Secretary  Shultz  was  interviewed  on 
June  13,  1986,  by  news  correspondents 
in  Brussels,  Paris,  Bonn,  and  London. 
The  interview  was  broadcast  live  on 
"Worldnet,"  a  satellite  TV  program  of 
the  U.S.  Information  Service.^ 

Q.  On  June  11  in  Geneva  the  Soviets 
made  a  proposal  calling  for  significant 
reductions  in  long-range  strategic  mis- 
siles. Do  you  see  that  as  an  encourag- 
ing development? 

A.  The  fact  that  such  a  proposal  has 
been  made  has  been  widely  reported. 
From  our  standpoint,  I  think  it's  equally 
important  almost  that  this  proposal  was 
made  privately,  in  Geneva,  and  that's 
where  we'd  like  to  leave  the  discussion 
of  it.  I  think  if  we're  going  to  get  some- 
where, the  way  to  do  it  is  to  work  at  it 
in  that  manner.  So  I'm  not  going  to 
comment  on  it. 

Q.  I  know  we're  here  to  talk  about 
SALT  (strategic  arms  limitation 
talks),  but  in  view  of  the  new  crisis  in 
South  Africa,  about  which  you  too 
must  be  greatly  concerned,  can  I  ask 
what  the  United  States  is  going  to  do 
about  the  South  African  declaration  of 
a  new  state  of  emergency? 

A.  We've  made  our  views  about  it 
known.  We  don't  think  it's  the  right 
thing  for  them  to  do,  and  we  continue  to 
believe  that  there  needs  to  be  a 
negotiated  change  in  the  system.  There 
needs  to  be  an  end  to  apartheid,  and  the 
way  to  do  it  is  not  through  massive  vio- 
lence but  through  negotiation. 

We  thought  the  Eminent  Persons 
Group  work  was  constructive  and  impor- 
tant. We're  disappointed  that  they  don't 
seem  to  have  gotten  a  response  that 
they  deserved,  but  we  continue  to  think 
that's  the  way  to  go.  That's  the  only 
really  worthwhile  alternative.  So  what's 
happening  in  South  Africa  is  just  a  con- 
tinuing unraveling  tragedy. 

Q.  As  the  Commonwealth  and  Eu- 
rope start  to  move  toward  the  notion 
of  sanctions,  can  the  United  States  opt 
out  of  that  sort  of  coordinated 
Western  approach? 

A.  We  think  that  sanctions— the 
President  believes  that  the  all-out  sanc- 
tions approach  is  not  the  right  approach; 
that  we  do  have  some  influence,  and  we 
should  stay  there  and  exert  that  in- 
fluence. 


The  recommendation  that  in  a  sense 
we  sort  of  strike  a  pose  of  being  horri- 
fied and  leave,  we  just  don't  see  where 
that  takes  you.  It  takes  you  away  from 
the  situation,  and  then  you  are  not 
there  any  more.  So  then  what  influence 
do  you  have?  It's  much  more  important 
to  stay  there  and  be  part  of  the  scene 
and  to  be  working  at  it.  And  also,  I 
think,  mainly  when  you  talk  about  sanc- 
tions, you're  talking  about  business  and 
financial  institutions,  and,  of  course, 
they're  all  examining  their  situation. 
Look  what  happened  to  the  South  Afri- 
can rand  yesterday  on  the  financial  mar- 
kets. It's  an  indication. 

But  basically  I  think— I'll  speak 
about  the  American  businesses— they 
have  been  a  very  constructive  force 
there.  They  have  arranged  employment 
conditions  that  are  consistent  with  get- 
ting away  from  apartheid.  They  have 
been  financing  education.  They  have 
been  doing  some  very  constructive 
things,  and  why  take  that  away? 

Q.  Does  there  come  a  point  where 
the  sort  of  measures  being  adopted  by 
the  South  African  Government  require 
the  showing  of  greater  displeasure  by 
the  United  States? 

A.  We've  shown  a  lot  of  displeasure 
rhetorically,  in  what  we've  said,  in  the 
things  that  we  have  done,  and  we  have 
restricted  our  interrelationship.  But 
what  you  seem  to  be  saying  is  that  we 
should  just  declare  horror  and  leave.  I 
don't  see  that  that's  constructive.  I 
think  you  have  to  stay  there,  be  part  of 
the  scene,  and  be  working  toward  con- 
structive ends.  If  you're  not  there  any 
more,  I  don't  see  how  that  does  you  all 
that  much  good,  and  we  have  to  remem- 
ber it's  a  very  difficult  situation.  So  you 
need  to  be  part  of  the  scene,  really,  to 
understand  it  well. 

Q.  Another  point  is  which  the 
United  States  Government  decides  that 
the  South  African  Government  has 
gone  too  far. 

A.  I  think  they  have  gone  too  far  in 
many  respects.  I  think  the  whole  system 
of  apartheid— it's  gone  too  far  is  not 
quite  the  word  for  it.  It's  just  wrong, 
and  it  needs  to  change. 

Q.  In  view  of  the  hopelessness  ex- 
pressed by  the  Eminent  Persons 
Group  about  what's  happening  there, 
how  exactly  do  you  intend  to  pursue 


your  policy  of  constructive  en- 
gagement? 

A.  We  pursue  it  by  making  our 
views  known,  by  taking  steps.  We  have 
taken  quite  a  number  of  steps,  including 
those  consequent  to  the  President's  ex- 
ecutive order  of  last  September,  includ- 
ing the  actions  we  took  after  the  South 
African  raids  into  three  neighboring 
countries.  So  that's  the  pattern  that  we 
take.  But  I  think  the  recommendation 
that  we  just  pick  up  and  leave  seems  to 
me  to  be  a  vote  for  despair.  Maybe  it 
makes  you  feel  morally  good  to  have 
done  that,  but  when  you  wake  up  the 
next  morning  and  say:  What  are  we  go- 
ing to  do  next?— you  don't  have  any- 
thing left  to  do  next.  So  I  think  you've 
been  stripped  bare.  And,  at  the  same 
time,  as  I  said  earUer,  it  is  a  difficult 
and  complex  situation,  and  you've  got  to 
stay  there  and  be  part  of  the  scene. 
There's  all  sorts  of  bad  violence  going 
on. 

Q.  Can  I  now  move  the  discussion 
onto  the  SALT  treaty.  I  notice  the 
White  House  spokesman  quoted  as 
saying  that  treaty,  the  SALT  treaty,  is 
now  dead.  Could  you  amplify  that 
statement? 

A.  He  didn't  say  that,  he  didn't  use 
that  word.  However,  I  think  the  point  is 
that  the  President  has  sought  to  shift 
gears  and  to  substitute  one  form  of  re- 
straint for  another. 

The  SALT  II  treaty  provided  a  form 
of  restraint  that  in  our  view  had  been 
becoming  increasingly  obsolete  in  the 
sense  that  it  focused  primarily  on 
launchers.  Whereas  in  a  world  of 
MIRVed  [multiple  independently- 
targetable  reentry  vehicle]  launchers, 
the  right  unit  of  account  clearly  is  what 
would  hit  you,  namely,  warheads. 

Beyond  that,  of  course,  the 
Soviets— and  I  think  everybody  more  or 
less  agrees  with  this— have  violated  that 
treaty  in  respects  that  are  significant 
militarily.  And  you  can't  have  something 
that  is  violated  by  one  side  and  then  ob- 
served scrupulously  by  the  other,  and 
you  can't  have  a  situation  where  one 
side  decides  I'm  going  to  live  by  this 
aspect  of  a  treaty,  but  not  by  that 
aspect  of  a  treaty. 

So  what  the  President  has  said  is 
that  restraint  is  important.  He  wants  it 
to  be  mutual  restraint.  And  if  you  read 
his  statement— and  I  brought  it  along 
here,  the  statement  that  he  made— you'll 
see  that,  particularly  as  he  summarized 
at  the  end,  it  is  the  language  of  re- 
straint plus  the  call  for  a  regime  that 
emphasizes  reductions  in  nuclear 
weapons,  drastic  reductions  in  nuclear 
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weapons.  That's  really  what  we  should 
be  after,  not  maintaining  a  regime  that 
in  its  terms  can  foresee  large  increases 
in  these  weapons. 

So  that's  what  the  President  is  seek- 
ing. He's  seeking  a  regime  of  mutual 
restraint  and  then  progress  in  negotiat- 
ing reductions  in  these  nuclear  weapons. 

Q.  German  Social  Democrat  politi- 
cian Hans-Juergen  Wisniewski  has 
told  the  German  public  two  things: 
First,  he  accused  the  U.S.A.  of  sup- 
porting kidnappers  in  Nicaragua  with 
government  money;  and,  secondly,  he 
charged  you  to  be  misinformed  when 
you  stated  those  eight  Germans  would 
have  had  the  status  of  combatants 
when  they  were  captured  in 
Nicaragua. 

Now,  on  what  source  does  your  in- 
formation rely?  Is  it  contra,  is  it  CIA 
[Central  Intelligence  Agency],  or  is  it 
any  other  source? 

A.  First  of  all,  the  Germans  that 
were  captured  briefly  by  the  people 
fighting  for  freedom  and  independence 
in  Nicaragua  were  armed,  and  they 
seemed  to  be  associating  themselves  in 
various  ways  vdth  the  Nicaraguan  com- 
munist armed  forces.  So  that  presuma- 
bly is  what  led  to  their  being  taken. 

Now,  the  freedom  fighters  shortly 
saw  that  it  was  better  for  them  to 
release  those  Germans,  and  they  tried 
to  do  so  over  a  period  of  time.  But  the 
Nicaraguan  communist  government 
didn't  want  that  to  happen,  and  every 
time  a  rendezvous  was  arranged,  where- 
by the  eight  would  be  at  a  certain  place 
and  the  helicopter  that  was  arranged  by 
a  German  intermediary  was  to  land 
there,  the  Nicaraguan  communists 
would  create  a  firefight  around  the  area 
so  that  the  release  couldn't  take  place. 
In  other  words,  they  didn't  want  to  al- 
low the  release  because  they  saw  that  it 
might  give  them  some  propaganda  value 
in  your  country. 

That's  what  you  can  say  about  the 
German  hostage  situation,  and  I'm  very 
glad  to  be  able  to  say  that  they  were 
released,  and  they  were  unharmed.  And, 
of  course,  the  way  they  performed  in 
Managua  after  their  release  in  their  at- 
tacks on  the  United  States  really  shows 
why  they're  there,  and  what  their  sym- 
pathies are. 

As  far  as  Nicaragua  is  concerned,  as 
any  German  spokesman  considers  sup- 
porting that  country,  I  think  you  should 
remember  certain  things  about  which 
there  is  no  question.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion that  the  Nicaraguan  communists 


are  trying  to  put  into  place  a  totalitari- 
an state.  That's  the  model  for  which 
they're  driving. 

Second,  there  is  no  question  that 
they  receive  large-scale  support,  openly 
acknowledged,  from  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Cuba. 

Third,  there  is  no  question  but  what 
as  part  of  the  totalitarian  apparatus 
they  suppress  the  press,  they  persecute 
the  church.  All  you  have  to  do  is  read 
the  statements  that  were  sent  in  to  The 
Washington  Post  by  the  Cardinal  down 
there  to  see  what  his  opinion  is.  There 
is  no  question  about  the  fact  that  the 
government  is  involved  in  drug  running; 
and,  there's  no  question  about  the  fact 
that  they  provide  safehaven  for  ter- 
rorists. They  were  part  of  support  for 
the  M-19  that  performed  so  horribly  at 
the  Palace  of  Justice  in  Bogota,  Colom- 
bia, some  months  ago. 

So  when  you  express  sympathy  for 
the  Nicaraguan  communists,  that's  what 
you're  expressing  sympathy  for.  We 
think  that  you  ought  to  be  expressing 
sjTnpathy  for  people  in  Nicaragua  who 
are  fighting  for  freedom  and  independ- 
ence in  their  country,  which  is  only  by 
way  of  saying  that  in  our  hemisphere, 
we  see  a  great  move  to  democracy,  in- 
cluding in  Central  America.  There  are 
now  four  civilian  elected  democratic 
presidents  where  there  was  only  one 
2  or  3  years  ago.  Remember  all  of  your 
opposition  to  us  on  El  Salvador.  Well— 
and  Guatemala— now  there  are  civilian 
elected  presidents  there;  they're 
democracies.  The  whole  thing  is  work- 
ing; except  for  Nicaragua.  So  Nicaragua 
should  change  and  join  the  parade 
toward  freedom  and  democracy.  That's 
what  we  want. 

Q.  I  was  misunderstood.  My  ques- 
tion was,  on  what  source  does  your  in- 
formation rely  that  these  Germans 
have  borne  weapons  and  that  they  are 
combatants? 

A.  It  relies  on  reports  that  we  have 
from  our  contacts  with  those  who  are 
directly  involved.  This  is  their  observa- 
tion. I  perhaps  misspoke  when  I  used 
the  word  "combatants."  I  tried  to  be 
descriptive  this  morning  in  saying  that 
they  were  armed  and  they  seemed  to  be 
associating  themselves  with  the 
Nicaraguan  communist  armed  forces. 

Q.  What  is  President  Reagan's  im- 
mediate purpose,  his  immediate  aim, 
when  he  cancels  the  SALT  treaty. 
Does  it  not  frighten,  more  or  less,  the 
allies,  that's  what  we  all  read  in  the 
American  papers,  and  frighten  the 
Soviets  as  well,  or  is  there  another 
pui-pose? 


A.  The  President's  responsibility 
here,  as  with  all  of  our  allies,  is  to  see 
to  it  that  the  quality  of  our  deterrent 
capability  is  maintained  so  that  the 
record  that  deterrent  capability  has  in 
NATO  [North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza- 
tion] for  keeping  the  peace  in  Europe  all 
this  time  can  be  maintained. 

To  that  end,  what  the  President  is 
after  is  agreements  vdth  the  Soviet  Un- 
ion not  about  how  much  you  can  in- 
crease your  nuclear  weapons  stockpile, 
as  in  SALT  II,  but  an  agreement  that 
calls  for  reductions  on  a  mutual  basis. 
And,  in  the  meantime,  he  wants  to  have 
people  focus  on  what  the  true  nature  of 
restraint  ought  to  be,  and  it  ought  to  be 
mutual.  We're  quite  prepared  for  a  re- 
gime of  mutual  restraint,  and  the  Presi- 
dent said  so. 

He  says,  in  his  statement— this  is 
the  statement  that  he  issued.  It's 
stamped  "Secret."  That's  only  because  I 
happened  to  get  it  some  time  before  it 
was  actually  issued.  It's  no  longer 
secret,  so  this  is  not  a  leak.  [Laughter] 

He  says,  "I  continue  to  hope  that 
the  Soviet  Union  vvill  use  this  time"— 
that's  the  time  between  now  and  when 
at  the  end  of  the  year,  or  whenever, 
there  would  be  a  possibility  of  some  in- 
crease in  numbers  on  the  U.S.  side— 
"use  this  time  to  take  the  constructive 
steps  necessary  to  alter  the  current  situ- 
ation. Should  they  do  so,  we  vrill  cer- 
tainly take  this  into  account." 

Then  he  goes  on  to  say,  "I  do  not 
anticipate  any  appreciable,  numerical 
growth  in  U.S.  strategic  offensive 
forces."  And  then  he  says,  "Assuming 
no  significant  change  in  the  threat  we 
face,  the  United  States  will  not  deploy 
more  strategic  nuclear  dehvery  vehicles 
than  does  the  Soviet  Union.  Further- 
more, the  United  States  will  not  deploy 
more  strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads 
than  does  the  Soviet  Union." 

So  those  are  flat  statements.  And 
what  the  President  is  saying  is,  we, 
jointly,  have  a  responsibility,  and  the 
United  States  bears  a  big  proportion  of 
it,  to  maintain  our  deterrent  capability. 
What  he  is  saying  is,  we're  defensive; 
we're  not  offensive. 

But  in  order  to  have  a  respectable 
defense,  we  have  to  look  to  our  deter- 
rent capability  and  these  are  flat  state- 
ments saying  we  won't  have  more  than 
the  Soviet  Union  has.  But  then  he  goes 
on  to  say  that  the  real  point  here  is  to 
get  mutual  agreement  on  major  reduc- 
tions, as  the  President  and  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  agreed  on  in  Gene- 
va. We  continue  to  work  and  continue  to 
hope  that  such  an  agreement  may  be 
possible  to  bring  forward. 
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Q.  Since  there  has  been  a  discus- 
sion on  other  topics,  I  would  like  to 
ask  you  a  question  on  another  item. 
One  of  the  main  international  prob- 
lems—one of  the  most  serious, 
perhaps— is  terrorism,  and  the  threat 
it  represents.  Recently  too  the  Euro- 
pean Community  countries  agreed  to 
coordinate  their  actions  and  to  have  a 
closer,  better  cooperation  with  the 
United  States  in  order  to  fight 
together  against  terrorism. 

Despite  this  fact,  some  weeks  ago 
the  United  States  Government  at- 
tacked strongly  the  Greek  Government 
for  its  attitude  on  this  matter.  Does 
the  United  States  Administration  have 
any  facts  on  which  it  based  this  verbal 
attack.  Can  you  explain  why  the  Ad- 
ministration has  adopted  this  attitude 
toward  a  friendly  country? 

A.  We  regard  Greece,  obviously,  as 
an  ally  and  a  friend,  and  I  had  a  very 
worthwhile  and  productive  visit  in 
Greece  myself  recently. 

Our  problem  with  terrorism,  and 
Greece,  is  that  while  it  is  exactly  right, 
the  European  moves  you've  cited,  it  is 
not  only  what  European  nations  have 
said  but  what  they've  done.  We  think 
it's  terrific  what  Europe  is  doing. 

But  Greece  has  more  or  less  disas- 
sociated itself  from  that,  and  that  puz- 
zles us.  Being  puzzled,  we  said  so,  and 
we  vdsh  that  Greece  would  take  another 
look.  It's  not  any  attack  on  Greece.  It's 
a  desire  to  see  a  coordinated  effort  to 
cope  adequately  with  terrorism. 

I  think  it's  interesting  to  note  that 
in  recent  times,  since  these  strong 
stands  were  taken  and  since  the  United 
States  let  Qadhafi  have  it,  there  has 
been  some  diminution  in  terrorism  ac- 
tivities, and  I  think  we  can  take  some 
heart  from  that. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  ques- 
tion about  the  proposals  made  2  days 
[ago]  in  Budapest  by  the  Warsaw  Pact 
countries.  Do  you  believe  that  there  is 
truly  anything  new  in  those  proposals 
or  is  it  still  an  offering  for  a  mutual 
but  still  not  balanced  reduction  of 
conventional  forces  in  Europe? 

A.  It's  new  in  the  sense  that  it's  a 
proposal  that  hasn't  been  made  before. 
We  heard,  of  course,  Mr.  Gorbachev  on 
an  earlier  occasion  talk  about  possible 
proposals  involving  actions  as  it  was  put 
from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals. 

This  conception  of  the  geographical 
space  in  which  conventional  arms  should 
be  considered  has  long  been  one  that 
the  Western  allies  have  been  interested 
in.  And  so  at  our  meeting  in  Halifax  a 
couple  of  weeks  ago,  of  the  NATO  for- 
eign ministers,  we  agreed  that  we 


should  undertake  a  special  and  careful 
evaluation  of  what  might  be  possible  un- 
der that  concept,  and  that's  now  going 
on  under  the  leadership  of  Peter  Car- 
rington  in  NATO. 

If  there  are  some  new  ideas  and 
new  vdllingness  on  the  part  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  NATO  allies  will  be 
there  with  strong  proposals  of  our  own. 

Q.  My  question  is  connected  with 
the  previous  one.  I  would  like  to  know 
what  is  your  view  on  the  reasons 
which  have  pushed  the  Soviet  Union 
and  its  allies  to  put  forward,  prac- 
tically at  the  same  time,  three  differ- 
ent proposals  in  various  fields  of 
armaments,  conventional  and 
nonconventional? 

A.  It's  hard  for  me  to  know  the  an- 
swer to  that  since  I'm  not  privy  to  their 
internal  discussions,  and  it's  hard  to  ex- 
plain why  they  do  what  they  do. 

We  have  to  look  and  see  what  they 
do,  and  the  fact  that  they  have  made 
proposals.  They  have  a  propagandistic 
value,  of  course,  but  there's  also  sub- 
stance in  them.  In  some  cases,  impor- 
tant proposals  have  been  made  privately 
rather  than  through  the  press. 

I  personally  think  that  that's  a  good 
sign.  In  any  case,  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  United  States,  and  I'm  sure  all  of 
our  allies,  we  are  very  much  interested 
in  any  potential  agreement  that  will 
reduce  tensions  and  reduce  the  levels  of 
armaments,  particularly  nuclear  arma- 
ments. That's  what  we've  been  after  all 
along.  So  we  will  engage  and  work  at  it 
and  try  to  bring  something  constnictive 
forward. 

Q.  May  I  ask  you  if  it  is  possible 
for  the  United  States  to  agree  with 
this  idea  to  have  this  two-step  reduc- 
tion of  conventional  forces  in  Europe? 
Still  in  a  first  step  is  the  reduction  of 
1,000  or  150,000  people  and  only  then 
in  the  second  stage  25%,  according  to 
the  proposal  of  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

Is  this  first  step  still  acceptable  to 
you,  or  is  it  not  dangerous  to  get  in- 
volved in  this  kind  of  equal  but  still 
not  balanced  reduction  of  forces? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  make  comments 
on  the  details  of  proposals  because 
they're  being  studied,  and  we'll  have  a 
careful  response. 

We  have  held,  and  the  Soviets  have 
agreed,  in  past  negotiations  on  mutual 
and  balanced  force  reductions  (MBFR), 
that  if  there  were  some  initial  sort  of 
symbolic  move,  it  should  reduce  their 
forces  by  more  than  ours  because  their 
forces  are  larger.  In  order  to  get  to  a 
balanced  situation,  you  have  to  have 
some  asymmetry  there. 


Second,  obviously,  if  you  foresee 
major  levels  of  reductions,  it's  going  to 
happen  according  to  some  steps.  It 
doesn't  all  happen  like  that.  However, 
the  main  thing  here  is  that  there  need 
to  be  strong  measures  to  be  sure  that 
the  things  agreed  on  are  actually  carried 
out.  And  so  what  could  be  agreed  as  to 
verification  is  very  important.  Here,  I 
think  the  news  is  not  too  encouraging. 

In  the  MBFR  negotiations  in  Gene- 
va during  the  last  round,  the  allies  ta- 
bled a  proposal  for  reductions  that  was 
coupled  with  a  good,  strong  verification 
regime.  We  did  that,  hopefully,  because 
there  had  been  so  much  talk  from  the 
Soviet  side  of  their  vrillingness  to  look 
at  verification  and  to  look  at  their  on- 
site  inspection  and  other  things  of  that 
kind.  I'm  sorry  to  say  that  what  they 
came  back  with  on  verification  was  quite 
disappointing  to  everybody. 

So  these  are  the  kind  of  things  that 
have  to  be  looked  at  carefully,  and 
we're  studying  their  proposal.  When  we 
have  evaluated  it  carefully,  of  course, 
then  we'll  be  prepared  to  make  a  careful 
response. 

Q.  May  I  come  back  to  the  ques- 
tion of  SALT  II?  President  Reagan 
has  declared  that  the  treaty  is  dead. 

A.  You  keep— 

Q.  Since  the  Europeans  are  afraid 
of  a  new  nuclear  arms  race  which 
might  be  caused  by  this  decision— is 
your  Administration  aware  of  the 
grave  concern  among  your  allies,  espe- 
cially in  Bonn? 

A.  People  asking  questions  like  your- 
self keep  trying  to  insert  that  word 
"dead"  into  other  peoples'  mouths  and 
you  haven't  succeeded.  I  don't  want  you 
to  succeed  this  morning. 

What  the  President  is  seeking  is  a 
regime  of  mutual  restraint  that  looks  at 
what  they  do  and  then  paces  what  we 
do  alongside  of  it.  So  that's  the  kind  of 
regime  that  we're  talking  about.  We're 
definitely  not  talking  about  an  escalation 
or  arms  race;  quite  to  the  contrary. 

A  few  minutes  ago  I  read  on  this 
program  some  of  the  actual  language 
that  the  President  used,  and  the  flat 
statements  contained  in  this  language 
and  the  very  powerful  desire  to  see  suc- 
cess in  the  negotiations  that  call  for 
radical  reductions  in  nuclear  arms. 
That's  what  we  really  should  be  in- 
terested in,  and  that's  what  the  Presi- 
dent is  striving  so  hard  to  get. 
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Reform  in  the  Philippines  and  American  Interests: 
The  U.S.  Role  in  Consolidating  Democracy 


Secretary  Shultz's  address  before  the 
Foreign  Policy  Association  in  New 
York  City  on  June  h,  1986.^ 

I  want  to  talk  to  you  today  about  the 
Philippines  and  to  urge  support  for  the 
new  and  comprehensive  reforms  being 
undertaken  by  the  Aquino  government. 

I  visited  Manila  4  weeks  ago,  follow- 
ing the  Tokyo  economic  summit.  I  had 
extensive  discussions  with  President 
Aquino  and  other  Philippine  leaders  and 
came  away  deeply  impressed  by  what  I 
heard  and  saw.  President  Corazon 
Aquino  is  an  individual  of  courage,  intel- 
ligence, dedication,  and  good  sense. 
These  qualities  were  the  trademark  of 
her  presidential  campaign;  and  they  are 
evident  in  her  current  efforts  to  bring 
democracy  and  economic  reform  to  a 
country  that  is  a  key  ally  of  the  United 
States. 

Let  me  begin  with  a  recent  presi- 
dential statement  on  the  question  of 
government's  proper  role  in  the 
economy. 

We  have  set  specific  objectives.  The  first, 
which  is  a  promise  I  made  repeatedly  during 
my  campaign,  is  to  have  less  government  in 
the  economy ....  I  believe  that  the  restora- 
tion of  a  genuine  private  enterprise  economy 
will  foster  competition,  productivity,  and  effi- 
ciency ....  Corollary  to  the  attainment  of  this 
objective  is  the  fulfillment  of  another  promise 
I  made  during  my  campaign  ...  to  trim  the 
government  to  an  efficient  and  responsive 
.size. 

Those  are  free  market  sentiments 
which  I  heartily  endorse.  But  the  quota- 
tion was  not,  as  you  might  have  imag- 
ined, from  a  speech  by  President 
Reagan.  Rather,  it  was  President 
Aquino,  speaking  before  the  Asian 
Development  Bank  on  April  30. 

The  new  Philippine  Finance 
Minister,  Jaime  Ongpin,  recently 
described  before  the  same  group  his 
policy  priorities.  Once  again,  I'll  just 
read  what  he  said. 

The  principal  thrust  of  our  recovery  ef- 
forts will  be  to  motivate  the  private  sector  to 
resume  its  traditional  role  as  the  prime 
mover  of  the  economy ....  Once  we  can  re- 
store a  uniform  set  of  rules  and  [anl  even 
playing  field  for  all  those  who  wish  to  com- 
pete in  the  business  arena,  that  spirit  of  en- 
terprise will  not  only  reawaken  but  should 
return  with  a  vengeance. 

As  a  Chicago  economist,  I  could  not 
have  said  it  better. 


These  words— which  the  new  Philip- 
pine Government  is  working  energeti- 
cally to  translate  into  substantive 
deeds— serve  as  an  appropriate  prelude 
to  my  basic  message  to  you  today:  now 
is  the  critical  time  for  the  United  States 
to  support  the  efforts  of  the  Filipino 
people  to  achieve  not  only  a  revitaliza- 
tion  of  their  democracy  but  a  rejuvena- 
tion of  their  economy  as  well.  President 
Reagan  and  I  are  enthusiastic  about  the 
initiatives  of  the  Philippine  Government, 
and  we  are  determined  to  help  it  be 
successful. 

In  pursuing  its  ambitious  objectives, 
the  Philippines  must  surmount  formida- 
ble obstacles,  but  they  have  already 
made  an  impressive  start.  We  intend  to 
support  the  Philippines— in  part,  by  en- 
couraging the  American  business  and 
financial  communities  to  play  an  active 
role  in  this  endeavor.  In  doing  so,  you 
will  serve  your  own  interests,  those  of 
the  Filipino  people,  and  the  national  in- 
terest of  the  United  States  as  well. 

The  Importance  of 

U.S. -Philippine  Relations 

The  history  of  the  Filipino  people  has 
been  intimately  intertwined  with  our 
own  for  nearly  a  century.  The  Philip- 
pines was  our  only  colony,  yet  we 
sought  to  promote  self-government  and 
ceded  independence  freely.  We  fought 
together  as  aUies  in  World  War  II— and, 
ever  since,  have  maintained  alliance  re- 
lations. Broad  ties  of  family  and  friend- 
ship link  individuals  and  institutions  in 
each  country.  In  short,  the  Philippines  is 
a  nation  in  whose  future  Americans 
have  a  substantial  stake. 

What  happens  in  the  Philippines 
makes  a  difference  for  Americans.  Our 
mutual  defense  arrangements  are  of 
critical  strategic  importance,  not  only 
for  U.S.  and  Philippine  security  but  for 
peace  and  stability  in  the  Asia-Pacific 
region  as  a  whole.  We  are  the  leading 
trade  partner  and  investor  in  the  Philip- 
pines, a  country  blessed  by  a  rich 
growth  potential  within  a  Pacific  region 
already  distinguished  by  dynamic  eco- 
nomic advances.  The  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  is  a  key  member  of  ASEAN 
[Association  of  South  East  Asian  Na- 
tions], a  regional  association  of  nations 
of  growing  consequence  for  the  United 
States. 

But,  above  all  else,  our  two  peoples 
have  come  to  share  fundamental  values. 


including  a  strong  commitment  to  demo- 
cratic self-government.  Americans  can 
never  be  indifferent  to  the  fate  of  a  peo- 
ple whose  values  and  aspirations  so 
closely  mirror  our  own. 

This  is  why  Americans  were  so  in- 
spired by  the  dramatic  events  in  Manila 
last  February.  We  witnessed  a  deter- 
mined people  bravely  taking  their  des- 
tiny into  their  own  hands.  We  saw  them 
resolve  a  grave  political  crisis  swiftly, 
peacefully,  and  democratically. 

By  returning  democracy  to  their 
own  country,  the  Filipino  people  also 
reclaimed  their  self-respect.  In  a  world 
scarred  by  political  repression  and  vio- 
lence, Filipinos  set  an  extraordinary  ex- 
ample through  their  steadfast  devotion 
to  freedom,  their  commitment  to  self- 
reliance,  and  their  desire  for  national 
reconciliation.  As  President  Reagan 
noted  at  the  time: 

We've  just  seen  a  stirring  demonstration 
of  what  men  and  women  committed  to  demo- 
cratic ideas  can  achieve.  The  remarkable  peo- 
ple of  those  7,000  islands  joined  together 
vrith  faith  in  the  same  principles  on  which 
America  was  founded:  that  men  and  women 
have  the  right  to  freely  choose  their  own 
destiny.  Despite  a  flawed  election,  the 
Filipino  people  were  understood.  They  car- 
ried their  message  peacefully,  and  they  were 
heard  across  their  country  and  across  the 
world. 

Those  were  President  Reagan's 
comments. 


Next  Steps  in  the  Philippines 

Despite  the  peaceful  transfer  of  power, 
the  current  government  has  inherited  a 
legacy  of  daunting  problems: 

•  A  communist  insurgency  of  serious 
dimensions; 

•  An  economy  distorted  by  inequi- 
ties, declining  growth  rates,  and  irra- 
tional government  interference;  and 

•  A  political  system  that  was  under- 
mined by  centralized  control  and  corrupt 
practices. 

The  advent  of  President  Aquino's 
government  could  not,  in  and  of  itself, 
eliminate  or  quickly  resolve  these 
problems.  But  her  government  com- 
mands the  domestic  mandate  and  the  in- 
ternational support  that  can  enable  her 
to  find  solutions.  Today  in  Manila,  the 
popular  enthusiasm  apparent  last  Febru- 
ary is  still  evident,  and  there  is  wide 
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recognition  that  the  time  for  hard  and 
sustained  work  has  also  begun. 

I  was  struck  during  my  recent  visit 
to  Manila  by  the  determination  and  com- 
petence evident  among  members  of  the 
new  administration.  They  comprehend 
the  seriousness  of  the  problems  they 
have  inherited.  They  have  displayed  a 
readiness  to  get  down  to  work.  They 
recognize  that,  while  the  United  States 
and  others  can  do  much  to  help,  the  is- 
sues they  face  are  fundamentally  Philip- 
pine problems  requiring  Philippine 
solutions. 

Politically,  President  Aquino's 
administration  confronts  the  problem  of 
revitalizing  institutions  and  restoring 
pubHc  confidence  in  government. 

They  inherited  a  legislature,  a  court 
system,  a  civil  service,  and  an  electoral 
system  bound  more  to  the  political 
leadership  than  to  the  people.  The 
government  is  implementing,  step  by 
step,  a  program  to  rebuild  these  institu- 
tions. They  are  struggling  to  organize 
and  staff  a  new  administration  which 
came  to  power  suddenly,  without  benefit 
of  the  leisurely  transition  we  are  ac- 
customed to  in  the  United  States. 

Just  think  about  it.  There  is  a  lot  of 
emphasis  today  on  100  days— I  think  you 
featured  that  last  night  on  your  pro- 
gram, Dan  [Rather]— and  everybody,  of 
course,  barkens  back  to  F.D.R.'s  first 
100  days.  That's  the  record.  He  was 
elected  on  November  4th,  he  took  office 
on  March  20th.  For  over  100  days,  he 
thought  about  it.  He  organized  his 
Administration;  he  got  himself  together. 
She  took  off  just  like  that.  The  100  days 
she  has  had  so  far  wouldn't  even  have 
F.D.R.  in  office  yet.  So  it  was  a  tough 
problem  with  all  of  these  difficulties  I 
have  been  outlining. 

Militarily,  the  new  government  in- 
herited a  serious  and  growing  com- 
munist insurgency.  This  cruel  conflict 
gained  substantial  momentum  in  recent 
years.  It  was  fueled  by  declining  respect 
for  government,  ineffectual  local 
administration,  pervasive  corruption,  un- 
professional military  leadership,  and  a 
depressed  rural  economy.  I  might  say 
we've  contributed  to  that  depressed 
rural  economy  by  our  sugar  program, 
which  suddenly  has  denied  U.S.  markets 
to  sugar  that  formally  came  here  over  a 
long  period. 

The  leaders  of  this  insurgency  are 
not  rural  reformers  or  developmental 
democrats;  they  are  dedicated  com- 
munists with  a  track  record  of  appalling 
brutality.  They  are  resolved  to  change 
the  basic  character  of  Philippine  society 
through  armed  struggle. 


Even  since  Mr.  Marcos'  departure, 
the  communist  New  People's  Army  has 
continued  its  violent  attacks  in  the  coun- 
tryside and  its  efforts  in  the  cities  to 
gain  political  control  through  front 
groups.  This  should  make  clear  to  any 
doubters  that  the  communists  will  press 
their  campaign  for  total  power  through 
violence  no  matter  what  progress  is 
made  in  political  and  economic  reforms. 

Economically,  the  new  government 
assumed  power  facing  a  huge  budget 
deficit,  a  network  of  inefficient  private 
monopolies  and  public  corporations,  a 
private  sector  demoralized  by  political 
uncertainties  and  arbitrary  government 
decisions,  and  an  agricultural  sector  in 
deep  recession.  The  growth  rate  was 
negative.  The  Philippines*  per  capita  in- 
come declined  in  real  terms  at  a  time 
when  that  of  other  ASEAN  countries 
was  rising.  There  was  low  productivity, 
domestic  capital  flight,  and  little  new  in- 
vestment. Interest  alone  on  the  Philip- 
pine foreign  debt  of  $26  biUion 
amounted  to  over  50%  of  annual  export 
earnings.  And  all  this  despite  the  Philip- 
pine's  historic  economic  record  of  high 
growth  potential. 

The  eventual  success  of  President 
Aquino's  government  will  depend  on  its 
ability  to  address  these  issues.  And  the 
success  or  failure  of  the  Filipinos  in  sur- 
mounting these  problems  will,  in  turn, 
have  a  profound  effect  on  their  neigh- 
bors and,  ultimately,  on  the  United 
States. 

The  Aquino  Government: 
On  the  Right  Track 

I  have  recounted  a  formidable  agenda  of 
challenges  for  the  new  government  in 
Manila.  Yet  it  must  be  emphasized  that 
the  problems  of  the  Philippines, 
however  daunting,  are  soluble.  They  can 
be  managed  if  three  conditions  are  met: 

•  If  the  Aquino  government  adopts 
sound  politices; 

•  If  the  United  States  and  other  na- 
tions and  multilateral  institutions  supply 
strong  and  sustained  support;  and 

•  If  the  Philippine  and  international 
business  communities  respond  positively. 

The  key  factor,  of  course,  will  be  the 
actions  of  President  Aquino  and  her  ad- 
visors. It's  still  early  in  her  tenure,  but 
already  she  has  dispelled  many  initial 
uncertainties.  Her  government  is  off  and 
running  hard,  and  it  is  headed  in  the 
right  direction.  Considering  the  situation 
inherited  last  February,  they  have  done 
remarkably  well.  There  are  many  rea- 
sons to  be  bullish. 


First,  President  Aquino  has  moved 
with  alacrity  to  rebuild  the  democratic 
institutions  of  government.  Her  adminis- 
tration has  taken  important  steps  to 
crack  down  on  corruption  and  protect 
individual  rights. 

President  Aquino  enjoys  enormous 
popular  support.  Filipinos  perceive  her 
government  as  honest,  frugal,  and  hard- 
working. Since  February,  the  Philippine 
Government  has  begun  to  restore  popu- 
lar confidence  in  the  central 
government: 

•  It  has  set  in  place  a  provisional 
constitution  protecting  basic  rights. 

•  It  has  reestablished  an  independ- 
ent Supreme  Court  now  composed  of 
men  and  women  of  recognized  integrity. 
All  presidential  legislation  will  be  sub- 
ject to  judicial  review. 

•  It  has  restored  the  right  of  habeas 
corpus. 

•  It  has  removed  constraints  on  the 
media  and  encouraged  what  has  now  be- 
come one  of  the  liveliest  free  presses  in 
Southeast  Asia. 

•  It  has  appointed  a  Constitutional 
Drafting  Commission  with  broad  politi- 
cal representation  that  is  already  hard 
at  work. 

•  It  has  announced  a  plan  and— most 
importantly— a  timetable  to  return  the 
country  to  fully  constitutional  govern- 
ment, with  local  and  legislative  elections 
projected  for  late  in  the  year  or  early  in 
1987. 

Second,  the  new  Philippine  Govern- 
ment has  begun  to  build  an  effective 
capability  for  dealing  with  the  insur- 
gency. The  departure  of  former  Presi- 
dent Marcos  has  deprived  the  insur- 
gency of  its  principal  propaganda  target. 
Just  as  important,  however,  military  re- 
form promises  to  deal  a  significant  blow 
to  the  effectiveness  of  the  insurgents. 
The  Philippine  military— now  called  the 
New  Armed  Forces  of  the  Philippines- 
is  in  the  process  of  revitalization.  I  met 
with  a  group  of  the  top  officers  for  a 
couple  of  hours  when  I  was  in  Manila; 
they're  very  impressive.  They  are 
returning  to  their  traditional  role  as  an 
apolitical  professional  force. 

There  is  much  to  be  done  to  enhance 
the  security  situation,  but  improvements 
are  already  apparent.  New  commanders 
with  strong  professional  credentials  are 
in  place.  The  troops  are  being  retrained 
and  moved  from  the  Manila  area  back  to 
the  countryside  where  they  belong. 
There  is  renewed  popular  support  for 
the  military,  who  are  seen  as  heroes  be- 
cause of  their  support  for  the  choice  of 
the  people  during  the  critical  days  of 
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late  February.  General  Ramos,  Chief  of 
Staff  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  a  highly 
respected  military  professional— got  his 
military'  education  at  West  Point, 
incidentally— has  established  a  distin- 
guished panel  to  look  into  military 
wrongdoing.  And  conflicts  between  the 
military  and  the  civilian  population  have 
apparently  begun  to  subside. 

The  Aquino  government  is  consid- 
ering a  cease-fire  and  amnesty  plan  to 
draw  support  away  from  the  hard-core 
insurgents.  This  program  is  now  being 
tested.  At  the  same  time.  President 
Aquino  has  also  made  clear  her  readi- 
ness to  use  military  force  should  the  in- 
surgency persist  after  the  amnesty 
window  has  closed.  Last  month,  when 
she  visited  the  countryside  in  Mindanao, 
she  stressed— and,  again,  these  are  her 
words: 

Should  the  cease-fire  be  grossly  violated 
by  the  insurgents,  the  government  will  em- 
bark on  the  contrary  course  of  war  from 
which  there  will  be  no  return  but  victory. 

The  new  government's  economic 
policy  is  headed  in  the  right  direction. 
Despite  its  current  problems,  the  Philip- 
pines has  extraordinary  economic  poten- 
tial and  is  abundantly  endowed  with 
natural  and  human  resources.  The  basis 
for  growth  is  there. 

It  has  a  strong  business  community, 
ready  to  adapt  to  proper  incentives.  The 
work  force  is  well  educated.  The  eco- 
nomic infrastructure  is  in  place.  The 
savings  rate  is  high.  Annual  inflation  is 
less  than  5%.  Interest  rates  have  fallen 
by  some  4%— 400  basis  points  in  the 
lingo  of  New  York— over  the  past  2 
months.  The  peso  is  stable,  with  interna- 
tional reserves  up  from  $1  billion  to 
$1.6  billion  since  President  Aquino  took 
office.  Internationally,  the  combination 
of  lower  oil  prices  and  lower  interest 
rates  promise  to  benefit  the  Philippine 
economy  significantly  over  coming 
months.  Some  estimates  suggest  that 
the  net  gain  for  the  Philippines  of  these 
decHnes  could  be  on  the  order  of  magni- 
tude of  some  $800  million  this  year. 
That  ain't  hay. 

I  had  the  benefit  of  meeting  with 
some  of  President  Aquino's  new  finan- 
cial team  in  Manila  last  month,  including 
Finance  Minister  Jaime  Ongpin;  Jose 
Fernandez,  the  Governor  of  the  Central 
Bank;  and  Jose  Concepcion,  the  Minister 
of  Trade  and  Industry.  They  are  all  suc- 
cessful businessmen  and  pragmatic  be- 
lievers in  free  enterprise  and  market 
forces.  They  believe  a  sense  of  balance 
is  needed  between  short-term  economic 
stimulus  to  overcome  3  years  of  steady 


contraction  and  the  equally  pressing  re- 
quirement to  unravel  the  mix  of  govern- 
ment and  crony  interventions,  which 
had  come  to  throttle  the  growth 
process. 

Their  timetable  for  economic  recov- 
ery was  laid  out  in  the  last  week  of  May 
at  a  meeting  in  Tokyo  of  the  Philippine 
Consultative  Group,  chaired  by  the 
World  Bank.  Finance  Minister  Ongpin 
took  the  initiative  to  explain  President 
Aquino's  growth-oriented  economic 
strategy.  In  July,  the  Philippine  Govern- 
ment will  present  the  details  of  IMF 
[International  Monetary  Fund]-related 
measures.  By  October,  they  will  have 
specific  proposals  ready  for  comprehen- 
sive reforms  in  the  context  of  a  medium- 
term  growth  strategy.  Minister  Ongpin 
accorded  top  priority  to: 

•  Tax  reform,  including  efforts  to 
improve  collections; 

•  Business  deregulation; 

•  Trade  liberalization; 

•  Reducing  and  streamlining  the  ac- 
tivities of  government  financial  insti- 
tutions; 

•  Selling  off  a  major  portion  of  pub- 
lic sector  corporate  assets;  and 

•  Dismantling  the  notorious  crony 
monopolies  in  sugar,  coconut,  and  other 
basic  commodities. 

The  multilateral  assistance  approach 
which  the  Aquino  government  is  now 
seeking  is  very  much  in  keeping  with 
the  proposals  made  by  Treasury  Secre- 
tary Baker  on  the  Third  World  debt  cri- 
sis at  the  World  Bank/IMF  meetings  in 
Seoul  last  September.  When  we  put  for- 
ward that  American  initiative,  I  did  not 
regard  the  Philippines  as  a  leading  can- 
didate for  such  a  program.  The  previous 
regime  seemed  unvdlling  or  unable  to 
implement  serious  economic  reform. 

Today,  we  see  a  government  in 
Manila  that  is  committed  to  a  market- 
oriented  reform  program— and  one  that 
possesses  the  political  support  necessary 
to  implement  it.  We  anticipate  that  the 
groundwork  will  be  laid  by  the  end  of 
this  year  for  a  new  growth-oriented 
financial  program  for  the  Philippines. 
This  should  encompass  new  resources 
from  the  World  Bank,  the  Asian  De- 
velopment Bank,  and  bilateral  donors, 
as  well  as  more  forthcoming  approaches 
to  financing  the  very  large  foreign  debt 
inherited  by  the  new  government. 

At  times,  we  hear  differing  views 
among  some  members  of  the  Philippine 
Government  about  economic  issues.  We 
usually  do  hear  debate,  and  occasionally 
dissonance,  in  democratic  governments; 
the  sound  you  hear  is  the  sound  of 


democracy  at  work.  Ever  been  to  a 
Republican  convention?  The  evolution  of 
these  policies  under  debate— particularly 
those  involving  labor— will  continue  to 
be  of  special  concern  to  us,  as  well  as  to 
other  potential  foreign  investors.  But 
what  has  impressed  me  thus  far  has 
been  the  degree  to  which  President 
Aquino  has  spoken  out  in  support  of 
policies  of  free  enterprise.  She  has  made 
clear  that  future  articulation  of  labor 
policy  will  be  done  through  the  office  of 
the  President.  Putting  an  end  to  specu- 
lation about  selective  debt  repudiation, 
she  stated— again,  I'll  read  what  she 
said  referring  to  debt  repudiation:  "If 
we  did  that,  nobody  would  be  vrilling  to 
help  us  anymore ....  We  have  a  word  of 
honor,  and  we  still  have  to  borrow."  It 
sums  it  all  up  in  a  very  simple,  direct 
statement.  This  statement  and  the 
government's  actions  are  promising 
signs  for  the  future. 

The  Role  of  U.S.  Policy 

American  support  is  going  to  play  a  cru- 
cial role  in  helping  the  Filipino  people 
overcome  their  current  problems.  We 
have  an  important  stake  in  seeing  that 
President  Aquino's  government  suc- 
ceeds. Our  commitment  to  democracy, 
our  friendship  for  the  Filipino  people, 
and  our  strategic  interests  warrant  a 
special  effort  at  this  time. 

To  that  end,  we  have  set  for  our- 
selves several  immediate  policy  goals: 

•  To  forge  stronger  links  with  the 
new  generation  of  Philippine  leaders; 

•  To  maintain  a  continuing  and 
close  defense  relationship  vrith  the 
Philippines; 

•  To  support  Philippine  initiatives 
designed  to  enhance  the  effectiveness 
and  professionalism  of  the  Philippine 
Armed  Forces;  and 

•  To  assist  Philippine  public  and  pri- 
vate sector  efforts  to  restore  economic 
prosperity  to  the  country. 

I  will  be  holding  further  discussions 
on  these  objectives  with  President 
Aquino  and  other  Philippine  leaders 
when  I  return  to  Manila  later  this 
month  to  meet  with  my  ASEAN  col- 
leagues. 

As  part  of  our  efforts  to  broaden 
and  reinforce  our  dialogue  vdth  the 
Philippines,  we  intend  to  initiate  a  much 
more  active  program  of  governmental 
and  privately  sponsored  exchanges.  In 
particular,  we  will  be  working  to  create 
new  linkages  between  U.S.  and  Philip- 
pine universities  through  expanded  stu- 
dent and  faculty  exchanges. 
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On  the  defense  side,  our  base  agree- 
ments remain  firm— contrary  to  some 
earlier  speculation  and  predictions  and 
press  speculation.  The  importance  of  the 
U.S.  facilities  at  Subic  Bay  and  Clark 
Field  for  the  security  interests  of  both 
countries  is  clearly  recognized  by  the 
new  government.  President  Aquino  has 
pledged  to  respect  the  existing  military 
bases  agreement  and  to  keep  open  her 
options  for  the  future. 

-On  the  questions  of  military  and  eco- 
nomic assistance,  we  have  sought  to 
respond  promptly  to  the  critical  short- 
term  needs  of  the  new  Philippine 
Government.  In  late  April,  President 
Reagan  sent  to  the  Congress  a  proposal 
for  a  substantially  increased  economic 
and  security  assistance  package  for  fis- 
cal year  1986.  This  was  specifically  tar- 
geted to  support  President  Aquino's 
programs  for  recovery  and  reform.  This 
package,  which  includes  a  request  for  a 
$150  million  supplemental  appropriation 
in  the  current  fiscal  year,  would  acceler- 
ate fund  disbursements  and  ease  the 
terms  of  ongoing  assistance  programs.  I 
think  it  says  a  lot  about  President 
Reagan's  priorities— and  in  this  very 
tough  budget  situation,  where  if  you  add 
something  over  here  you've  got  to  take 
it  from  over  there— that  he  decided  to 
make  this  request.  And  I  believe  the 
Congress  will  go  along  with  us. 

In  total,  we  are  seeking  to  make 
available  about  $500  million  in  economic 
assistance  and  over  $100  million  in  mih- 
tary  assistance.  More  than  90%  of  this 
would  be  on  a  grant  basis  so  as  not  to 
aggravate  the  country's  debt  problem. 
And  in  doing  so,  we  will  seek  to  give 
direct  and  vigorous  support  to  private 
sector  development. 

However  substantial  any  American 
effort,  both  the  Philippine  Government 
and  we  are  convinced  that  it  will  have 
to  be  supplemented  by  broader  assist- 
ance within  a  multilateral  framework. 
When  I  was  in  Manila  last  month,  I 
made  a  personal  commitment  to  Presi- 
dent Aquino  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  will  play  a  leading  role  in 
putting  together  a  major  package  of 
financial  assistance  from  free  world 
resources. 

At  the  same  time,  we  recognize  that 
if  the  export  potential  to  the  United 
States  is  shut  off  for  countries  such  as 
the  Philippines  by  protectionist  pres- 
sures here  at  home,  the  benefits  of  this 
financial  assistance  will  be  sharply 
reduced.  Today,  I  want  to  assure  you 
once  again  of  the  President's  resolve  to 
resist  such  protectionism  and  keep  the 
United  States  open  to  increased  trade. 
•     All  of  this  is  a  measure  of  the  trust 
which  President  Reagan  and  I  have  in 
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the  new  administration  in  Manila.  It 
reflects  our  confidence  that  the  govern- 
ment of  President  Aquino  has  the  talent 
and  determination  to  deal  with  the 
tough  problems  now  facing  the  Philip- 
pines. In  the  economic  field,  it  is  based 
on  our  assessment  that  the  prospects  for 
self-sustaining,  market-oriented  growth 
over  the  medium  term  are  promising. 
Let  there  be  no  mistake  about  the 
strength  of  our  commitment  to  support 
and  assist  the  Philippines  during  this 
crucial  period.  The  President  and  I  are 
determined  to  help  the  new  government 
make  the  most  of  this  opportunity  to 
overcome  the  nation's  problems.  As  the 
President  said  last  February:  "Our 
hearts  and  hands  are  vdth  President 
Aquino  and  her  new  government  as 
they  set  out  to  meet  the  challenges 
ahead." 


The  Response  of  the 
American  Private  Sector 

This  leads  me  to  the  third  element 
necessary  for  a  Philippine  recovery— 
that  of  private  sector  initiative  and  the 
infusion  of  equity  capital,  both  from 
within  the  Philippines  and  from  over- 
seas. The  representatives  of  the  Ameri- 
can business  and  financial  communities 
in  our  audience  this  afternoon  have  the 
potential  to  play  an  important  role  in 
this  process. 

Much  of  the  initiative  must  come 
first  from  the  Philippines'  own  private 
sector,  including  the  large  number  of 
Filipinos  with  financial  assets  currently 
held  abroad.  I  strongly  agree  with 
Finance  Minister  Ongpin— Philippine 
Finance  Minister— and  he  said: 

As  a  Filipino,  I  must  tell  you  that  if  we 
ourselves  are  unwilling  to  put  our  money 
where  our  mouths  are,  we  have  no  right  to 
ask  foreign  governments  and  foreign  inves- 
tors to  risk  their  money  in  developing  our 
own  economy. 

Laid  it  right  on  the  hne— for  foreign 
companies  considering  investments  in 
the  Philippines,  this  issue— the  confi- 
dence of  Filipinos  as  shown  by  the 
return  of  their  assets— is  crucial.  The 
Aquino  government  should  develop 
plans  and  programs  to  lure  such  capital 
back  home,  and  they  are  very  well 
aware  of  it. 

We  are  beginning  to  see  the  first 
signs  that  the  confidence  of  domestic  in- 
vestors in  the  Philippines  is  firming  up. 
Capital  flight— which  had  become  such  a 
major  problem  during  the  last  2  years  of 
President  Marcos'  administration- 
appears  to  have  ended.  There  is  a  sense 


that  the  Philippine  economy  has  bot- 
tomed out  from  the  recession  that  began 
in  1983;  and  projections  are  for  a 
resumption  of  positive  growth  in  the 
second  half  of  this  year. 

An  important  element  in  the  Philip- 
pine recovery  is  dealing  with  the  mas- 
sive foreign  debt.  The  U.S.  Government 
is  actively  involved,  through  our  Agency 
for  International  Development,  in 
searching  for  creative  solutions  to  this 
problem,  including  Philippine  plans  to 
support  privatization  of  major  companies 
and  ways  to  convert  some  of  the  Philip- 
pine debt  into  equity— the  so-called  debt 
equity  slot,  which  is  an  idea  that  is  be- 
ginning to  catch  on,  be  helpful  in  many 
places. 

Thus  far,  the  international  business 
community— while  welcoming  the  change 
of  government  in  Manila— has  adopted  a 
cautious,  wait-and-see  attitude  toward 
investment  decisions.  If  stabihty  and  de- 
velopment in  the  Philippines  are  to  be 
attained,  however,  the  American  private 
sector  must  get  off  the  dime  and  look 
aggressively  at  investment  opportuni- 
ties. Real  money  and  attractive  rates  of 
return  are  involved. 
•^    As  a  former  businessman,  I  know 
the  calculus  of  potential  risk  and  benefit 
that  businessmen  apply  in  making  in- 
vestment decisions.  In  the  case  of  the 
Philippines,  we  have  a  country  that 
traditionally  has  been  one  of  our  closest 
friends.  It  is  a  country  in  which  Ameri- 
can investment  has  done  exceptionally 
well  in  the  past.  For  the  first  time  in  a 
number  of  years,  there  is  an  administra- 
tion in  the  Philippines  with  both  the 
sound  policies  and  the  popular  mandate 
necessary  to  attack  the  country's  most 
substantial  problems.  That  administra- 
tion enjoys  our  strong  confidence  and 
support.  It  has  positively  impressed  the 
international  donor  community. 

In  light  of  the  Philippines'  abundant 
human  and  natural  resources,  there  is 
no  reason  why  the  Filipinos  cannot  now 
enjoy  the  same  economic  success 
achieved  by  many  of  their  Asian  neigh- 
bors. I  believe  that  the  American  inves- 
tors who  come  in  early  and  for  the  long 
haul  will  reap  large  benefits. 

Conclusion 

So  now  it  should  be  very  clear  where  I 
stand:  I  am  bullish  on  the  Philippines. 
That  would  have  seemed  an  especially 
rash  statement  to  make  only  a  year  ago. 
But  the  manner  in  which  the  Filipino 
people  and  their  new  leaders  have  over- 
come nearly  impossible  odds  to  restore 
democracy  within  their  country  gives 
me  good  cause  for  optimism. 
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Americans  were  exhilarated  last 
February  over  what  the  Filipino  people 
had  accomplished  pohtically.  I  believe 
we  should  be  equally  excited  about  what 
the  Filipinos  are  now  trying  to  achieve 
in  terms  of  stability  and  development:  to 
restore  a  greater  sense  of  democratic 
legitimacy  to  the  governmental  process; 
to  bring  an  end  to  insurgent  violence  in 
the  countryside;  and  to  improve  econom- 
ic conditions  for  all  Filipinos  through 
steady,  market-oriented  grovrth. 


For  reasons  of  history,  of  friendship, 
and  of  our  own  self-interest,  this  is  a 
time  for  Americans  to  get  off  the  fence. 
We  must  give  the  Filipino  people  and 
their  new  government  the  support  they 
need  and  deserve. 


iPress  release  124.  The  question-and- 
answer  session  following  the  address  is  not 
printed  here.  ■ 


The  Church  as  a  Force 

for  Peaceful  Change  in  South  Africa 


Secretary  Shultz's  address  before  the 
Conference  on  South  Africa  for  Ameri- 
can Religious  Leaders  on  June  2,  1986.^ 

Welcome  to  the  State  Department.  I 
want  to  extend  my  personal  thanks  to 
each  of  you  for  attending  today's  confer- 
ence on  "The  Church  as  a  Force  for 
Peaceful  Change  in  South  Africa."  This 
is  a  matter  we  take  with  great  serious- 
ness, and  I  know  you  do  too.  So  I  want 
to  go  through,  rather  carefully,  some 
views  about  this  subject  for  your  con- 
sideration. 

Moral  leaders  on  both  sides  of  the 
Atlantic  are  playing  an  important  role  in 
promoting  the  peaceful  change  that  is 
essential  to  South  Africa.  We  welcome 
your  participation  in  today's  conference 
because  peaceful  transition  requires  ac- 
tive participation  by  men  and  women  of 
high  moral  principle. 

I  think  we  can  take  a  leaf  out  of  our 
own  book,  and  I  think,  to  me,  the  tran- 
sition that  we  have  made— not  complete, 
but,  nevertheless,  very  strong— 
particularly  in  the  period  immediately 
following  World  War  II,  was  tremen- 
dously affected  by  the  people  of  religion, 
by  the  spiritual  leadership,  by  the  liter- 
ary community,  as  our  own  civil  rights 
movement  took  place  and  gave  force  to 
the  change  that  we  have  had  and  must 
continue  to  have  in  this  country.  So  I 
put  great  store  by  the  importance  of 
looking  at  these  issues  as  matters  of 
morality. 

All  Americans  condemn  South  Afri- 
ca's policy  of  apartheid— institutionalized 
racial  discrimination.  Apartheid  is 
wrong.  It  robs  the  blacks  of  South  Afri- 
ca of  their  fundamental  human  rights;  it 
drains  the  country  of  its  human  poten- 
tial; and  it  threatens  the  security  and 
economic  prospects  of  an  entire  subcon- 
tinent. 


Our  people  and  government  have 
demonstrated  that  we  oppose  apartheid. 
Apartheid  must  go— and  it  must  yield  to 
a  nonracial  system  based  on  the  consent 
of  all  the  governed.  It  must  go  soon. 
Let  me  be  categorical  on  this  point. 
Western  interests— moral,  strategic,  eco- 
nomic, and  political— will  suffer  if  the 
process  of  constructive,  peaceful  change 
fails  to  deliver  the  goods  in  South  Afri- 
ca. Stated  another  way:  an  immoral  sys- 
tem does  not  serve  our  interests;  it 
offends  our  moral  principles;  and  we 
must  continue  to  seek  to  end  it. 


The  Tragedy  of  Violence 

The  situation  in  South  Africa  today  is  a 
continuing  tragedy.  The  death  toll  from 
official  and  factional  violence  continues 
to  mount.  Pohtical  polarization,  fear,  and 
hatred  within  South  Africa's  communi- 
ties raise  ominous  prospects  for  all  who 
care  about  humanitarian  values.  As  nor- 
mally decent  people  resort  to  barbaric 
methods,  they  make  a  mockery  of  the 
very  moral  and  political  principles  they 
claim  to  support.  I  am  speaking  of  all 
those  guilty  of  these  outrages:  police- 
men and  prison  interrogators  who  abuse 
children  and  torture  detainees;  the  com- 
rades, so-called,  with  their  obscene 
"necklace"  burnings;  vigilantes  and 
hooded  hit-men  who  kill  political  rivals 
and  destroy  their  houses;  guerrillas  who 
use  the  terrorist  tools  of  mines  and  plas- 
tic explosives  against  civilians. 

Americans  witnessing  this  tragic 
brutality  are  appalled.  Our  hearts  go  out 
to  those  millions  of  South  Africans- 
black,  white,  and  brown— who  are 
caught  in  the  middle.  They  are  the  over- 
whelming majority. 

Just  as  immoral  violence  must  be  re- 
jected by  all  those  committed  to  a  just 
society,  so  also  must  we  question  the 


political  and  moral  vision  of  those  who 
advocate  economic  destruction  as  the 
road  to  South  Africa's  salvation.  Some 
would  have  us  believe  that  the  true  foes 
of  apartheid  are  the  advocates  of  puni- 
tive economic  sanctions  and  disinvest- 
ment. They  have  failed  to  make  a 
convincing  case. 

In  saying  this,  I  fully  recognize  that 
there  are  few  things  as  irresistible  as 
the  urge  to  do  good  deeds  in  support  of 
a  just  cause.  It  is  a  powerful  impulse  for 
Americans,  and  we  all  share  it,  and  we 
should  be  proud  of  it.  But  we  have  a 
moral  responsibility  to  consider  the  con- 
sequences of  our  actions,  for  others  and 
for  ourselves.  South  Africa's  Catholic 
bishops  recognized  this  when  they  re- 
cently declared: 

.  . .  intensified  [economic]  pressure  can 
only  be  justified  if  applied  in  such  a  way  as 
not  to  destroy  the  country's  economy  and  to 
reduce  as  far  as  possible  any  additional 
suffering  to  the  oppressed  through  job  loss. 

In  saying  this,  I  fully  recognize  that 
the  growing  internal  pressures  for 
change  and  negotiation  are,  in  important 
part,  economic.  Very  high  unemploy- 
ment and  inflation  rates,  the  sharp  drop 
in  value  of  South  Africa's  rand  currency, 
and  the  loss  of  confidence  by  foreign  in- 
vestors and  bankers  are  all  part  of  a 
downward  economic  climate  that  creates 
hardship  and  discontent  among  South 
Africans.  In  selected  areas,  black  organi- 
zations have  used  consumer  boycotts  to 
bring  pressure  upon  local  authorities  to 
meet  their  grievances. 

The  Reality  of  Change 

This  leads  to  my  second  point.  Change 
is  taking  place  in  South  Africa.  It  is  oc- 
curring unevenly,  slowly,  sometimes 
reluctantly  or  by  stealth.  But  it  is  sim- 
ply inaccurate  to  view  apartheid  in 
South  Africa  as  a  static  system.  It  is 
not  monolithic.  Our  policy  is  based  on 
the  premise  that  South  Africa  is  a  socie- 
ty in  transition. 

The  limited  changes  which  have  oc- 
curred in  the  basic  structure  of  apart- 
heid point  logically  and  inexorably 
toward  more  fundamental  change.  This 
prospect  is  exciting  violent  minorities  at 
both  ends  of  the  political  spectrum,  and, 
among  other  things,  we  saw  those  pic- 
tures of  a  violent  white  minority  with 
their  swastika-like  insignia  that  turned 
us  all  off,  I'm  sure.  The  vast  majority  of 
South  Africans  are  caught  in  the  middle, 
where  their  fears  and  anxieties  are  ex- 
ploited. Violence  has  escalated.  None  of 
us  can  permit  ultimate  victory— in  the 
form  of  a  democratic  society  for  all 
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South  Africans— to  be  wrenched  from  us 
by  extremes  of  the  left  or  right. 

In  my  view,  change  in  South  Africa 
is  occurring  for  many  reasons:  many 
South  Africans  of  good  will  seek  justice; 
the  foes  of  apartheid  have  powerful  ar- 
guments; the  previous  structure  of  soci- 
ety is  no  longer  accepted  or  viable. 
Internal  pressures  are  the  principal  fac- 
tor. Basic  social  and  economic  pressures 
toward  modernization  of  labor  relations 
and  rational  urbanization  are  severely 
undermining  apartheid. 

Most  recently,  in  the  past  21  months 
of  unrest  and  violence,  we  are  witness- 
ing a  new  level  of  domestic  political 
pressure.  The  black  community  is  mak- 
ing clear  its  unwillingness  to  passively 
accept  continuing  exclusion  from  the 
benefits  of  citizenship.  They  demand 
equal  political  and  economic  participa- 
tion in  their  own  land. 

What  about  outside  pressures?  I  be- 
lieve they  have  a  complementary  role  to 
play.  Though  U.S.  influence  is  limited,  it 
exists,  and  we  are  using  it.  Carefully 
targeted  actions,  statements,  and  signals 
from  overseas  can  make  a  difference- 
both  in  encouraging  change  and  channel- 
ing change  so  that  it  leads  to  something 
better,  not  something  worse  or  equally 
bad. 

There  is  a  myth  that  U.S.  policy 
toward  South  Africa  consists  of  "quiet 
diplomacy"  or  "persuasion,  not  pres- 
sure." Those  descriptions  are  simply 
wrong.  We  use  both  public  and  private 
channels  for  communicating  our  views  to 
the  South  African  Government  and  peo- 
ple. By  the  same  token,  we  consider 
that  pressures,  appropriately  designed, 
are  an  integral  part  of  our  diplomacy 
toward  South  Africa. 

Let  me  give  you  just  one  example. 
When  South  African  forces  recently 
made  cross-border  raids  into  three 
neighboring  countries,  we  strongly  and 
promptly  condemned  this  action.  We  ex- 
pelled the  senior  South  African  military 
attache  in  this  country  and  withdrew 
our  own  from  Pretoria  to  protest  these 
wrong-headed  and  self-destructive  raids. 
We  have  taken  other  steps  to  leave  no 
doubt  in  the  minds  of  South  Africa's 
leaders  that  their  actions  were  unaccept- 
able, unjustified,  and  will  not  assist  the 
internal  negotiations  and  regional 
diplomacy  we  believe  are  indispensable 
for  all  of  southern  Africa.  They  must 
know  that  such  activity  completely  iso- 
lates them  in  the  world  community. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  recog- 
nize that  in  the  past  year  the  South 
African  Government  has  begun  meaning- 
ful reform.  It  has  abolished  laws  against 
mixed  marriages;  it  has  expanded  some 


forms  of  property  rights  for  blacks;  and 
it  has  reformed  the  pass  laws,  the  tools 
of  day-to-day  control  over  the  black 
population.  But  more— much  more- 
remains  to  be  done.  Apartheid  must  be 
dismantled.  Even  the  South  African 
Government  now  acknowledges  that  the 
system  is  doomed.  The  question  we  now 
face  is  not  whether  apartheid  will  end 
but  how  and  when  it  will  go  and  what 
will  replace  it. 

The  Role  of  American  Influence 

American  policy  has  consistently 
pressed  for  change  in  South  Africa  over 
several  decades— and  under  both  Repub- 
Hcan  and  Democratic  administrations. 
President  Kennedy's  1962  embargo  on 
military  exports  to  South  Africa  has 
been  followed  by  other  steps  as  Ameri- 
cans of  both  parties  have  created  the 
building  blocks  of  a  morally  and  strateg- 
ically responsible  poUcy. 


in  the  direction  of  peaceful  and  construc- 
tive change. 

So  let  me  emphasize  that  the 
premise  of  President  Reagan's  policy  is 
that  we  dare  not  ignore  South  Africa  or 
merely  strike  a  pose.  We  cannot  play 
the  part  of  a  Pontius  Pilate,  washing 
our  hands  of  a  gross  injustice  that  de- 
mands solution.  But  we  must  tailor  our 
approach  to  those  things  that  will  really 
help  end  apartheid  and  promote  a  post- 
apartheid  society  that  protects  the  in- 
dividual liberties  of  all  South  Africans. 

And  there  are  other  ways  we  can 
make  our  influence  felt: 

•  We  can,  and  we  do,  help  stricken 
communities  to  rebuild  themselves. 

•  Both  public  and  nongovernmental 
U.S.  groups  can  bring  resources  and 
counsel  to  bear  to  help  build  a  post- 
apartheid  society.  Our  rapidly  growing 
assistance  programs  and  grants  are  a 
start. 


Apartheid  must  go— and  it  must  yield  to  a 
nonracial  system  based  on  the  consent  of  all  the 
governed. 


Most  recently.  President  Reagan's 
Executive  Order  of  September  9,  1985, 
laid  out  our  view  of  the  careful  applica- 
tion of  pressures.  In  that  decision, 
designed  to  send  a  clear  signal  that 
Americans  are  united  about  apartheid, 
we  made  every  effort  to  distinguish 
clearly  between  constructive  and  de- 
structive pressures. 

At  this  time  of  renewed  American 
attention  to  South  Africa,  let  us  remem- 
ber our  goal:  we  seek  the  end  of  apart- 
heid, racism,  and  repression.  Hence,  our 
actions  should  target  apartheid  policies 
and  institutions  and  dissociate  us  from 
them.  Our  aim  is  not—1  repeat,  not— to 
inflict  random,  indiscriminate  damage  on 
the  South  African  people  and  their  econ- 
omy from  abroad. 

Americans  must  not  be  at  all  com- 
placent or  satisfied  with  the  pace  or  con- 
tent of  such  change  to  date.  And  we  are 
not.  Our  moral  abhorrence  of  racism  and 
repression,  to  be  effective,  however, 
must  be  informed  about  the  basic  dy- 
namics of  the  South  African  situation. 
We  have  a  moral  responsibility  to  un- 
derstand how  we  can  most  effectively 
influence  developments  in  South  Africa 


•  South  Africa's  churches,  many  of 
them  affiliated  with  U.S.  counterparts, 
represent  a  major  asset  to  help  all  those 
who  wish  to  build  rather  than  destroy 
their  country.  They  represent  voices  of 
conciliation,  decency,  dialogue,  and  com- 
munity service  in  the  interest  of  the 
common  humanity  of  all  South  Africans. 
They  need  your  help.  They  need  more— 
not  less— American  involvement. 

A  Time  for  Negotiations 

The  Bible  tells  us  that  there  is  a  season 
for  every  change.  There  is  a  time  to 
deliberate  and  a  time  to  decide.  In 
South  Africa,  now  is  the  time  to  decide; 
now  is  the  time  for  negotiation.  Negotia- 
tion alone  offers  the  prospect  of  peaceful 
change.  Negotiation  alone  involves  the 
black  community  in  a  process  designed 
to  make  that  country  whole. 

All  of  the  people  of  South  Africa 
must  rise  to  the  moral  challenge  that 
peaceful  change  demands.  A  week  ago, 
at  the  UN  Special  Session  on  the  Criti- 
cal Economic  Crisis  in  Africa,  I  saw 
delegates  from  virtually  all  countries  of 
the  continent  rise  to  a  different  chal- 
lenge: the  challenge  of  discarding  old 
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orthodoxies  about  development  in  favor 
of  policies  that  work. 

Turning  to  the  broader  African 
scene,  we  are  so  accustomed  to  bad 
news  that  we  have  a  tendency  to  over- 
look major  positive  developments.  One 
of  the  positive  developments  of  the  spe- 
cial session  was  its  publication  of  a 
"Program  of  Action  for  African  Eco- 
nomic Recovery  and  Development." 
This  remarkable  document  recognizes 
the  need  for  partnership  between  Afri- 
cans and  non-Africans.  Africans  recog- 
nize that  they  must  set  their  houses  in 
order— a  difficult  and  often  painful 
process.  We  need  to  support  such  Afri- 
can efforts  by  timely  and  appropriate  as- 
sistance. As  I  mentioned  in  my  speech 
to  the  special  session,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  concentrate  our  foreign  as- 
sistance in  those  countries  which  them- 
selves are  undertaking  to  establish  the 
right  poHcy  framework.  We  are  confi- 
dent that  concerned  Americans  like 
yourselves  will  want  to  lend  their  voice 
to  strengthen  chances  for  a  sustained 
American  compact  with  Africa. 

Africa  today  is  a  continent  searching 
for  a  better  future;  and  South  Africans 
now  have  it  in  their  power  to  join  that 
movement.  But  they  will  be  left  out  if 
political  instability  continues  and  negoti- 
ations founder.  That  course  would  be  a 
tragedy— not  only  for  the  people  of 
South  Africa  itself  but  for  the  rest  of 
the  subcontinent  which  stands  to  benefit 
enormously  and  lose  greatly  without  it; 
it  stands  to  benefit  enormously  from  a 
stable  and  just  South  Africa. 

To  be  effective  in  our  actions,  we 
have  to  understand:  our  influence  in 
South  Africa  is  finite.  We  want  to  retain 
it,  use  it  carefully,  tailor  it  to  evolving 
circumstances.  Our  investment  is  less 
than  1%  of  all  fixed  investment  in  South 
Africa,  and  our  trade  less  than  15%  of 
its  foreign  trade.  Limited  though  our 
economic  presence  is,  we  are  a  force  for 
decency  and  change. 

Thus,  the  American  private  sector 
must  remain  involved.  American  compa- 
nies in  South  Africa  are  the  building 
blocks  of  our  influence.  That  is  why  we 
oppose  disinvestment.  If  American  com- 
panies withdraw,  we  and  the  black 
majority  of  South  Africa  will  be 
deprived  of  a  major  source  of  influence. 
American  capitalism  is  an  engine  of 
peaceful  change,  integrating  the  work- 
place and  giving  black  South  Africans  a 
greater  stake  in  their  country's  future. 
Disinvestment  undermines  both  these 
processes.  It  deprives  employees  of 
these  companies  of  their  daily  wage;  and 


it  deprives  them  of  institutions  that  play 
a  vital  role  in  integrating  South  African 
society. 

Conclusion 

You  are  moral  leaders  in  America. 
Americans  require  your  leadership  to 
demonstrate  that  we  do  not  need  to  be- 
come destroyers  in  order  to  fight 
against  apartheid.  There  are  construc- 
tive ways  to  exert  pressure  in  support 
of  our  common  goal  of  a  democratic 
South  Africa.  Americans— by  staying 
and  building,  not  cutting  and  running- 
can  help  build  a  freer  South  Africa. 

South  Africa  today  is  a  wounded  na- 
tion, but  it  is  also  a  nation  of  great 
strengths.  Its  people  are  diverse,  hard 
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Secretary  Shultz  was  interviewed  on 
NBC-TV's  "Meet  the  Press"  on  June  1, 
1986,  by  Marvin  Kalh,  NBC  News;  John 
Wallach,  foreign  editor  of  the  Hearst 
newspapers;  and  Strobe  Talbott,  Time 
magazine.  ^ 

Q.  It  is  just  a  little  over  6  months 
since  President  Reagan  met  with 
Soviet  leader  Mikhail  Gorbachev  in 
Geneva.  They  agreed  to  meet  again 
this  year  in  the  United  States  and 
next  year  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Expec- 
tations for  an  overall  improvement  in 
relations  were  high.  Now  they  are 
again  seen  as  low. 

What  has  happened  that  explains 
this  change?  The  expectations  were 
high.  We  were  at  Geneva  with  you. 
They  are  now  low.  What  accounts  for 
the  change? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  accounts  for 
the  change.  From  our  standpoint,  our 
approach  has  been  quite  consistent  and 
steady.  We  feel  that  it  is  very  important 
to  have  this  meeting.  We  think  that  im- 
portant things  can  be  done  there  that 
will  be  beneficial  to  us  and  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  we  are  prepared  to  do  the 
hard  work  necessary  to  make  it  a 
worthwhile  meeting.  That  has  been  our 
approach  all  along,  and  that  is  where  we 
are  right  now. 

Q.  By  implication,  are  you  sug- 
gesting that  possibly  Soviet  leader 
Gorbachev  might  not  be  as  interested 
in  the  meeting  this  year  as  he  was? 


working,  and  talented;  its  economy  is 
the  most  modem  on  the  continent;  and 
it  is  rich  in  aspirations  for  a  better  fu- 
ture. The  vast  majority  of  South  Afri- 
cans do  not  want  violence,  and  they  do 
not  want  to  choose  between  a  black  or  a 
white  dictatorship.  They  want  a 
democracy  that  knows  no  color  and 
gives  equal  protection  to  both  the 
majority  and  to  minorities.  That  is  what 
the  South  Africans  want;  that  is  what 
the  American  people  want— especially 
those  of  you  gathered  here  today. 
Together,  we  have  a  chance  to  help 
bring  that  future  to  life. 


^Press  relase  123.  The  question-and- 
answer  session  following  the  address  is  not 
printed  here.  ■ 


A.  I  have  no  capacity  to  speak  for 
him  or  speculate— don't  care  to  specu- 
late about  it.  All  I  can  say  is  that  Presi- 
dent Reagan  is  ready  to  have  the 
meeting  and  ready  to  have  the  really 
great  preparatory  work  that  must  be 
done  to  make  such  a  meeting  a  success 
go  forward. 

Q.  Coming  to  this  question  of  im- 
pending scrapping  of  the  SALT  II  ac- 
cords that  dominated  much  of  the 
news  this  week  and  dominated  many 
of  your  discussions  in  Halifax,  you 
have  made  a  couple  of  statements  dur- 
ing the  week  to  the  effect  that  the 
SALT  II  Treaty  is  obsolete.  You  have 
strongly  implied  that  there  is  no  rela- 
tive military  advantage  for  the  United 
States  to  have  the  Soviets  constrained 
in  their  strategic  forces  by  the 
SALT  II  Treaty. 

The  Soviets  have  now  threatened 
that  if  we  break  out  of  the  numerical 
limits  of  the  SALT  II  Treaty  at  the 
end  of  the  year,  they  will  do  likewise. 
Is  this  a  hollow  threat?  Is  there  really 
no  additional  military  threat  to  the 
United  States  if  the  Soviets  break  out 
of  SALT  II? 

A.  The  Soviets  have  broken  out  of 
SALT  II— that's  the  point— and  for  some 
time. 

Q.  The  numerical  ceilings  in 
SALT  II? 

A.  They  have  deployed  a  second  sys- 
tem which  is  prohibited  by  the  treaty, 
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and  they  heavily  encrypt  their  teleme- 
try which  impairs  verification  under  the 
treaty.  So  to  imply,  as  your  question 
does,  that  somehow  or  other  they  are  in 
conformance  with  it  and  we  may  not  be 
is  not  correct.  You  have  to  take  a  treaty 
in  all  of  its  dimensions  and  not  allow 
either  side  to  decide  selectively  what  it 
wants  to  conform  to  and  what  it  doesn't. 

I  want  to  change  the  phraseology 
that  you  have  all  used.  The  President's 
statement  was  a  very  thoughtful  state- 
ment, and  it  talked  essentially  about 
shifting  gears  in  what  represents  appro- 
priate restraint  on  the  part  of  the  Unit- 
ed States. 

What  we  have  to  remember  is  that 
we  are  responsible  for  the  deterrence 
that  keeps  the  peace,  and  so  we  have  to 
look  at  Soviet  behavior,  at  our  own 
budget  constraints  and  other  con- 
straints, and  basically  see  what  is  neces- 
sary to  maintain  that  deterrent  posture, 
and  that  is  what  the  President  is  doing. 

Q.  You  spoke  of  the  introduction 
of  a  second  new  type  of  ICBM  [inter- 
continental ballistic  missile].  The 
practical  consequences  of  scrapping 
SALT  II  would  mean,  according  to 
your  own  Pentagon— the  Joint  Chiefs' 
report,  the  Soviet  military  power 
report— that  the  70-plus  SS-11  silos 
that  the  Soviets  have  destroyed  to 
make  room  for  the  new  SS-25,  that 
they  would  be  able  to  go  ahead  with 
those;  they  wouldn't  have  to  scrap 
them;  that  as  many  as  9,000  new  war- 
heads, new  Soviet  nuclear  warheads, 
might  be  added  to  their  arsenal 
without  the  restraint  of  SALT  II. 
Doesn't  that  concern  you? 

A.  One  of  the  problems  with 
SALT  II,  and  a  reason  why  I  think  it  is 
increasingly  obsolete— and  here  I'm  only 
repeating  what  was  said,  for  example,  in 
the  Scowcroft  commission  report— the 
problem  with  SALT  II  is  that  it  is  a 
treaty  about  limiting  increases.  And  the 
warhead  ceiling  is  something  that  the 
Soviets  can  add  warheads  to  their  ar- 
senal by  a  considerable  amount,  basical- 
ly double  the  amount  that  was  there  at 
the  beginning  and  still  be  in  conformity 
with  it.  So  that  is  a  problem  about  the 
treaty,  and  it  only  emphasizes  the  point 
the  President  has  consistently  made: 
namely,  that  what  we  need  to  do  is  get 
a  radical  reduction  in  the  levels  of  these 
strategic  forces. 

Q.  I'm  not  quite  sure  I  understand 
what  you  were  saying  a  moment  ago 
when  you  took  objection  to  the  way 
we  phrased  the  President's  decision  on 


SALT  II.  He  has  scrapped  the  con- 
straints of  SALT  II,  has  he  not? 

A.  I  thought  you  might  be  asking 
me  about  this  subject,  and  I  brought 
along  the  language  the  President  used. 
Perhaps  I  could  read  it  to  you.  I  don't 
want  to  paraphrase  it.  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant to  say  what  the  President  said, 
so  I  brought  myself  a  prop. 

"...  I  continue  to  hope  that  the 
Soviet  Union  will  use  this  time"— that 
is,  the  time  between  now  and  around 
the  end  of  the  year— "to  take  the  con- 
structive steps  necessary  to  alter  the 
current  situation.  Should  they  do  so,  we 
will  certainly  take  this  into  account.  .  .  . 

"I  do  not  anticipate  any  appreciable 
numerical  growth  in  U.S.  strategic 
offensive  forces.  Assuming  no  significant 
change  in  the  threat  we  face  as  we  im- 
plement the  strategic  modernization  pro- 
gram, the  United  States  will  not  deploy 
more  strategic  nuclear  delivery  vehicles 
than  does  the  Soviet  Union.  Further- 
more, the  United  States  will  not  deploy 
more  strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads 
than  does  the  Soviet  Union. 

"In  sum,  we  will  continue  to  exer- 
cise the  utmost  restraint,  while  protect- 
ing strategic  deterrence,  in  order  to 
help  foster  the  necessary  atmosphere 
for  significant  reductions  in  the  strategic 
arsenals  of  both  sides.  This  is  the  ur- 
gent task  which  faces  us.  I  call  on  the 
Soviet  Union  to  seize  the  opportunity  to 
join  us  now  in  establishing  an  interim 
framework  of  truly  mutual  restraint." 

And  then  he  goes  on  to  call  for  the 
radical  reductions  that  we  all  seek. 

So  that  is  essentially  saying  there 
has  been  a  regime  of  restraint  based  on 
a  treaty  that  has  been  violated,  that  has 
run  out  of  its  terms,  and  has  an  increas- 
ingly obsolete  concept  in  it;  namely,  that 
the  launchers  should  be  the  unit  of  ac- 
count. And  he  is  moving  to  a  different 
kind  of  restraint  based  on  looking  at 
what  they  can  do  to  us,  and  what  we 
can  do  to  them  in  deterrence. 

Q.  You  have  twice  used  the  term 
"increasingly  obsolete."  I  have  heard 
from  Secretary  Weinberger  and  other 
senior  officials  in  this  Administration 
that  it's  obsolete,  it's  over,  it's  dead, 
it's  finished.  It's  a  thing  of  the  past, 
according  to  Mr.  Adelman  [Director, 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency].  Are  they  all  wrong? 

A.  I  am  describing  why  the  Presi- 
dent decided  what  he  decided— that 
more  and  more,  as  we  see  a  system 


based  on  launchers  rather  than  war- 
heads, what  we  encourage  is  putting  on 
these  launchers  more  and  more  war- 
heads, and  it  is  essentially  destabilizing. 
The  Scowcroft  commission  report  made 
that  point,  I  thought,  very  powerfully 
and  correctly.  That  is  what  I  mean  by 
the  word  "obsolete." 

Q.  But  no  question  that  I  asked 
earlier  or  either  of  my  colleagues 
asked  earlier  implied  that  there  are 
not  dubious  activities  that  the  Soviets 
have  been  involved  in  under  the  name 
of  arms  control. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  though, 
no  statement  that  the  Administration 
has  made  implies  that  the  Soviets  have 
yet  exceeded  the  numerical  limits  of 
SALT  II.  Those  numerical  limits  pre- 
vent the  Soviets  from  having  more 
than  820  MIRVed  [multiple,  independ- 
ently-targetable  reentry  vehicle] 
ICBMs.  They  prevent  the  Soviet  Union 
from  putting  more  than  10  warheads 
on  their  largest  and  most  threatening 
rocket,  the  SS-18. 

The  statement  that  you  just  read 
by  the  President  suggests  that  at  the 
end  of  the  year,  we  will,  for  the  first 
time,  go  over  the  numerical  limits  of 
SALT-namely,  the  1,320  ceiling-and 
the  Soviets  are  saying  that,  if  we  do 
that,  they  will  go  over  the  numerical 
limits  on  their  side. 

My  question  to  you  originally,  and 
I'd  like  to  come  back  to  it  again,  is: 
Will  the  United  States  be  faced  with  a 
larger  threat  from  the  Soviet  Union  if 
they  follow  through  on  that  promise? 

A.  You  have  to  balance  things  here, 
and  let  me  just  come  back  to  the  point 
that  you  can't  have  a  treaty  that  has  a 
number  of  provisions  in  it  and  have  one 
party  to  the  treaty  decide,  "Well,  I'll 
violate  this,  and  I'll  violate  that,  but  I'll 
keep  this,  and  by  keeping  this,  I  insist 
that  the  other  side  keep  everything 
about  the  treaty."  That  is  not  an  equita- 
ble way  to  go  about  it. 

I  think  that  the  emergence  of  the 
new  mobile  second  system,  in  violation 
of  the  treaty,  is  a  militarily  very  signifi- 
cant violation,  and  we  have  to  worry 
about  it. 

Q.  The  system  that's  a  counterpart 
to  Midgetman. 

A.  Midgetman  is  an  idea,  and  it  is 
not  even  settled  down  as  a  concept  yet 
within  the  military  circles  that  are 
working  on  it.  The  second  system  of  the 
Soviet  Union  is  a  deployed  system.  I 
think  they  have  around  70  deployed 
now. 
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Q.  What  would  the  Soviet  Union 
have  to  do  for  the  President  to  rescind 
his  order,  in  effect,  and  not  to  go 
above  the  1,320  ceiling  at  the  end  of 
the  year? 

A.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  particu- 
lar thing  that  should  be  pointed  to.  But, 
of  course,  what  we  would  all  like  to  see, 
I  think— I  know  the  President  would,  I 
would,  and  I  think  in  general  people  all 
over  the  world  would— is  an  agreement 
that  would  genuinely  bring  down  drasti- 
cally these  huge  arsenals  of  strategic 
nuclear  weapons.  They  are  a  menace. 

Q.  For  the  course  of  this  Adminis- 
tration we've  pursued  the  interim  re- 
straint policy,  the  policy  that  we 
would  not  undercut  SALT  II  if  the 
Soviets  didn't  undercut  it.  Is  that  now 
over? 

A.  That  is  over. 

Q.  That  is  over.  So  we  have,  in  a 
sense,  abandoned  the  moral  high  posi- 
tion, have  we  not? 

A.  The  President  has  decided  that 
we  will  continue  to  follow  a  policy  of 
thoughtful  restraint,  but  rather  than 
have  that  restraint  be  a  derivative  of  a 
treaty  that  is  increasingly  obsolete  in  its 
concept,  has  been  violated  by  the  Soviet 
Union,  has  never  been  ratified  by  the 
U.S.  Senate,  and  would  have  expired  if 
it  had  been  ratified,  we  will  be  guided 
by  our  observations  of  what  the  Soviet 
Union  does. 

Q.  My  point  is,  there  is  nothing 
the  Soviets  can  do  today  or  in  the 
next  6  months  that  would  breathe  new 
life  into  the  SALT  II  agreement  itself, 
is  that  correct? 

A.  I  think  what  we  are  looking  for  is 
a  regime  of  restraint— that's  the  real 
point— and  more  than  that,  real  progress 
in  the  reduction  of  these  nuclear 
armaments. 

Q.  I  was  in  Moscow  last  week,  and 
I  asked  a  Soviet  Deputy  Foreign 
Minister  what  he  wanted  out  of  a 
summit  if  a  summit  takes  place.  Num- 
ber one  on  his  list  was  strengthening 
the  regimes  of  existing  agreements, 
and  he  mentioned  both  SALT  II  and 
ABM  [Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Treaty]. 
We  have  now,  I  guess,  abandoned 
SALT  I  and  SALT  II.  Is  there  any  rea- 
son why  the  Soviets  shouldn't  think 
we're  also  going  to  abandon  the  ABM 
Treaty? 

A.  We  have  repeatedly  stated  our 
intent  to  observe  the  ABM  Treaty 
terms,  and  we  have  called  upon  the 
Soviet  Union  to  do  so.  They  are  in  viola- 
tion of  that  treaty  by  virtue  of  the 
building  of  the  Krasnoyarsk  radar. 


Q.  Would  we  begin  talks  with  the 
Soviets  on  strengthening  the  regimes 
of,  as  they  put  it,  "existing 
agreements?" 

A.  We  have  been  trying  to  engage 
them  in  just  that  in  Geneva,  particularly 
as  regards  the  ABM  Treaty,  and  to  say 
to  them,  "Here  was  this  ABM  Treaty, 
negotiated  back  in  1972.  Let  us  create 
the  conditions  envisioned  in  that  treaty 
which  do  not  include  the  Krasnoyarsk 
radar." 

Q.  It  is  not  clear  to  me,  on  the 
basis  of  your  answer  to  John  Wallach, 
whether  the  United  States,  in  your 
view  at  this  time  as  best  you  can  fore- 
cast, intends  to  continue  to  abide  by 
the  ABM  Treaty  next  year  when  it 
comes  up  for  review. 

A.  We  certainly  intend  to  abide  by 
the  treaty.  That  is  what  we  have  said 
continuously. 

Q.  Do  you  feel  that  it  is  in  the  in- 
terest of  this  country,  then,  to  public- 
ly pledge  that  the  United  States  will 
abide  by  the  treaty  for  another  15  to 
20  years,  as  seems  to  be  at  the  heart 
of  a  new  Soviet  proposal  in  Geneva? 

A.  The  ABM  Treaty  is  a  document, 
and  it  has  certain  terms  in  it,  and  that 
is  what  we  are  pledged  to  observe.  As  I 
said  a  minute  ago,  the  fact  that  the 
Soviet  Union  is  building  a  large  phased- 
array  radar  pointed  inward,  in  direct 
contravention  of  the  treaty,  constitutes 
a  problem.  And  I  think  we  have  to  face 
that  problem. 

Q.  You've  said  in  the  past,  when 
the  terms  of  the  SALT  II  Treaty  were 
not  going  to  be  undercut  by  the  Ad- 
ministration, that  the  Soviet  Union 
was  violating  the  terms  of  SALT  II. 
Now  the  President  comes  in  with  a 
decision  saying  we  won't  be  bound  by 
the  terms  any  longer.  If  you  are  say- 
ing that  the  Russians  are  violating,  in 
a  critical  way,  the  ABM,  why  don't 
you  simply  come  out  and  say  that  the 
United  States  won't  be  bound  by  the 
ABM? 

A.  We  think  it  is  important  to  keep 
calling  attention  to  these  violations  and 
to  keep  working  to  curb  them  and  to 
try  to  keep  as  much  of  this  treaty  struc- 
ture in  place  as  is  appropriate  to  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

In  Geneva,  in  the  space  defense 
group  where  Max  Kampelman  is  our 
negotiator,  we  have  been  consistently 
trying  to  engage  the  Soviets  in  a  discus- 
sion of  the  ABM  Treaty  regime  and  to 
try  to  get  it  back  where  it  ought  to  be. 
That's  one  step  that  we  want  to  take. 


Q.  Haven't  they  come  in  with  a 
proposal,  and  can  you  give  us  your 
response  to  it? 

A.  As  far  as  I'm  concerned,  I  don't 
have  any  comment  on  the  reports  of  any 
proposal. 

Q.  But  there  has  been  some  am- 
biguity on  the  American  side  over 
what  we  here  in  the  United  States 
mean  by  the  ABM  Treaty.  Robert 
McFarlane,  the  former  national  secu- 
rity adviser,  created  quite  a  flap  and 
made  quite  a  bit  of  news  on  this  pro- 
gram, "Meet  the  Press,"  last  year 
when  he  promulgated  what  is  called 
the  "permissive  interpretation"  of  the 
ABM  Treaty  under  which  the  United 
States  would  be  allowed  to  proceed 
with  more  or  less  an  unfettered  Stra- 
tegic Defense  Initiative. 

You  played  an  important  part  in 
working  out  a  kind  of  Solomonic  com- 
promise within  the  Administration  on 
that.  Could  you  clarify  as  of  today 
what  the  Administration  policy  is? 
When  we  say  we're  going  to  stay  with 
the  ABM  Treaty,  does  that  mean  as 
restrictively  interpreted? 

A.  I  spoke  on  that  subject  authorita- 
tively in  the  sense  that  what  I  said  was 
carefully  worked  out  and  approved  by 
the  President,  and  there  hasn't  been 
any  change  in  the  President's  view. 

It  is  the  case  that  when  you  study 
the  treaty  itself  and  all  of  the  back- 
ground material,  and  so  on— which  has 
been  done  carefully,  including  by  my 
Legal  Adviser,  Judge  Abe  Sofaer— that 
you  can  make  out  a  very  good  case  that 
a  much  broader  interpretation  than  has 
been  adopted  by  the  Strategic  Defense 
Initiative  office,  and  announced,  could 
be  made.  But  we  have  a  policy,  and  that 
is  our  policy. 

Q.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  dis- 
agreement even  among  doves  about 
Krasnoyarsk  and  the  fact  that  the 
Soviets  have  built  a  radar  that  is 
countrj^wide,  faces  inward,  and  is 
designed  to  knock  down  incoming 
American  missiles.  You  are  saying  in 
effect  today,  are  you  not,  that  unless 
they  do  something  about  that,  the 
duration  of  the  ABM  Treaty  itself  will 
come  into  question  within  the  not-too- 
distant  future?  Is  that  correct? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  step  into  that 
hole.  I  think  what  we  need  to  do  is  con- 
tinue to  work  to  have  that  treaty  be 
fully  observed  in  all  of  its  elements,  and 
that  is  what  we  are  doing,  not  only  in 
the  group  where  violations  are  discussed 
but  in  the  direct  negotiations  in  Geneva. 
So  we  are  talking  not  only  about  that 
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but  about  their  ballistic  missile  defense 
system  about  Moscow  and  some  of  its 
characteristics  that  give  you  pause. 

Q.  But  in  those  very  Geneva 
negotiations,  the  Soviets  have  report- 
edly said  they  want  to  strengthen  the 
ABM  Treaty,  and  in  return  they  might 
cut  some  of  their  strategic  forces.  The 
ABM  Treaty  permits  some  research, 
development,  and  testing  of  a  strategic 
defense,  or  "star  wars,"  system.  Isn't 
that  a  hopeful  sign? 

A.  A  hopeful  sign  will  be  when  it  is 
possible  for  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  to  negotiate  carefully,  offi- 
cially, and  privately  about  some  of  these 
difficult  things.  And  to  the  extent  that 
can  happen  in  Geneva,  that  will  be  a  big 
plus. 

Q.  Are  you  planning  to  go  to  the 
Middle  East  this  month? 

A.  I  am  practically  always  ready  to 
go  to  the  Middle  East  if  there  is  some- 
thing worthwhile  that  has  at  least  some 
chance  of  being  accomplished.  I  don't 
say  that  I  have  to  go  out  with  a  cold 
deck,  and  I'm  willing  to  fail— and  try. 
But  if  there  is  something  to  try  at,  we 
are  always  ready  to  go.  But  it  is  a 
question. 

Judge  Abe  Sofaer  has  been  out 
there  for  the  last  2  weeks  trying  to  see 
if  he  can't  put  together  something  on 
Taba,  and  it  hasn't  been  possible  to  do 
it,  and  he  is  pretty  good. 

Q.  Yet  if  it  hasn't  been  possible  to 
do  Taba,  does  that  mean  you  are  wip- 
ing out  the  possibility  of  going  to  the 
Middle  East  this  month? 

A.  I  work  on  that  problem  of  the 
Middle  East  practically  continuously, 
and  I  don't  intend  to  let  up  on  work  on 
that  because  if  there  is  something  con- 
structive—if you  can  just  move  the  ball 
along  an  inch— why,  I  think  it  is 
worthwhile. 

King  Hussein  will  be  here  a  week 
from  tomorrow.  We  will  have  a  chance 
to  meet  with  him,  and  we  are  continu- 
ously appraising  the  situation. 

Q.  People  in  our  line  of  work- 
journalists— have  been  having  a  bit  of 
a  dust-off  in  the  last  few  weeks  with 
people  in  your  line  of  work— that  is, 
officials  charged  with  keeping  the 
secrets  of  the  U.S.  Government.  I 
know  this  has  been  of  concern  to  you; 
you  have  fired  at  least  one  member  of 
the  State  Department  for  leaking. 


South  African  Military  Raids 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  19,  19861 

On  the  occasion  of  South  African  mili- 
tary strikes  into  Zambia,  Zimbabwe, 
and  Botswana,  the  United  States  stands 
with  the  governments  and  peoples  of 
those  countries  in  expressing  our  sense 
of  outrage  at  these  events  and  our  con- 
dolences to  the  families  of  the  victims. 

We  vigorously  condemn  these  at- 
tacks by  South  Africa.  Our  diplomacy  in 
South  Africa  has  been  aimed  at  stopping 
cross-border  violence.  Such  efforts  have 
had  results.  We  would  note  that  senior 
officials  of  South  Africa  and  its  neigh- 
bors have  held  regular  and  productive 
consultations  on  issues  of  security  and 
respect  for  international  borders. 

We  believe  these  military  actions  to 
be  particularly  inexplicable  in  the  light 
of  ongoing  efforts  among  those  neigh- 


bors to  maintain  good  working  relations 
and  communication  on  security 
problems.  The  ongoing  process  had 
clearly  not  exhausted  all  possibiUties  for 
peaceful  remedy  of  the  issues. 

We  find  the  South  African  raids  are 
all  the  more  difficult  to  fathom,  given 
current  efforts  of  the  Commonwealth's 
Eminent  Persons  Group,  which  is  cur- 
rently in  the  region,  engaged  in  highly 
sensitive  discussions  to  promote  dia- 
logue between  blacks  and  whites  in 
South  Africa. 

The  United  States  has  made  clear     '■ 
for  many  years  its  strong  opposition  to, 
and  condemnation  of,  violent  means  by 
any  party  as  a  method  of  resolving 
South  Africa's  problems.  And  we  stand 
by  the  principle  that  political  avenues 
should  be  given  every  opportunity. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  26,  1986. 


The  Director  of  Central  Intelli- 
gence and  others  have  talked  about 
sending  journalists  to  jail  if  they  pub- 
lish information  which  the  Adminis- 
tration considers  to  be  classified. 
What's  your  own  view  on  the  use  of 
legal  sanctions  and  the  threat  of  jail 
against  publications  and  journalists  in 
this  ongoing  struggle. 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  pose  here  as  a 
lawyer,  but  I  think  the  law,  whatever 
the  law  is,  ought  to  be  enforced,  includ- 
ing when  somebody  in  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment puts  out  information  that  is 
classified  and  sensitive.  That  person  is 
violating  the  oath  of  office  that  you 
solemnly  take,  and  should  be  fired  at  a 
minimum,  and  anytime  I  can  get  my 
hands  on  people  who  do  this,  let  me  tell 
you  if  I  have  anything  to  do  with  it, 
they  are  going  to  be  fired. 


Q.  What  about  the  journalist  and 
the  publisher  who  receive  the  informa- 
tion and  publish  it? 

A.  As  I  say,  I  don't  want  to  pose  as 
a  lawyer  to  know  what  the  legal  situa- 
tion is.  But  if  they  violate  a  law— a 
legitimate,  constitutional,  proper  law— 
they  ought  to  be  prosecuted.  If  they 
haven't,  they  shouldn't. 

Q.  And  at  this  particular  point, 
what  does  it  look  like?  Do  you  think— 

A.  I  think  they  can  properly  be 
talked  to,  and  journalists  are  talked  to 
regularly.  And  I  think  there  is  a  tradi- 
tion of  responsibility  in  the  journalistic 
community,  and  it  still  exists,  and  it 
should  be  encouraged.  Nobody  wants  to 
undermine  national  security.  Nobody 
does. 


iPress  release  122  of  June  2,  1986. 
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U.S.  Interim  Restraint  Policy: 

Responding  to  Soviet  Arms  Control  Violations 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 

MAY  27,  1986» 

On  the  eve  of  the  strategic  arms  reduc- 
tion talks  (START)  in  1982,  I  decided 
that  the  United  States  would  not  under- 
cut the  expired  SALT  I  [strategic  arms 
limitation  talks]  interim  offensive  agree- 
ment or  the  unratified  SALT  II  agree- 
ment as  long  as  the  Soviet  Union 
exercised  equal  restraint.  I  took  this  ac- 
tion, despite  my  concerns  about  the 
flaws  inherent  in  those  agreements,  to 
foster  an  atmosphere  of  mutual  restraint 
conducive  to  serious  negotiations  on 
arms  reductions.  I  made  clear  that  our 
policy  required  reciprocity  and  that  it 
must  not  adversely  affect  our  national 
security  interests  in  the  face  of  the  con- 
tinuing Soviet  militarj'  buildup. 

Last  June,  I  reviewed  the  status  of 
U.S.  interim  restraint  policy.  I  found 
that  the  United  States  had  fully  kept  its 
part  of  the  bargain.  As  I  have  docu- 
mented in  three  detailed  reports  to  the 
Congress,  most  recently  in  December 
1985,  the  Soviet  Union,  regrettably,  has 
not.  I  noted  last  June  that  the  pattern 
of  Soviet  noncompliance  with  their  exist- 
ing arms  control  commitments  increas- 
ingly affected  our  national  security.  This 
pattern  also  raised  fundamental  con- 
cerns about  the  integrity  of  the  arms 
control  process  itself.  A  country  simply 
cannot  be  serious  about  effective  arms 
control  unless  it  is  equally  serious  about 
compliance. 

In  spite  of  the  regrettable  Soviet 
record,  I  concluded  last  June  that  it  re- 
mained in  the  interest  of  the  United 
States  and  its  allies  to  try,  once  more, 
to  establish  an  interim  framework  of 
truly  mutual  restraint  on  strategic  offen- 
sive arms  as  we  pursued,  with  renewed 
vigor,  our  objective  of  deep  reductions 
in  existing  U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear  ar- 
senals through  the  Geneva  negotiations. 
Therefore,  I  undertook  to  go  the  extra 
mile,  dismantling  a  Poseidon  submarine, 
U.S.S.  Sam  Raybum,  to  give  the  Soviet 
Union  adequate  time  to  take  the  steps 
necessary  to  join  us  in  establishing  an 
interim  framework  of  truly  mutual  re- 
straint. However,  I  made  it  clear  that, 
as  subsequent  U.S.  deployment  mile- 
stones were  reached,  I  would  assess  the 
overall  situation  and  determine  future 
U.S.  actions  on  a  case-by-case  basis  in 
light  of  Soviet  behavior  in  exercising 


restraint  comparable  to  our  ovra,  cor- 
recting their  noncompliance,  reversing 
their  unwarranted  military  buildup,  and 
seriously  pursuing  equitable  and  verifia- 
ble arms  reduction  agreements. 

Later  this  month,  the  eighth  Trident 
submarine,  U.S.S.  Nevada,  begins  sea 
trials.  In  accordance  with  our  announced 
policy,  I  have  assessed  our  options  with 
respect  to  that  milestone.  I  have  consid- 
ered Soviet  actions  since  my  June  1985 
decision  and  U.S.  and  allied  security  in- 
terests in  light  of  both  those  actions  and 
our  programmatic  options.  The  situation 
is  not  encouraging. 

While  we  have  seen  some  modest  in- 
dications of  improvement  in  one  or  two 
areas,  there  has  been  no  real  progress 
toward  meeting  U.S.  concerns  with 
respect  to  the  general  pattern  of  Soviet 
noncompHance  with  major  arms  control 
commitments,  particularly  in  those  areas 
of  most  obvious  and  direct  Soviet  non- 
comphance  with  the  SALT  and  ABM 
[antibalUstic  missile]  agreements.  The 
deployment  of  the  SS-25,  a  forbidden 
second  new  intercontinental  ballistic 
missile  (ICBM)  type,  continues  apace. 
The  Soviet  Union  continues  to  encrypt 
telemetry  associated  with  its  baUistic 
missile  testing  in  a  manner  which  im- 
pedes verification.  The  Krasnoyarsk 
radar  remains  a  clear  violation.  We  see 
no  abatement  of  the  Soviet  strategic 
force  buildup.  Finally,  since  the  Novem- 
ber summit,  we  have  yet  to  see  the 
Soviets  follow  up  constructively  on  the 
commitment  made  by  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  and  myself  to  achieve  early 
progress  in  the  Geneva  negotiations,  in 
particular  in  areas  where  there  is  com- 
mon ground,  including  the  principle  of 
50%  reductions  in  the  strategic  nuclear 
arms  of  both  countries,  appropriately 
applied,  as  well  as  an  interim  agi-eement 
on  intermediate-range  nuclear  forces 
(INF). 

Based  on  Soviet  conduct  since  my 
June  1985  decision,  I  can  only  conclude 
that  the  Soviet  Union  has  not,  as  yet, 
taken  those  actions  that  would  indicate 
its  readiness  to  join  us  in  an  interim 
framework  of  truly  mutual  restraint.  At 
the  same  time,  I  have  also  considered 
the  programmatic  options  available  to 
the  United  States  in  terms  of  their 
overall  net  impact  on  U.S.  and  allied 
security. 


When  I  issued  guidance  on  U.S.  pol- 
icy on  June  10,  1985,  the  military  plans 
and  programs  for  fiscal  year  1986  were 
about  to  be  implemented.  The  amount  of 
flexibility  that  any  nation  has  in  the 
near  term  for  altering  its  planning  is 
modest  at  best.  Our  military  planning 
will  take  more  time  to  move  out  from 
under  the  shadow  of  previous  assump- 
tions, especially  in  the  budgetary  condi- 
tions which  we  now  face.  These 
budgetary  conditions  make  it  essential 
that  we  make  the  very  best  possible  use 
of  our  resources. 

The  United  States  had  long  planned 
to  retire  and  dismantle  two  of  the  oldest 
Poseidon  submarines  when  their  reactor 
cores  were  exhausted.  Had  I  been  per- 
suaded that  refueling  and  retaining 
these  two  Poseidon  submarines  would 
have  contributed  significantly  and  cost- 
effectively  to  the  national  security,  I 
would  have  directed  that  these  two 
Poseidon  submarines  not  be  dismantled 
but  be  overhauled  and  retained. 
However,  in  view  of  present  circum- 
stances, including  current  mihtary  and 
economic  realities,  I  have  directed  their 
retirement  and  dismantlement  as 
planned. 

As  part'  of  the  same  decision  last 
June,  I  also  announced  that  we  would 
take  appropriate  and  proportionate 
responses  when  needed  to  protect  our 
owTi  security  in  the  face  of  continuing 
Soviet  noncompHance.  It  is  my  view 
that  certain  steps  are  now  required  by 
continued  Soviet  disregard  of  their 
obligations. 

Needless  to  say,  the  most  essential 
near-term  response  to  Soviet  noncompli- 
ance remains  the  implementation  of  our 
full  strategic  modernization  program,  to 
underwTite  deterrence  today,  and  the 
continued  pursuit  of  the  Strategic 
Defense  Initiative  (SDI)  research  pro- 
gram, to  see  if  it  is  possible  to  provide  a 
safer  and  more  stable  basis  for  our  fu- 
ture security  and  that  of  our  allies.  The 
strategic  modernization  program,  includ- 
ing the  deplojTnent  of  the  second  50 
Peacekeeper  missiles,  is  the  foundation 
for  all  future  U.S.  offensive  force  op- 
tions. It  provides  a  sohd  basis  which  can 
and  will  be  adjusted  over  time  to 
respond  most  efficiently  to  continued 
Soviet  noncompUance.  The  SDI  program 
represents  our  best  hope  for  a  future  in 
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which  our  security  can  rest  on  the  in- 
creasing contribution  of  defensive  sys- 
tems that  threaten  no  one. 

It  is  absolutely  essential  that  we 
maintain  full  support  for  these  pro- 
grams. To  fail  to  do  so  would  be  the 
worst  response  to  Soviet  noncompliance. 
It  would  immediately  and  seriously 
undercut  our  negotiators  in  Geneva  by 
removing  the  leverage  that  they  must 
have  to  negotiate  equitable  reductions  in 
both  U.S.  and  Soviet  forces.  It  would 
send  precisely  the  wrong  signal  to  the 
leadership  of  the  Soviet  Union  about  the 
seriousness  of  our  resolve  concerning 
their  noncompliance.  And  it  would  sig- 
nificantly increase  the  risk  to  our  secu- 
rity for  years  to  come.  Therefore,  our 
highest  priority  must  remain  the  full  im- 
plementation of  these  programs. 

Secondly,  the  development  by  the 
Soviet  Union  of  its  massive  ICBM 
forces  continues  to  challenge  seriously 
the  essential  balance  which  has  deterred 
both  conflict  and  coercion.  Last  June,  I 
cited  the  Soviet  Union's  SS-25  missile,  a 
second  new  type  of  ICBM  prohibited 
under  SALT  II,  as  a  clear  and  irreversi- 
ble violation.  With  the  number  of 
deployed  SS-25  mobile  ICBMs  growing, 
I  now  call  upon  the  Congress  to  restore 
bipartisan  support  for  a  balanced,  cost- 
effective,  long-term  program  to  restore 
both  the  survivability  and  effectiveness 
of  the  U.S.  ICBM  program.  This  pro- 
gram should  include  the  full  deployment 
of  the  100  Peacekeeper  ICBMs.  But  it 
must  also  look  beyond  the  Peacekeeper 
and  toward  additional  U.S.  ICBM  re- 
quirements in  the  future,  including  the 
small  ICBM  to  complement  Peace- 
keeper. Therefore,  I  have  directed  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  provide  to  me 
by  November  1986  an  assessment  of  the 
best  options  for  carrying  out  such  a 
comprehensive  ICBM  program.  This  as- 
sessment will  address  the  basing  of  the 
second  50  Peacekeeper  missiles  and 
specific  alternative  configurations  for 
the  small  ICBM  in  terms  of  size,  num- 
ber of  warheads,  and  production  rates. 

Finally,  I  have  also  directed  that  the 
advanced  cruise  missile  program  be  ac- 
celerated. This  would  not  direct  any  in- 
crease in  the  total  program  procurement 
at  this  time  but  rather  would  establish  a 
more  efficient  program  that  both  saves 
money  and  accelerates  the  availability  of 
additional  options  for  the  future. 

This  brings  us  to  the  question  of  the 
SALT  agreements.  SALT  II  was  a  fun- 
damentally flawed  and  unratified  treaty. 
Even  if  ratified,  it  would  have  expired 
on  December  31,  1985.  When  presented 


to  the  U.S.  Senate  in  1979,  it  was  con- 
sidered by  a  broad  range  of  critics,  in- 
cluding the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee,  to  be  unequal  and  unverifia- 
ble  in  important  provisions.  It  was, 
therefore,  judged  by  many  to  be  inimical 
to  genuine  arms  control,  to  the  security 
interests  of  the  United  States  and  its  al- 
lies, and  to  global  stability.  The  pro- 
posed treaty  was  clearly  headed  for 
defeat  before  my  predecessor  asked  the 
Senate  not  to  act  on  it. 

The  most  basic  problem  with 
SALT  II  was  that  it  codified  major 
arms  buildups  rather  than  reductions. 
For  example,  even  though  at  the  time 
the  treaty  was  signed  in  1979,  the 
United  States  had,  and  only  planned  for, 
550  MIRVed  [multiple  independently- 
targetable  reentry  vehicle]  ICBM 
launchers,  and  the  Soviet  Union  pos- 
sessed only  about  600,  SALT  II  per- 
mitted each  side  to  increase  the  number 
of  such  launchers  to  820.  It  also  per- 
mitted a  buildup  to  1,200  MIRVed  bal- 
listic launchers  (both  ICBMs  and 
submarine-launched  ballistic  missiles) 
even  though  the  United  States  had  only 
about  1,050  and  the  Soviet  Union  had 
only  about  750  when  the  treaty  was 
signed.  It  permitted  the  Soviet  Union  to 
retain  all  of  its  heavy  ballistic  missiles. 
Finally,  it  limited  ballistic  missile 
launchers,  not  the  missiles  or  the  war- 
heads carried  by  the  ballistic  missiles. 
Since  the  signing  of  SALT  II,  Soviet 
ballistic  missile  forces  have  grown  to 
within  a  few  launchers  of  each  of  the 
820  and  1,200  MIRVed  limits  and  from 
about  5,000  to  over  9,000  warheads 
today.  What  is  worse,  given  the  failure 
of  SALT  II  to  constrain  ballistic  missile 
warheads,  the  number  of  warheads  on 
Soviet  ballistic  missiles  will  continue  to 
grow  very  significantly,  even  under  the 
treaty's  limits,  in  the  continued  absence 
of  Soviet  restraint. 

In  1982,  on  the  eve  of  the  START 
negotiations,  I  undertook  not  to  under- 
cut existing  arms  control  agreements  to 
the  extent  that  the  Soviet  Union  demon- 
strated comparable  restraint.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  Soviet  Union  did  not 
exercise  comparable  restraint,  and  un- 
corrected Soviet  violations  have  seri- 
ously undermined  the  SALT  structure. 
Last  June,  I  once  again  laid  out  our 
legitimate  concerns  but  decided  to  go 
the  extra  mile,  dismantling  a  Poseidon 
submarine,  not  to  comply  with  or  abide 
by  a  flawed  and  unratified  treaty  but 
rather  to  give  the  Soviet  Union  one 
more  chance  and  adequate  time  to  take 
the  steps  necessary  to  join  us  in  estab- 
lishing an  interim  framework  of  truly 


mutual  restraint.  The  Soviet  Union  has 
not  used  the  past  year  for  this  purpose. 

Given  this  situation,  I  have  deter- 
mined that,  in  the  future,  the  United 
States  must  base  decisions  regarding  its 
strategic  force  structure  on  the  nature 
and  magnitude  of  the  threat  posed  by 
Soviet  strategic  forces  and  not  on  stan- 
dards contained  in  the  SALT  structure 
which  has  been  undermined  by  Soviet 
noncompliance  and  especially  in  a  flawed 
SALT  II  treaty  which  was  never  rati- 
fied, would  have  expired  if  it  had  been 
ratified,  and  has  been  violated  by  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Since  the  United  States  will  retire 
and  dismantle  two  Poseidon  submarines 
this  summer,  we  will  remain  technically 
in  observance  of  the  terms  of  the 
SALT  II  Treaty  until  the  United  States 
equips  its  131st  heavy  bomber  for  cruise 
missile  carriage  near  the  end  of  this 
year.  However,  given  the  decision  that  I 
have  been  forced  to  make,  I  intend  at 
that  time  to  continue  deployment  of 
U.S.  B-52  heavy  bombers  with  cruise 
missiles  beyond  the  131st  aircraft  as  an 
appropriate  response  without  dis- 
mantling additional  U.S.  systems  as 
compensation  under  the  terms  of  the 
SALT  II  Treaty.  Of  course,  since  we 
will  remain  in  technical  compliance  with 
the  terms  of  the  expired  SALT  II 
Treaty  for  some  months,  I  continue  to 
hope  that  the  Soviet  Union  will  use  this 
time  to  take  the  constructive  steps 
necessary  to  alter  the  current  situation. 
Should  they  do  so,  we  will  certainly 
take  this  into  account. 

The  United  States  seeks  to  meet  its 
strategic  needs,  given  the  Soviet  build- 
up, by  means  that  minimize  incentives 
for  continuing  Soviet  offensive  force 
growth.  In  the  longer  term,  this  is  one 
of  the  major  motives  in  our  pursuit  of 
the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative.  As  we 
modernize,  we  will  continue  to  retire 
older  forces  as  our  national  security  re- 
quirements permit.  I  do  not  anticipate 
any  appreciable  numerical  growth  in 
U.S.  strategic  offensive  forces.  Assum- 
ing no  significant  change  in  the  threat 
we  face,  as  we  implement  the  strategic 
modernization  program,  the  United 
States  will  not  deploy  more  strategic 
nuclear  delivery  vehicles  than  does  the 
Soviet  Union.  Furthermore,  the  United 
States  will  not  deploy  more  strategic 
ballistic  missile  warheads  than  does  the 
Soviet  Union. 

In  sum,  we  will  continue  to  exercise 
the  utmost  restraint,  while  protecting 
strategic  deterrence,  in  order  to  help 
foster  the  necessary  atmosphere  for  sig- 
nificant reductions  in  the  strategic  ar- 
senals of  both  sides.  This  is  the  urgent 


August  1986 


37 


ARMS  CONTROL 


task  which  faces  us.  I  call  on  the  Soviet 
Union  to  seize  the  opportunity  to  join  us 
now  in  establishing  an  interim  frame- 
work of  truly  mutual  restraint. 

Finally,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  no 
pohcy  of  interim  restraint  is  a  substitute 
for  an  agreement  on  deep  and  equitable 
reductions  in  offensive  nuclear  arms, 
provided  that  we  can  be  confident  of 
Soviet  compHance  with  it.  Achieving 
such  reductions  has  received,  and  con- 
tinues to  receive,  my  highest  priority.  I 
hope  the  Soviet  Union  will  act  to  give 
substance  to  the  agreement  I  reached 
with  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  in 
Geneva  to  achieve  early  progress,  in 
particular  in  areas  where  there  is  com- 
mon ground,  including  the  principle  of 
50%  reductions  in  the  strategic  nuclear 
arms  of  both  countries,  appropriately 
apphed,  as  well  as  an  interim  INF 
agreement.  If  the  Soviet  Union  carries 
out  this  agreement,  we  can  move  now  to 
achieve  greater  stability  and  a  safer 
world. 
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Summary 

The  United  States  has  completed  a  com- 
prehensive review  of  its  interim  re- 
straint policy  and  of  the  required 
response  to  the  continuing  pattern  of 
Soviet  noncompliance  with  arms  control 
agreements.  Based  on  this  review,  and 
following  consultations  with  the  Con- 
gress and  key  aUies,  we  have  been 
forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Soviet 
Union  has  not,  as  yet,  taken  those  ac- 
tions that  would  indicate  a  readiness  to 
join  us  in  an  interim  framework  of  truly 
mutual  restraint. 

Given  the  lack  of  Soviet  reciprocity, 
the  President  has  decided  that  in  the  fu- 
ture the  United  States  must  base  deci- 
sions regarding  its  strategic  force 
structure  on  the  nature  and  magnitude 
of  the  threat  posed  by  Soviet  strategic 
forces  and  not  on  standards  contained  in 
the  SALT  II  agreement  of  1979  or  the 
SALT  I  interim  offensive  agreement  of 
1972.  SALT  II  was  a  flawed  agreement 
which  was  never  ratified,  which  would 
have  expired  if  it  had  been  ratified,  and 
which  continues  to  be  seriously  violated 
by  the  Soviet  Union.  The  SALT  I  in- 
terim offensive  agreement  of  1972  was 
unequal,  has  expired,  and  is  also  being 
violated  by  the  Soviet  Union. 

After  reviewing  the  programmatic 
options  available  to  the  United  States, 
the  President  has  decided  to  retire  and 


dismantle  two  older  Poseidon  subma- 
rines this  summer.  The  United  States 
will  thus  remain  technically  in  observ- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  SALT  II  agree- 
ment until  we  equip  our  131st  heavy 
bomber  for  cruise  missile  carriage  near 
the  end  of  this  year.  The  President  has 
determined  that,  given  the  decision  that 
he  has  been  forced  to  make  by  lack  of 
Soviet  reciprocity,  the  United  States 
vdll  later  this  year  continue  deployment 
of  B-52  heavy  bombers  with  cruise  mis- 
siles beyond  the  131st  aircraft,  without 
dismantling  additional  U.S.  systems  as 
compensation  under  the  terms  of  the 
SALT  II  agreement. 

The  President  has  also  called  for: 
renewed  bipartisan  support  for  the  Ad- 
ministration's full  strategic  moderniza- 
tion program  including  all  100 
Peacekeeper  ICBMs;  full  funding  of  our 
research  under  the  Strategic  Defense 
Initiative;  an  assessment  of  options  on 
future  ICBM  programs,  including  Peace- 
keeper basing  and  the  small  ICBM;  and 
acceleration  of  the  advanced  cruise  mis- 
sile (ACM)  program. 

The  President  has  determined  that, 
in  carrying  out  this  policy,  the  United 
States  will  continue  to  exercise  utmost 
restraint.  We  will  seek  to  meet  our  stra- 
tegic needs  by  means  that  minimize  in- 
centives for  continuing  Soviet  offensive 
force  growth.  As  we  modernize,  we  will 
continue  to  retire  older  forces  as  our  na- 
tional security  requirements  permit.  We 
do  not  anticipate  any  appreciable  numer- 
ical growth  in  the  number  of  U.S.  stra- 
tegic offensive  forces.  Furthermore,  the 
President  has  emphasized  that,  assum- 
ing no  significant  change  in  the  threat 
we  face,  as  we  implement  the  needed 
strategic  modernization  program,  the 
United  States  will  not  deploy  more  stra- 
tegic nuclear  delivery  vehicles  or  more  , 
strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads  than 
does  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  President  indicated  that  since 
the  United  States  will  remain  in  techni- 
cal observance  with  the  terms  of  the  ex- 
pired SALT  II  agreement  for  some 
months,  the  Soviet  Union  will  have  even 
more  time  to  change  the  conditions  that 
now  exist.  The  President  hopes  that  the 
Soviet  Union  will  use  this  time  construc- 
tively; if  they  do,  the  United  States  will 
certainly  take  this  into  account.  (Con- 
cerning the  SALT  I  agreement,  even 
without  any  U.S.  retirement  of  older 
systems,  the  United  States  could  remain 
in  technical  observance  of  its  terms  for 
several  years  until  the  10th  Trident  sub- 
marine begins  sea  trials  in  mid- 1989.) 

Finally,  the  President  has  reiterated 
that  his  highest  priority  in  the  nuclear 


arms  control  area  is  to  obtain  Soviet 
agreement  to  a  new  and  more  durable 
arms  control  framework— one  built  upon 
deep,  equitable,  and  verifiable  reduc- 
tions in  the  offensive  nuclear  forces  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union. 
He,  therefore,  calls  upon  the  Soviet 
Union  to  carry  out  in  the  ongoing  Gene- 
va negotiations  the  agreement  which  he 
and  General  Secretary  Gorbachev 
reached  at  the  November  summit,  call- 
ing for  50%  reductions,  appropriately 
applied,  in  U.S.  and  Soviet  strategic 
nuclear  forces,  and  an  interim  agree- 
ment on  intermediate  nuclear  forces.  If 
Moscow  instructs  its  negotiators  to  ap- 
ply themselves  seriously  and  flexibly 
toward  these  goals,  as  the  U.S.  negotia- 
tors are  prepared  to  do,  we  can  move 
together  now  to  build  a  safer  and  more 
stable  world. 

Introduction 

Over  the  past  2y2  years,  the  President 
has  sent  three  reports  to  the  Congress 
detailing  the  serious  realities  of  Soviet 
noncompliance  with  arms  control  agree- 
ments, including  major  agreements  on 
strategic  arms.  The  United  States  has 
unsuccessfully  pressed  the  Soviet  Union 
in  the  U.S.-Soviet  Standing  Consultative 
Commission  (SCC)  and  through  other 
diplomatic  channels  to  resolve  our 
concerns. 

In  spite-  of  this  pattern  of  Soviet 
noncomphance,  the  President  decided 
last  June  to  go  the  extra  mile  in  dis- 
mantling a  U.S.  Poseidon  submarine, 
U.S.S.  Sam,  Raybum,  to  give  the  Soviet 
Union  adequate  time  to  take  the  oppor- 
tunity to  join  the  United  States  in  an 
interim  framework  of  truly  mutual 
restraint  on  strategic  offensive  arms.  He 
stated  that  such  a  framework  required 
that  the  Soviets  correct  their  noncompli- 
ance, reverse  their  unwarranted  military 
buildup,  and  make  progress  at  the  Gene- 
va negotiations.  In  addition,  he  indicated 
that  the  United  States,  which  has 
scrupulously  compHed  with  its  arms  con- 
trol obligations  and  commitments,  would 
be  required  to  develop  appropriate  and 
proportionate  responses  to  assure  U.S. 
and  aUied  security  in  the  face  of  uncor- 
rected Soviet  noncompliance.  He  di- 
rected that  all  programmatic  responses 
be  kept  open,  and  he  requested  specific 
programmatic  recommendations  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff. 

In  recent  months,  the  President  has 
reviewed  these  issues  in  great  detail 
with  his  senior  advisers  and  has  con- 
sulted extensively  with  Members  of 
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Congress  and  allied  leaders.  He  an- 
nounced his  decision  in  the  statement  is- 
sued today.  This  fact  sheet  reports  on 
the  President's  decision. 

Background 

1982  Decision.  In  1982,  on  the  eve  of 
the  strategic  arms  reduction  talks,  the 
President  decided  that  the  United 
States  would  not  undercut  the  expired 
SALT  I  agreement  or  the  unratified 
SALT  II  agreement  as  long  as  the 
Soviet  Union  exercised  equal  restraint. 
Despite  his  serious  reservations  about 
the  inequities  of  the  SALT  I  agreement 
and  the  serious  flaws  of  the  SALT  II 
agreement,  he  took  this  action  in  order 
to  foster  an  atmosphere  of  mutual  re- 
straint on  force  deployments  conducive 
to  serious  negotiation  as  we  entered 
START.  He  made  clear  that  our  policy 
required  reciprocity  and  that  it  must  not 
adversely  affect  our  national  security  in- 
terests in  the  face  of  the  continuing 
Soviet  military  buildup.  The  Soviet 
Union  also  made  a  policy  commitment 
not  to  undercut  these  agreements. 

1985  Decision.  In  a  decision  re- 
ported to  the  Congress  on  June  10, 
1985,  the  President  reviewed  the  status 
of  U.S.  interim  restraint  policy  concern- 
ing strategic  agreements  in  light  of  the 
continuing  pattern  of  the  Soviet  Union's 
noncompliance  with  its  arms  control  ob- 
ligations and  commitments.  He  found 
that  the  United  States  had  fully  kept  its 
part  of  the  bargain  and  had  scrupulously 
complied  with  the  terms  of  its  obliga- 
tions and  commitments. 

By  contrast,  he  noted  with  regret 
that  the  Soviet  Union  had  repeatedly 
violated  several  of  its  major  arms  con- 
trol obligations  and  commitments.  His 
three  reports  to  the  Congress  on  Soviet 
noncompliance  in  January  1984,  Febru- 
ary 1985,  and  December  1985  enumerate 
and  document  in  detail  the  serious  facts 
and  U.S.  concerns  about  Soviet  viola- 
tions. The  overall  judgment  reached  by 
the  President  in  his  June  1985  decision 
was  that  while  the  Soviets  had  observed 
some  provisions  of  existing  arms  control 
agreements,  they  had  violated  important 
elements  of  those  agreements  and  asso- 
ciated legal  obligations  and  political  com- 
mitments. 

The  President  noted  that  these  are 
very  crucial  issues,  for  to  be  serious 
about  effective  arms  control  is  to  be 
serious  about  compliance.  The  pattern  of 
Soviet  violations  increasingly  affects  our 
national  security.  But,  perhaps  even 
more  significant  than  the  near-term  mili- 
tary consequences  of  the  violations 
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WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  5,  19861 

The  President  met  today  with  Ambas- 
sador Donald  S.  Lowitz,  United  States 
Representative  to  the  40-nation  Confer- 
ence on  Disarmament  in  Geneva,  which 
resumes  its  1986  session  on  June  9.  He 
expressed  to  Ambassador  Lowitz  the 
importance  that  he  attaches  to  effective 
multilateral  arms  control  measures  as  a 
means  of  strengthening  United  States 
security  as  well  as  enhancing  the  secu- 
rity of  other  nations. 

The  President  stressed,  in  particu- 
lar, that  at  his  November  meeting  in 
Geneva  with  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev of  the  Soviet  Union  the  two 
leaders  had  reaffirmed  their  support  for 
a  global  ban  on  chemical  weapons,  which 
the  United  States  is  seeking  at  the  Con- 
ference on  Disaraiament,  and  that  they 
had  agreed  to  accelerate  efforts  to  con- 
clude an  effective  and  verifiable  agree- 
ment. The  President  attaches  gi'eat 
importance  to  this  commitment  and  has, 
therefore,  instructed  the  United  States 
delegation  to  continue  to  seek  mutually 
acceptable  solutions  to  the  outstanding 
issues  in  the  negotiations  on  a  chemical 
weapons  ban,  both  in  the  Conference  on 
Disarmament  and  in  the  accompanying 
bilateral  talks  with  the  Soviet  Union. 

At  the  President's  request.  Vice 
President  Bush  addressed  the  Confer- 
ence on  Disarmament  in  1983  and  1984. 


On  both  occasions  he  introduced  U.S. 
initiatives  in  the  chemical  weapons 
negotiations.  The  Vice  President 
continues  to  take  great  interest  in  our 
efforts  to  successfully  complete  the 
negotiations  on  a  treaty  at  an 
early  date. 

The  President  asked  Ambassador 
Lowitz,  in  their  meeting  today,  to  con- 
tinue to  keep  him  fully  informed  on  the 
progress  of  these  negotiations  as  well  as 
on  other  important  issues  under  consid- 
eration in  the  Conference  on  Disa^Tna- 
ment.  He  also  requested  that  Ambassa- 
dor Lowitz  convey  to  the  representa- 
tives of  the  other  member  states  of  the 
conference  his  sincere  hope  that  a  spirit 
of  dedication  and  vigorous  work  would 
result  in  a  successful  agreement  on  a 
comprehensive  chemical  weapons  ban 
and  his  conviction  that  the  conference  is 
fully  capable  of  achieving  such  an  agree- 
ment, which  the  peace-loving  nations  of 
the  world  greatly  desire.  He  stated  that, 
for  its  part,  the  United  States  again 
stands  ready  to  intensify  even  further 
these  negotiations  when  the  conference 
reconvenes  and  called  upon  the  other 
members  of  this  unique  body— the  sole 
arms  control  negotiating  forum  in  which 
all  regions  of  the  world  participate— to 
do  likewise. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  June  9,  1986. 


themselves,  they  raise  fundamental  con- 
cerns about  the  integrity  of  the  arms 
control  process,  concerns  that,  if  uncor- 
rected, undercut  the  integrity  and  via- 
bility of  arms  control  as  an  instrument 
to  assist  in  ensuring  a  secure  and  stable 
future  world. 

The  President  also  noted  that  the 
United  States  had  repeatedly  raised  our 
serious  concerns  with  the  Soviet  Union 
in  diplomatic  channels,  including  the 
U.S. -Soviet  Standing  Consultative  Com- 
mission. His  assessment  was  that, 
despite  long  and  repeated  U.S.  efforts 
to  resolve  these  issues,  the  Soviet  Union 
had  neither  provided  satisfactory  expla- 
nations nor  undertaken  corrective  ac- 
tion. Instead,  Soviet  violations  had 
expanded  as  the  Soviets  continued  to 
modernize  their  strategic  forces.  U.S.  in- 
terim restraint  policy  has  always  been 
conditioned  on  Soviet  reciprocity.  In  his 


June  assessment,  the  President  was  con- 
sequently forced  to  conclude  that  the 
Soviet  Union  was  not  exercising  the 
equal  restraint  upon  which  U.S.  interim 
restraint  policy  had  been  conditioned, 
that  we  could  not  accept  a  double  stan- 
dard of  unilateral  U.S.  compliance  cou- 
pled with  Soviet  noncompliance,  and 
that  such  Soviet  behavior  was  fun- 
damentally inimical  to  the  future  of 
arms  control  and  to  the  security  of  our 
country  and  that  of  our  allies. 

At  the  same  time,  given  the  goal  of 
reducing  the  size  of  Soviet  and  U.S. 
nuclear  arsenals,  the  President  made 
the  judgment  that  it  remained  in  the 
interest  of  the  United  States  to  go  the 
extra  mile  in  seeking  to  persuade  the 
Soviet  Union  to  join  us  in  establishing 
an  interim  framework  of  truly  mutual 
restraint  on  strategic  offensive  arms,  as 
we  pursued  with  renewed  vigor. 
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through  the  negotiations  in  Geneva,  our 
goal  of  deep,  equitable,  and  verifiable 
reductions  in  existing  U.S.  and  Soviet 
nuclear  arsenals. 

The  President  made  clear,  however, 
that  the  United  States  could  not  estab- 
lish such  a  framework  alone.  Movement 
toward  an  acceptable  framework  re- 
quired the  Soviet  Union  to  take  the 
positive,  concrete  steps  to  correct  its 
noncompliance,  resolve  our  other  compli- 
ance concerns,  and  reverse  or  substan- 
tially reduce  its  unparalleled  and 
unwarranted  military  buildup.  Although 
the  Soviet  Union  had  not  demonstrated 
a  willingness  to  move  in  this  direction, 
the  President  announced  that  in  the  in- 
terest of  ensuring  that  every  opportuni- 
ty to  establish  the  secure,  stable  future 
we  seek  is  fully  explored,  he  was  pre- 
pared to  go  the  extra  mile. 

The  President  thus  decided  last  June 
that  to  provide  the  Soviets  a  further  op- 
portunity to  join  us  in  establishing  an 
interim  framework  of  truly  mutual  re- 
straint which  could  support  ongoing 
negotiations,  the  United  States  would 
continue  to  refrain  from  undercutting 
existing  strategic  arms  agreements  to 
the  extent  that  the  Soviet  Union  exer- 
cised comparable  restraint  and  provided 
that  the  Soviet  Union  actively  pursued 
arms  reductions  agreements  in  the 
nuclear  and  space  talks  in  Geneva.  Fur- 
ther, he  stated  that  the  United  States 
would  constantly  review  the  implications 
of  this  interim  policy  on  the  long-term 
security  interests  of  the  United  States 
and  its  allies.  He  indicated  that,  in  doing 
so,  the  United  States  would  consider 
Soviet  actions  to  resolve  our  concerns 
with  the  pattern  of  Soviet  noncompli- 
ance, continued  growth  in  the  strategic 
force  stinicture  of  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
Soviet  seriousness  in  the  ongoing  negoti- 
ations. 

As  an  integral  part  of  the  implemen- 
tation of  this  policy,  the  President  an- 
nounced that  the  United  States  v/ould 
take  those  steps  made  necessary  by 
Soviet  noncompliance  to  assure  U.S.  na- 
tional security  and  that  of  our  allies.  He 
noted  that  appropriate  and  proportion- 
ate responses  to  Soviet  noncompliance 
are  called  for  to  make  it  perfectly  clear 
to  Moscow  that  violations  of  arms  con- 
trol arrangements  entail  real  costs.  He 
stated  clearly  that  the  United  States 
would,  therefore,  develop  appropriate 
and  proportionate  responses  and  would 
take  those  actions  necessary  in  response 
to,  and  as  a  hedge  against,  the  military 
consequences  of  uncorrected  Soviet 
violations  of  existing  arms  control 
agreements. 


The  President  decided  last  June  that 
to  provide  still  more  time  for  the  Soviet 
Union  to  demonstrate  by  its  action  a 
commitment  to  join  us  in  an  interim 
framework  of  truly  mutual  restraint,  the 
United  States  would  deactivate  and  dis- 
mantle, according  to  agreed  procedures, 
an  existing  older  Poseidon  submarine  as 
the  seventh  U.S.  Ohio-class  Trident  sub- 
marine put  to  sea  in  August  1985. 
However,  the  President  also  directed 
that  the  United  States  keep  open  all  fu- 
ture programmatic  options  for  handling 
such  strategic  deployment  milestones  as 
they  occurred  in  the  future.  He  made  it 
clear  that,  as  these  later  milestones 
were  reached,  he  would  assess  the  over- 
all situation  and  make  a  final  determina- 
tion of  the  U.S.  course  of  action  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  in  light  of  Soviet  ac- 
tions in  meeting  the  criteria  which  he 
cited. 

U.S.  Compliance 

In  accordance  vdth  U.S.  interim  re- 
straint policy  and  our  efforts  to  build  an 
interim  framework  of  truly  mutual  re- 
straint, the  United  States  has  not  taken 
any  actions  which  would  undercut  exist- 
ing agreements.  We  have  continued 
scrupulously  to  live  within  all  arms  con- 
trol agreements,  including  the  SALT  I 
and  II  agreements.  For  example,  we 
have  fully  dismantled  one  Poseidon  and 
eight  Polaris  missile-carrying  subma- 
rines and  27  Titan  II  ICBM  launchers 
as  new  Trident  missile-carrying  subma- 
rines have  been  deployed.  Unfortunate- 
ly, while  the  United  States  has  been 
attempting  to  hold  to  the  structure  of 
SALT  through  our  policy  of  interim  re- 
straint, the  Soviet  Union,  through  its 
continued  noncompliance,  has  under- 
mined the  very  foundation  of  that 
structure. 

Soviet  Noncompliance 

In  the  most  recent  of  his  three  reports 
to  the  Congress  on  Soviet  noncompli- 
ance with  arms  control  agreements, 
issued  on  December  23,  1985,  the  Presi- 
dent confirmed  that  the  Administra- 
tion's continuing  studies  supported  the 
conclusion  that  the  pattern  of  Soviet 
noncompliance  continues  largely  uncor- 
rected. As  documented  in  the  Presi- 
dent's reports,  particularly  the  detailed 
classified  versions,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
violated  its  legal  obligations  under,  or 
political  commitments  to,  the  SALT  II 
agreement  of  1979,  the  SALT  I  interim 
offensive  agreement  of  1972,  the  Anti- 
Ballistic  Missile  Treaty  of  1972,  the 
Limited  Test  Ban  Treaty  of  1963,  the 


Biological  Weapons  Convention  of  1972, 
the  Geneva  Protocol  on  chemical 
weapons  of  1925,  and  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act  of  1975.  In  addition,  the  U.S.S.R. 
has  likely  violated  the  Threshold  Test 
Ban  Treaty  of  1974. 

In  his  December  1985  report  to  the 
Congress,  the  President  noted  that 
through  its  noncompliance  vvith  arms 
control  agreements,  the  Soviet  Union 
has  made  military  gains  in  the  areas  of 
strategic  offensive  arms  as  well  as 
chemical,  biological,  and  toxin  weapons. 
The  President  added  that  in  the  area  of 
strategic  defense,  the  possible  extent  of 
the  Soviet  Union's  military  gains  by  vir- 
tue of  its  noncompliance  with  the  ABM 
Treaty  is  also  of  increasing  importance 
and  serious  concern  to  the  United 
States. 

The  President  noted  in  his  Decem- 
ber report  that  in  a  fundamental  sense 
all  deliberate  Soviet  violations  are  equal- 
ly important.  He  made  clear  that  as  vio- 
lations of  legal  obligations  or  political 
commitments,  they  cause  grave  concern 
regarding  Soviet  commitment  to  arms 
control  and  darken  the  atmosphere  in 
which  current  negotiations  are  being 
conducted  in  Geneva  and  elsewhere. 

In  another  sense,  the  President 
noted,  Soviet  violations  are  not  of  equal 
importance.  Some  Soviet  violations  are 
of  significant  military  importance— like 
the  illegal  second  type  of  new  ICBM, 
telemetry  encryption,  and  the  Kras- 
noyarsk radar.  While  other  violations 
are  of  little  apparent  military  sig- 
nificance in  their  own  right,  such  viola- 
tions can  acquire  importance  if,  left 
unaddressed,  they  are  permitted  to  be- 
come precedents  for  future,  more 
threatening  violations.  Moreover,  some 
Soviet  actions  that  individually  have  lit- 
tle military  significance  could  conceiva- 
bly become  significant  when  taken  in 
their  aggregate.  Finally,  even  if  a  spe- 
cific violation  does  not  contain  an  inher- 
ent military  threat,  it  still  undermines 
the  viability  and  integrity  of  the  arms 
control  process. 

Specific  Soviet  Violations 

Concerning  SALT  II,  the  President's 
December  report,  in  addition  to  citing 
the  Soviets'  SS-25  ICBM  development 
and  extensive  encryption  of  telemetry 
on  ICBM  missile  flight  tests  as  viola- 
tions, also  enumerated  additional  clear 
Soviet  violations  of  SALT  II,  including 
exceeding  the  numerical  limit  of  stra- 
tegic nuclear  delivery  vehicles  and  con- 
cealment of  the  association  between  the 
SS-25  missile  and  its  launcher.  In  addi- 
tion, the  President's  report  cited  three 
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areas  of  ambiguous  Soviet  behavior  as 
involving  possible  violations  or  incon- 
sistencies with  regard  to  SALT  II— 
SS-16  ICBM  activity,  the  Backfire 
bomber's  intercontinental  operating 
capability,  and  the  Backfire  bomber's 
production  rate. 

Concerning  the  SALT  I  interim 
offensive  agreement  of  1972,  the  Presi- 
dent's December  1985  report  cited  a  vio- 
lation in  Soviet  use  of  former  SS-7 
ICBM  facilities  in  support  of  the  deploy- 
ment and  operation  of  the  SS-25  mobile 
ICBMs. 

Concerning  the  ABM  Treaty  of 
1972,  the  President's  December  1985 
report  indicated  that  in  addition  to  ille- 
gal construction  of  the  ballistic  missile 
detection  and  tracking  radar  at 
Krasnoyarsk,  the  combination  of  other 
Soviet  ABM-related  activities  involving 
mobility  of  ABM  system  components, 
concurrent  testing,  rapid  reload,  etc., 
also  suggested  that  the  Soviets  might  be 
preparing  an  ABM  defense  of  their  na- 
tional territory,  which  is  prohibited  by 
the  ABM  Treaty.  Such  an  action,  if  left 
without  a  U.S.  response,  would  have 
serious  adverse  consequences  for  the 
East- West  balance  that  has  kept  the 
peace. 

Three  key  Soviet  violations  of  stra- 
tegic arms  agreements  enumerated  be- 
low are  particularly  disturbing— the 
SS-25  ICBM,  encryption  of  telemetry, 
and  the  Krasnoyarsk  radar. 

•  SALT  II:  SS-25  ICBM.  The  Presi- 
dent stated  in  his  December  1985  report 
that  the  SS-25  mobile  ICBM  is  a  clear 
and  irreversible  violation  of  the  Soviet 
Union's  SALT  II  commitment  and  has 
important  political  and  military  implica- 
tions. Testing  and  deployment  of  this 
missile  violates  a  central  provision  of 
the  SALT  II  agreement,  which  was  in- 
tended to  limit  the  number  of  new 
ICBMs.  The  agreement  permits  only 
one  new  type  of  ICBM  for  each  party. 
The  Soviets  have  informed  us  that  their 
one  new  ICBM  type  will  be  the 
SS-X-24,  which  is  now  undergoing  test- 
ing, and  have  falsely  asserted  that  the 
SS-25  is  a  permitted  modernization  of 
their  old  silo-based  SS-13  ICBM.  The 
President  also  concluded  that  the  techni- 
cal argument  by  which  the  Soviets 
sought  to  justify  the  SS-25,  calling  it 
"permitted  modernization,"  is  also 
troublesome  as  a  potential  precedent,  as 
the  Soviets  might  seek  to  apply  it  to  ad- 
ditional prohibited  new  types  of  ICBMs 
in  the  future. 

•  SALT  II:  Telemetry  Encryption. 
The  President  stated  in  his  December 


report  that  Soviet  use  of  encryption  im- 
pedes U.S.  verification  of  Soviet  compli- 
ance and  thus  contravenes  the  provision 
of  the  SALT  II  Treaty  which  prohibits 
use  of  deliberate  concealment  measures, 
including  encryption,  which  impede 
verification  of  compliance  by  national 
technical  means.  This  deliberate  Soviet 
concealment  activity,  he  explained,  im- 
pedes our  ability  to  know  whether  a 
type  of  missile  is  in  compliance  v^ath 
SALT  II  requirements.  It  could  also 
make  it  more  difficult  for  the  United 
States  to  assess  accurately  the  critical 
parameters  of  any  future  missile. 

Since  the  SALT  I  agreement  of 
1972,  the  President  reported,  Soviet  en- 
cryption practices  have  become  more  ex- 
tensive and  disturbing.  The  President 
noted  that  these  Soviet  practices,  Soviet 
responses  on  this  issue,  and  Soviet 
failure  to  take  corrective  actions  which 
the  United  States  has  repeatedly  re- 
quested, demonstrate  a  Soviet  attitude 
contrary  to  the  fundamentals  of  sound 
arms  control  agreements,  undermine  the 
poUtical  confidence  necessary  for  con- 
cluding new  agreements,  and  underscore 
the  necessity  that  any  new  agreement 
be  effectively  verifiable. 

•  ABM  Treaty:  Krasnoyarsk  Radar. 
The  President  stated  in  his  December 
1985  report  that  the  radar  under  con- 
struction near  Krasnoyarsk  in  Siberia  is 
disturbing  for  both  political  and  military 
reasons.  First,  it  violates  the  1972  ABM 
Treaty,  which  prohibits  the  siting  of  an 
ABM  radar,  or  the  siting  and  orienting 
of  a  ballistic  missile  detection  and  track- 
ing radar,  in  the  way  the  Krasnoyarsk 
radar  is  sited  and  oriented.  Politically, 
he  said,  the  radar  demonstrates  that  the 
Soviets  are  capable  of  violating  arms 
control  obligations  and  commitments 
even  when  they  are  negotiating  with  the 
United  States  or  when  they  know  we 
will  detect  a  violation. 

Militarily,  he  noted,  the  Krasnoyarsk 
radar  violation  goes  to  the  heart  of  the 
ABM  Treaty.  Large  phased-array  radars 
(LPARs),  Uke  that  under  construction 
near  Krasnoyarsk,  were  recognized  dur- 
ing the  ABM  Treaty  negotiations  as  the 
critical,  long  lead-time  element  of  a  na- 
tionwide ABM  defense. 

When  considered  as  a  part  of  a 
Soviet  network  of  new  LPARs,  the 
President  concluded,  the  Krasnoyarsk 
radar  has  the  inherent  potential  to  con- 
tribute to  ABM  radar  coverage  of  a  sig- 
nificant portion  of  the  central  U.S.S.R. 
Moreover,  the  Krasnoyarsk  radar  closes 
the  remaining  gap  in  Soviet  ballistic 
missile  detection  and  tracking  coverage. 
Together  with  other  Soviet  ABM-related 


activities,  it  suggests,  as  noted  above, 
that  the  Soviets  might  be  preparing  an 
ABM  defense  of  its  national  territory, 
which  is  prohibited  by  the  treaty  and 
would  have  serious  adverse  conse- 
quences for  the  East- West  balance  that 
has  kept  the  peace. 

The  Current  U.S. 
Deployment  Milestone 

On  May  28,  the  eighth  U.S.  Trident  sub- 
marine, U.S.S.  Nevada,  begins  its  sea 
trials.  As  called  for  by  the  U.S.  interim 
restraint  policy  announced  last  June,  the 
President  has  carefully  assessed  our  op- 
tions with  respect  to  that  milestone.  He 
has  considered  Soviet  behavior  since  his 
June  1985  decision  to  go  the  extra  mile, 
and  he  has  considered  U.S.  and  allied 
security  interests  in  light  of  that  Soviet 
behavior  and  our  own  programmatic 
options. 

Since  the  President  made  his  deci- 
sion in  June  1985  to  dismantle  a 
Poseidon,  U.S.S.  Sam  Raybum,  in 
order  to  give  the  Soviets  adequate  time 
to  join  us  in  establishing  a  truly  mutual 
framework  of  interim  restraint,  the  situ- 
ation has  not  been  encouraging  with 
respect  to  the  three  criteria  that  the 
President  established  for  gauging  con- 
structive Soviet  action— i.e.,  1)  correc- 
tion of  Soviet  noncompliance,  2)  reversal 
of  the  Soviet  military  buildup,  and 
3)  promoting  progress  in  the  Geneva 
negotiations. 

While  we  have  seen  some  modest  in- 
dications of  improvement  in  one  or  two 
areas  of  U.S.  concern— for  example,  with 
respect  to  the  production  rate  of  Back- 
fire bombers— there  has  been  no  real 
progress  by  the  Soviets  in  meeting  the 
most  serious  U.S.  concerns.  The  deploy- 
ment of  the  SS-25,  a  second  new  ICBM 
type  forbidden  by  SALT  II,  continues. 
The  Soviet  LTnion  continues  to  encrypt 
telemetry  associated  with  its  ballistic 
missile  testing  and  impedes  SALT  II 
verification.  The  Krasnoyarsk  radar  re- 
mains a  clear  violation.  We  see  no 
abatement  of  the  Soviet  strategic  force 
buildup.  Finally,  after  a  hopeful  meeting 
in  Geneva  last  November  between  the 
President  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev,  we  have  yet  to  see  the 
Soviet  Union  follow  up  in  negotiations 
on  the  commitment  made  in  the  joint 
statement  issued  by  the  two  leaders  to 
seek  common  ground,  especially  through 
the  principle  of  50%  strategic  arms 
reductions,  appropriately  applied,  and 
through  an  agreement  on  intermediate 
nuclear  forces.  In  light  of  these  circum- 
stances, it  is  the  President's  judgment 
that  the  Soviet  Union  has  not,  as  yet. 
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taken  those  actions  that  would  indicate 
by  deed  its  readiness  to  join  us  in  a 
framework  of  truly  mutual  interim 
restraint. 

As  the  President  has  considered  op- 
tions associated  with  the  current  deploy- 
ment milestone  with  the  sea  trials  of  the 
eighth  Trident,  he  has  also  carefully 
reviewed  the  military  programmatic  op- 
tions available  to  the  United  States  in 
terms  of  their  overall  net  impact  on 
U.S.  and  allied  security.  It  should  be 
noted  in  this  context  that  when  the 
President  issued  guidance  on  U.S.  policy 
in  June  of  last  year,  the  military  plans 
and  programs  for  fiscal  year  1986  were 
about  to  be  implemented.  The  amount  of 
flexibility  that  any  nation  has  in  the 
near  term  for  altering  its  planning  is 
modest  at  best,  and  our  military  plan- 
ning will  take  more  time  to  move  out 
from  under  the  shadow  of  previous  as- 
sumptions. This  shadow  lengthens  and 
darkens  with  each  reduction  made  in  the 
funds  available  for  our  defense.  Operat- 
ing under  such  a  shadow,  especially  in 
the  budgetary  conditions  which  we  now 
face,  makes  it  essential  that  we  make 
the  very  best  possible  use  of  our 
resources. 

It  had  long  been  planned  to  retire 
and  dismantle  two  of  the  oldest 
Poseidon  submarines.  The  President 
indicated  in  the  decision  announced  to- 
day that  had  he  been  persuaded  that 
refueling  and  retaining  these  particular 
two  Poseidon  submarines  would  have 
contributed  significantly  and  cost- 
effectively  to  the  national  security,  he 
would  have  directed  their  overhaul  and 
retention.  However,  in  view  of  present 
circumstances,  including  current  military 
and  economic  realities,  it  is  the  Presi- 
dent's judgment  that,  at  this  particular 
juncture,  the  proper  course  with  respect 
to  these  two  older  Poseidon  submarines 
is  to  retire  and  dismantle  them,  accord- 
ing to  agreed  procedures. 

Proportionate  U.S.  Responses 

In  announcing  his  decision  last  June,  the 
President  made  clear  at  the  same  time 
that  the  United  States  would  take  ap- 
propriate and  proportionate  actions 
when  needed  to  assure  U.S.  and  allied 
security  in  the  face  of  Soviet  noncompli- 
ance. It  is  the  President's  view  that, 
while  two  Poseidon  submarines  should 
be  dismantled  for  military  and  economic 
reasons,  certain  new  programmatic  U.S. 
steps  focused  on  the  Administration's 
strategic  modernization  program  are 
now  necessitated  by  the  continued  lack 


of  Soviet  action  up  to  this  point  in  meet- 
ing the  criteria  estabhshed  by  the  Presi- 
dent's interim  restraint  policy  decision 
last  June. 

Strategic  Modernization  Program. 

The  Administration's  highest  priority  in 
the  strategic  programs  area  remains  the 
full  implementation  of  the  U.S.  strategic 
modernization  program  to  underwrite 
deterrence  today  and  the  full  pursuit  of 
the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative  research 
program  to  seek  to  provide  better  alter- 
natives in  the  future.  The  President's 
decision  to  retire  the  two  older  Poseidon 
submarines  at  this  point  is  fully  in  ac- 
cordance with  that  program.  Under  any 
set  of  assumptions,  our  modernization 
program  is,  and  will  always  be,  designed 
to  guarantee  that  our  nation  always  has 
modem  forces  in  sufficient  quantities  to 
underwrite  our  security  and  that  of  our 
aUies— nothing  more  and  nothing  less. 
This  goal  ensures  that  the  appropriate, 
best,  and  proper  use  is  made  of  our  na- 
tional resources. 

The  U.S.  strategic  modernization 
program,  including  the  deployment  of 
the  second  50  Peacekeeper  missiles  to 
the  full  program  of  100  missiles,  which 
was  called  for  in  1983  by  the  Scowcroft 
commission,  is  fully  supported  by  our 
military  leadership.  The  Administra- 
tion's full  strategic  modernization  pro- 
gram has  been  very  carefully  crafted  by 
our  best  defense  planners.  It  is  the 
foundation  for  all  future  U.S.  strategic 
program  options  and  provides  a  solid  ba- 
sis which  can  and  will  be  adjusted  over 
time  to  respond  most  efficiently  to  con- 
tinued Soviet  noncompliance.  The  Presi- 
dent believes  it  is  absolutely  critical  that 
this  program  not  be  permitted  to  erode. 
That  would  be  the  worst  way  to 
respond  to  the  continuing  pattern  of 
Soviet  noncompliance,  would  increase 
the  risk  to  our  security  and  that  of  our 
allies,  and  would  undercut  our  ability  to 
negotiate  the  reductions  in  existing  ar- 
senals that  we  seek.  It,  therefore,  would 
send  precisely  the  wrong  signal  to  the 
Soviet  leadership. 

•  Bipartisan  Support  for  the  U.S. 
ICBM  Program.  Soviet  actions  to  con- 
tinue the  accelerated  development  of 
their  ICBM  force  are  of  great  concern. 
Last  June,  the  President  cited  the 
Soviet  Union's  flight-testing  of  the 
SS-25  missile,  a  second  new  type  of 
ICBM  prohibited  under  the  SALT  II 
agreement,  as  a  clear  and  irreversible 
violation  and  noted  that  deployment 
would  constitute  a  further  violation.  He 
noted  that  since  the  noncompliance  as- 
sociated with  the  development  of  this 


missile  cannot,  at  this  point,  be  cor- 
rected by  the  Soviet  Union,  the  United 
States  reserved  the  right  to  respond 
proportionately  and  appropriately.  At 
that  time,  he  also  noted  that  the  U.S. 
small  ICBM  program  was  particularly 
relevant  in  this  regard.  Given  the 
events  that  have  occurred  since  last 
June,  including  the  Soviet  Union's 
deployment  of  over  70  SS-25  mobile 
ICBMs,  the  President  calls  upon  the 
Congress  to  join  with  him  in  restoring 
bipartisan  support  for  a  balanced,  cost- 
effective,  long-term  program  to  restore 
both  the  survivability  and  effectiveness 
of  our  own  ICBM  program. 

•  Peacekeeper  (MX).  The  program 
we  require  should  include  the  full 
100-missile  deployment  of  the  Peace- 
keeper ICBM.  It  is  sometimes  forgotten 
by  critics  of  the  Administration's  100- 
missile  Peacekeeper  program  that  this 
represents  a  number  only  one-half  that 
requested  by  the  previous  Administra- 
tion. The  Peacekeeper  missile  has  just 
completed  another  flawless  flight  test.  It 
makes  both  good  military  and  economic 
sense  fully  to  exploit  the  great  technical 
success  that  we  have  had  with  this 
missile. 

•  Small  ICBM.  The  President  be- 
Heves  that  our  ICBM  program  must  also 
look  beyond  the  Peacekeeper  and 
toward  additional  U.S.  ICBM  require- 
ments in  the  future.  Our  small  ICBM 
program  makes  a  significant  contribu- 
tion not  only  in  this  regard  but  also  as 
an  appropriate  and  proportionate  U.S. 
response  to  the  irreversible  Soviet  viola- 
tion associated  with  their  SS-25  mobile 
ICBM. 

•  A  Comprehensive  Program.  To  en- 
sure that  he  has  a  more  robust  range  of 
options  as  he  approaches  future  mile- 
stones, the  President  has,  in  the  deci- 
sion announced  today,  directed  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  provide  to 
him  by  November  1986  an  assessment  of 
the  best  options  for  carrying  out  a  com- 
prehensive ICBM  program. 

•  Advanced  Cruise  Missile.  Finally, 
the  President  has  also  directed  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  take  the  steps 
necessary,  working  with  the  Congress, 
to  accelerate  the  production  of  the  ad- 
vanced cruise  missile  (ACM)  program. 
The  President  is  not,  at  this  time, 
directing  any  increase  in  the  total  ACM 
program  procurement  but  rather  is  es- 
tablishing a  more  efficient  program  that 
both  saves  money  and  accelerates  the 
availability  of  additional  options  for  the 
future. 
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The  U.S.  and  SALT 

Having  completed  a  comprehensive 
review  of  U.S.  interim  restraint  policy 
and  of  the  required  response  to  the  con- 
tinuing pattern  of  Soviet  noncompliance 
with  arms  control  agreements,  and  fol- 
lowing consultations  with  the  Congress 
and  key  allies,  the  President  has  been 
forced  to  conclude  that  the  Soviet  Union 
has  not,  as  yet,  taken  those  actions  that 
would  indicate  a  readiness  to  join  us  in 
an  interim  framework  of  truly  mutual 
restraint. 

Given  the  lack  of  Soviet  reciprocity, 
the  President  has  decided  that  in  the  fu- 
ture the  United  States  must  base  deci- 
sions regarding  its  strategic  force 
structure  on  the  nature  and  magnitude 
of  the  threat  posed  by  Soviet  strategic 
forces  and  not  on  standards  contained  in 
the  SALT  II  agreement  of  1979  or  the 
SALT  I  interim  offensive  agreement  of 
1972.  SALT  II  was  a  flawed  agreement 
which  was  never  ratified,  which  would 
have  expired  if  it  had  been  ratified,  and 
which  continues  to  be  seriously  violated 
by  the  Soviet  Union.  The  SALT  I  in- 
terim offensive  agreement  of  1972  was 
unequal,  has  expired,  and  is  also  being 
violated  by  the  Soviet  Union. 

After  reviewing  the  programmatic 
options  available  to  the  United  States, 
the  President  has  decided  to  retire  and 
dismantle  two  older  Poseidon  subma- 
rines this  summer.  The  United  States 
will  thus  remain  technically  in  observ- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  SALT  II  agree- 
ment until  we  equip  our  131st  heavy 
bomber  for  cruise  missile  carriage  near 
the  end  of  this  year.  The  President  has 
determined  that,  given  the  decision  that 
he  has  been  forced  to  make  by  lack  of 
Soviet  reciprocity,  the  United  States 
will  later  this  year  continue  deployment 
of  B-52  heavy  bombers  with  cruise  mis- 
siles beyond  the  131st  aircraft,  without 
dismantling  additional  U.S.  systems  as 
compensation  under  the  terms  of  the 
SALT  II  agreement. 

Continued  U.S.  Restraint 

The  President  emphasized  that  the 
United  States  will  continue  to  seek  to 
meet  its  strategic  needs,  in  response  to 
the  Soviet  buildup,  by  means  that 
minimize  incentives  for  continuing 
Soviet  offensive  force  growth.  In  the 
longer  term,  this  is  one  of  the  major 
motives  in  our  pursuit  of  the  Strategic 
Defense  Initiative.  The  President 
pointed  out  that,  as  the  United  States 
modernizes,  it  will  continue  to  retire 
older  forces  as  our  national  security  re- 
quirements permit.  Therefore,  he  does 


not  anticipate  any  appreciable  numerical 
growth  in  U.S.  strategic  offensive 
forces.  The  President  also  emphasized 
that,  assuming  no  significant  change  in 
the  threat  that  we  face,  as  we  imple- 
ment the  needed  strategic  modernization 
program,  the  United  States  will  not 
deploy  more  strategic  nuclear  delivery 
vehicles  or  more  strategic  ballistic  mis- 
sile warheads  than  does  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Since  the  United  States  will  retire 
and  dismantle  two  Poseidon  submarines 
this  summer,  we  will  remain  technically 
in  observance  of  the  terms  of  the 
SALT  II  agreement  until  the  United 
States  equips  its  131st  heavy  bomber 
for  cruise  missile  carriage  near  the  end 
of  this  year.  However,  given  the  deci- 
sion that  the  President  has  been  forced 
to  make,  he  announced  today  that,  at 
that  time,  he  intends  to  continue  deploy- 
ment of  U.S.  B-52  heavy  bombers  vfith 
cruise  missiles  beyond  the  131st  aircraft 
without  dismantling  additional  U.S.  sys- 
tems as  compensation  under  the  terms 
of  the  SALT  II  agreement.  Of  course, 
since  the  United  States  will  remain  in 
technical  observance  of  the  terms  of  the 
expired  SALT  II  agreement  for  some 
months,  the  President  continues  to  hope 
that  the  Soviet  Union  will  use  this  time 
to  take  the  constructive  steps  necessary 
to  alter  the  current  situation.  Should 
they  do  so,  the  President  noted  that  the 
United  States  vdll  certainly  take  this 
into  account. 

Our  attempt  to  use  the  structure  of 
SALT  as  the  basis  for  interim  restraint 
until  a  START  agreement  can  be 
achieved  has  always  been  based  on  the 
assumption  of  Soviet  reciprocity.  It 
makes  no  sense  for  the  United  States  to 
continue  to  hold  up  the  SALT  structure 
while  the  Soviet  Union  undermines  the 
foundation  of  SALT  by  its  continued, 
uncorrected  noncompliance.  Therefore, 
the  President  believes  we  must  now 
look  to  the  future,  not  to  the  past.  The 
primary  task  we  now  face  is  to  build  a 
new  structure,  one  based  on  significant, 
equitable,  and  verifiable  reductions  in 
the  size  of  existing  U.S.  and  Soviet 
nuclear  arsenals.  This  is  what  we  are 
proposing  in  the  ongoing  Geneva 
negotiations. 

Until  this  is  achieved,  the  United 
States  will  continue  to  exercise  the  ut- 
■most  restraint.  Assuming  no  significant 
change  in  the  threat  we  face,  as  we  im- 
plement the  strategic  modernization  pro- 
gram, the  United  States  will  not  deploy 
more  strategic  nuclear  delivery  vehicles 
or  strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads 
than  the  Soviet  Union. 


It  is  high  time  that  the  Soviets 
honor  their  obligations,  match  U.S.  re- 
straint, and  get  down  to  negotiating 
seriously  in  Geneva.  If  they  do,  we  can 
move  together  now  to  build  a  safer  and 
more  secure  world. 

In  sum,  the  United  States  will 
continue  to  exercise  the  utmost  re- 
straint, while  ensuring  the  credibility  of 
our  strategic  deterrent,  in  order  to  help 
foster  the  necessary  atmosphere  for  sig- 
nificant reductions  in  the  offensive 
nuclear  arsenals  of  both  sides.  This  is 
the  urgent  task  that  faces  us. 

The  ABM  Treaty 

Our  obligations  under  the  ABM  Treaty 
remain  unchanged.  The  President  has 
made  it  clear  that  U.S.  programs  are, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  in  comphance 
with  our  obligations  under  the  ABM 
Treaty.  The  President's  statement  today 
also  makes  it  clear  that  we  remain 
deeply  concerned  over  Soviet  violation 
of  the  ABM  Treaty.  In  contrast  with 
SALT  I  and  SALT  II,  however,  the 
ABM  Treaty  is  not  an  expired  or  unrati- 
fied agreement.  One  of  our  priority  ob- 
jectives remains  to  have  the  Soviet 
Union  return  to  comphance  with  their 
obligations  under  this  treaty. 

Hope  for  Progress  in 
Geneva  Negotiations 

Time  has  not  altered  the  basic  truth 
that  a  policy  of  interim  restraint  is  not  a 
substitute  for  an  agreement  on  deep, 
equitable,  and  verifiable  reductions  in 
offensive  nuclear  arms.  Achieving  such 
reductions  has  received,  and  continues 
to  receive,  our  highest  priority. 

It,  therefore,  remains  our  hope  that 
the  Soviet  Union  will  take  the  necessary 
steps  to  give  substance  to  the  agree- 
ment which  President  Reagan  reached 
with  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  in 
Geneva  to  negotiate  50%  reductions  in 
strategic  nuclear  arms,  appropriately  ap- 
plied, and  an  interim  agreement  on 
intermediate-range  nuclear  arms.  If  the 
Soviets  agree  to  take  those  steps  with 
us,  we  can  together  achieve  greater  sta- 
bility and  a  safer  world. 


1986. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  June  2, 


^Text  from  White  House  press  release. 
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SDI,  Arms  Control,  and  Stability: 
Toward  a  New  Synthesis 


by  Paul  H.  Nitze 

Address  before  the  Time  magazine 
conference  on  the  Strategic  Defense 
Initiative  (SDI)  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
June  3,  1986.  Ambassador  Nitze  is  spe- 
cial adviser  to  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  State  on  arms  control 
matters. 

The  primary  security  objective  of  the 
United  States  is  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
war  while  preserving  our  liberty  and 
democratic  political  system.  Over  the 
past  25  years,  the  United  States  has 
pursued  this  objective  through  two 
related  means.  We  have  sought  to  deter 
war  by  maintaining  a  force  structure 
adequate  to  convince  potential  adver- 
saries that  the  risks  and  costs  of  aggres- 
sion would  far  outweigh  any  possible 
gains.  Simultaneously,  we  have  sought 
to  limit  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
threat  to  the  United  States  and  to  stabi- 
lize the  strategic  relationship  with  our 
principal  adversary,  the  Soviet  Union, 
through  arms  control  agreements. 

The  United  States  is  now  engaged  in 
research  to  find  out  if  new  technologies 
could  provide  a  more  stable  basis  to 
deter  war  in  the  future  by  a  shift  to  a 
greater  rehance  on  strategic  defenses. 
Arms  control  could  also  play  an  impor- 
tant role  in  designing  a  more  stable 
strategic  regime  in  the  future.  Tonight, 
I  propose  to  examine  the  relationship 
among  SDI,  arms  control,  and  stabiHty. 
I  hope  to  show  that  our  SDI  research 
and  arms  control  policies,  as  currently 
defined,  provide  a  cohesive  and  firm 
basis  for  enhancing  strategic  stability  in 
the  future  and  ultimately  for  reducing 
the  risk  of  war. 

Arms  Control  and  Stability 

Two  important  corollaries  to  the  objec- 
tive of  reducing  the  risk  of  war  are  the 
objectives  of  assuring  overall  functional 
equality  between  the  capabilities  of  the 
two  sides  and  of  assuring  crisis  stability. 
Crisis  stability  implies  a  situation  in 
which  no  nation  has  an  incentive  to 
execute  a  first  strike  in  a  serious  crisis 
or,  in  peacetime,  to  provoke  a  crisis  that 
might  lead  to  a  military  confrontation. 
This  situation  obtains  if  no  significant 
advantage  can  be  achieved  by  initiating 
conflict.  Equivalently,  crisis  stability 
also  implies  that  a  potential  aggressor 


perceives  that  he  could  end  up  in  no 
better  a  mihtary  position  after  expend- 
ing a  major  portion  of  his  forces  in 
executing  the  attack  and  then  absorbing 
a  retahation  than  would  the  defender 
after  absorbing  the  attack  and  retaliat- 
ing. These  two  goals— assuring  overall 
functional  equahty  and  crisis  stability- 
are  closely  interrelated.  The  United 
States  cannot  tolerate  either  significant 
inequality  or  substantial  crisis 
instability. 

Trends  in  the  strategic  balance  over 
the  past  15  years  lend  new  meaning  and 
importance  to  these  classical  goals.  The 
growth  of  Soviet  capability  to  destroy 
hardened  targets— such  as  ICBM  [inter- 
continental ballistic  missile]  silos  in  an 
initial  strike,  with  their  large,  land- 
based,  MIRVed  [multiple  independently- 
targetable  reentry  vehicle]  ballistic 
missiles— has  created  a  serious  force 
structure  asymmetry  and  a  growing 
danger  of  instability  in  a  crisis.  Soviet 
strategic  defense  activities,  coupled  with 
a  military  doctrine  that  stresses  the  im- 
portance of  offensive  and  defensive  force 
interactions  to  achieve  Soviet  aims  in 
any  conflict,  have  Hkewise  been 
threatening. 

Both  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  recognize  that  it  is  the 
balance  between  the  offense-defense 
mixes  of  both  sides  that  determines  the 
strategic  nuclear  relationship.  The 
Soviet  Union  must  realize  that  a  suc- 
cessful "creepout"  or  "breakout"  in  its 
strategic  defense  capabihties,  or  con- 
versely, unilateral  restraint  by  the 
United  States  in  this  area,  would 
further  shift  the  strategic  nuclear 
balance  in  its  favor  and  potentially 
undermine  the  value  to  the  United 
States  and  its  allies  of  U.S.  deterrent 
forces.  Through  its  ongoing  overt  and 
covert  defense  activities  and  its  arms 
control  policies,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
been  attempting  to  foster  such  a  shift. 
Currently,  in  the  arms  control  arena, 
the  Soviet  Union  seeks  to  protect  the 
gains  that  it  has  achieved  in  the  stra- 
tegic nuclear  balance  by  limiting  and 
delaying  U.S.  defense  programs,  espe- 
cially SDI.  This  focus  on  SDI  reflects 
Soviet  concern  over  the  fact  that  they 
are  no  longer  alone  in  their  exploration 
of  the  defensive  potential  of  advanced 
technologies  and  over  the  prospect  of 
having  to  divert  resources  from  proven 


ballistic  missile  programs  to  high- 
technology  programs  in  fields  where  we 
are  likely  to  have  a  competitive 
advantage. 

U.S.  arms  control  efforts  are 
oriented  toward  achieving  strategically 
significant  and  stabilizing  reductions. 
For  example,  we  seek  to  lower  the  ratio 
of  accurate  warheads  to  strategic  aim- 
points  and  reduce  a  potential  attacker's 
confidence  in  his  ability  to  eliminate 
effective  retaliation.  I  should  note  that 
while  the  role  of  arms  control  in  enhanc- 
ing U.S.  security  and  in  bringing  about 
a  more  stable  strategic  relationship  is 
important,  it  is  secondary  to  what  we 
are  able  and  veiling  to  do  for  ourselves. 
U.S.  strategic  modernization  programs 
provide  the  necessary  foundation  on 
which  our  deterrence  and  arms  control 
poHcies  must  rest.  SDI  should  be  under- 
stood in  the  context  of  the  goals  of  our 
modernization  and  arms  control  policies 
and  the  dangers  inherent  in  the  future 
possibility  of  having  deterrent  forces 
inadequate  to  respond  to,  and  thus 
deter,  the  threat. 

We  should  make  no  mistake  about 
the  fact  that  Soviet  offensive  and  defen- 
sive capabilities  pose  real  threats  to  the 
security  of  the  West.  Our  work  in  SDI 
is,  in  part,  a  reaction  to  the  unabated 
growth  of  this  threat,  especially  during 
the  last  15  years.  Through  SDI,  we  seek 
both  new  capabilities  and  a  new 
approach  to  rectify  the  deteriorating 
strategic  balance. 

The  ABM  Treaty  and 
the  Origins'  of  SDI 

The  President's  March  1983  speech 
expressed  his  strongly  held  belief  that 
we  should  reexamine  the  basis  of  our 
deterrent  posture  to  see  if  we  could 
deter  aggression  through  a  greater  reli- 
ance on  defense  rather  than  relying  so 
heavily  on  the  threat  of  devastating 
nuclear  retaliation.  This  belief  reflects 
both  our  disappointment  in  the  deterio- 
,  ration  of  the  strategic  balance  since  the 
signing  of  the  SALT  I  [strategic  arms 
limitation  talks]  agreements  and  our 
hope  that  new  defensive  technologies 
can  mitigate  adverse  developments  in 
the  area  of  strategic  offensive 
weaponry. 

The  United  States  in  the  eariy  1970s 
had  proceeded  from  the  assumption  that 
the  strict  limitation  of  defenses  in  the 
ABM  [Anti-Ballistic  Missile]  Treaty 
would  provide  the  basis  for  significant 
reductions  in  offensive  weaponry.  The 
theory  was  simple:  if  both  sides  had  sur- 
vivable  retaliatory  nuclear  forces  at 
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about  the  same  level  of  capability  and 
both  sides  were  otherwise  effectively 
defenseless  against  the  nuclear  capabili- 
ty of  the  other,  then  neither  side  would 
have  an  incentive  to  strike  first,  regard- 
less of  the  circumstances.  Therefore,  sig- 
nificant reductions  to  equal  levels  of 
capability,  tailored  so  as  to  enhance 
security,  would  improve  the  security  of 
both  sides. 

However,  the  Soviets  showed  little 
readiness  during  the  SALT  negotiations 
to  agree  to  measures  which  would  result 
in  meaningful  limits  or  cuts  in  offensive 
nuclear  forces.  Within  the  framework  of 
the  SALT  I  interim  agreement  and 
SALT  n,  the  Soviets  deployed  large 
numbers  of  MIRVed  ballistic  missiles  of 
sufficient  throw-weight  and  accuracy  to 
pose  an  evident  threat  to  the  survivabil- 
ity of  the  entire  land-based  portion  of 
U.S.  retaliatory  forces.  This  violated  a 
basic  premise  of  the  SALT  process.  The 
growth  in  Soviet  nuclear  capabilities,  in 
general,  and  in  the  asymmetry  in  coun- 
terforce  capabilities,  in  particular,  is  fun- 
damentally inimical  to  the  security  of 
the  United  States  and  its  allies. 

Despite  erosion  of  the  value  of  the 
ABM  Treaty  through  Soviet  noncom- 
pliance and  through  the  absence  of  com- 
parable Soviet  restraints  on  offensive 
systems,  the  United  States  is  and  will 
continue  to  remain  in  full  compliance 
with  its  ABM  Treaty  obligations.  A 
principal  factor  leading  to  that  accord 
was  the  conclusion  reached  in  the 
United  States  during  the  ABM  debate 
of  the  late  1960s  that  defenses,  at  the 
then-existing  level  of  technology,  could 
be  overwhelmed  at  less  cost  by  addi- 
tional offensive  systems  than  would  be 
required  to  add  balancing  defenses. 
Therefore,  we  were  concerned  that  the 
deployment  of  a  relatively  ineffective 
territorial  ABM  system  on  either  side 
could  prompt  a  proliferation  of  offensive 
nuclear  forces  and  cheap  but  effective 
countermeasures.  An  ABM  system 
based  on  then-current  technology  would 
not  have  been  militarily  effective,  sur- 
vivable,  or  cost-effective  at  the  margin. 

By  contrast,  our  interest  in  SDI 
research  is  premised  on  the  judgment 
that  new  technologies  may  now  be  avail- 
able that  could  reverse  our  judgments  of 
the  late  1960s  about  the  military  ineffec- 
tiveness, vulnerability,  and  cost- 
ineffectiveness  of  strategic  defenses.  It 
is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  these 
three  requirements  are  as  relevant 
today  as  they  were  16  years  ago;  it  is 
the  capabilities  of  the  technologies  that 
may  have  changed. 


The  SDI  Decision  Criteria: 
A  Path  to  Stability 

The  President's  Strategic  Defense 
Initiative,  published  in  January  1985  as 
the  most  authoritative  description  of  the 
President's  vision,  discussed  these 
requirements  for  an  effective  defense. 
These  criteria  are  posited  as  necessary 
for  maintaining  stability. 

To  achieve  the  benefits  which 
advanced  technologies  may  be  able  to 
offer,  defenses  must  be  militarily  effec- 
tive. Defenses  must  be  able,  at  a  mini- 
mum, to  destroy  a  sufficient  portion  of 
an  aggressor's  attacking  forces  to  deny 
him  confidence  in  the  attack's  outcome, 
in  general,  and,  in  particular,  to  deny 
him  the  ability  to  destroy  a  significant 
portion  of  the  military  target  sets  he 
would  need  to  destroy. 

The  exact  level  of  defense  system 
capability  required  to  achieve  these 
ends  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time, 
since  it  depends  on  the  size,  composi- 
tion, effectiveness,  and  inherent  surviva- 
bility of  U.S.  forces  relative  to  those  of 
the  Soviet  Union  at  the  time  that 
defenses  are  introduced.  However,  in 
addition  to  the  requirement  of  military 
effectiveness,  two  other  necessary 
characteristics  of  an  effective  defense 
have  been  identified  and  constitute  cur- 
rent presidential  policy  as  put  forth  in  a 
recent  National  Security  Decision  Direc- 
tive. They  are  survivability  and  cost- 
effectiveness  at  the  margin. 

Survivability  is  defined  not  in  terms 
of  system  invulnerability  but  the  ability 
of  a  system  "to  maintain  a  sufficient 
degree  of  effectiveness  to  fulfill  its  mis- 
sion, even  in  the  face  of  determined 
attacks  against  it."  The  President's 
analysis  characterizes  survivability  as 
"essential  not  only  to  maintain  the  effec- 
tiveness of  a  defense  system,  but  to 
maintain  stability."  Vulnerable  defenses 
could,  in  a  crisis,  provide  the  offense 
with  incentives  to  initiate  defense  sup- 
pression attacks  to  gain  a  favorable  shift 
in  the  offense-defense  balance  as  a 
prelude  to  a  first  strike. 

Similarly,  in  the  interest  of  dis- 
couraging the  proliferation  of  ballistic 
missile  forces,  the  defensive  system 
must  be  able  to  maintain  its  effective- 
ness against  the  offense  at  less  cost 
than  it  would  take  to  develop  offensive 
countermeasures  and  proliferate  the 
ballistic  missiles  necessary  to  overcome 
it.  This  is  the  concept  of  cost- 
effectiveness  at  the  margin.  It  describes 
the  stability  of  the  competitive  relation- 
ship between  one  side's  defensive  forces 
and  the  other  side's  offensive  forces— 


that  is,  whether  one  side  has  major 
incentives  to  add  additional  offensive 
forces  in  an  effort  to  overcome  the  other 
side's  defenses. 

The  term  cost-effectiveness  is 
expressed  in  economic  terms.  While  this 
concept  has  valid  application  not  only 
for  strategic  defenses  but  for  other  mili- 
tary systems  as  well,  the  United  States 
understands  the  criterion  of  cost- 
effectiveness  at  the  margin  to  be  more 
than  an  economic  concept. 

In  particular,  we  need  to  be  con- 
cerned, in  our  evaluation  of  options 
generated  by  SDI  research,  with  the 
degree  to  which  certain  types  of  defen- 
sive systems  encourage  or  discourage  an 
adversary  to  attempt  to  overwhelm 
them  with  additional  offensive  systems 
and  countermeasures.  We  seek  defen- 
sive options  which  provide  clear  disin- 
centives to  attempts  to  counter  them 
vdth  additional  offensive  forces. 

Our  continued  adherence  to  these 
criteria  indicates  the  deep  interest  that 
the  United  States  has  in  maintaining 
and  enhancing  stability.  The  United 
States  is  demonstrating  this  interest  in 
other  ways  as  well.  In  particular,  our 
goals  related  to  a  possible  transition  to 
greater  reliance  on  defenses,  together 
with  our  view  of  SDI  as  a  means  of 
enhancing  deterrence  and  stabilizing  the 
U.S. -Soviet  balance  and  not  as  a  means 
of  achieving  superiority,  underscore  our 
concern  for  stability. 

Assuring  Confidence 
in  Our  SDI  Research 

President  Reagan  personally  assured 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  at  last 
November's  summit  that  the  United 
States  seeks  to  enhance  peace  and  that 
we  are  pursuing  SDI  as  part  of  our 
effort  to  enhance  deterrence  and  global 
stability.  In  this  regard,  as  we  have 
repeatedly  made  clear,  the  United 
States  is  conducting  research  only  on 
defensive  systems,  vdth  primary  empha- 
sis on  non-nuclear  technologies.  While  it 
is  difficult  to  be  certain  of  capabilities  of 
potential  systems  based  on  technologies 
not  yet  developed,  defenses  based  on 
the  new  technologies  we  are  investigat- 
ing would  not  have  the  role  of  striking 
targets  on  the  ground. 

Despite  Soviet  unwillingness  during 
the  first  four  rounds  of  the  nuclear  and 
space  talks  to  engage  in  meaningful 
dialogue  in  the  defense  and  space 
negotiating  group,  the  United  States 
has  consistently  demonstrated  in  our 
statements  and  actions  that  we  do  not 
seek  to  gain  a  unilateral  advantage  from 
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strategic  defense.  This  openness  stands 
in  marked  contrast  to  the  closed  nature 
of  Soviet  strategic  defensive  activities, 
the  intentions  of  which  we  must  extrap- 
olate from  an  operationally  offensive 
Soviet  military  doctrine  with  heavy 
emphasis  on  strategic  defense  and  from 
the  unabated  growth  in  Soviet  nuclear 
weapons  capabilities. 

Consistent  with  our  traditional 
emphasis  on  verification,  the  United 
States  does  not  expect  the  Soviet  Union 
to  accept  our  assurances  on  faith  alone. 
On  the  contrary,  in  Geneva  we  have 
made  concrete  proposals  which  would 
enable  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  to  assess  the  defensive  nature  of 
the  research  being  conducted  by  each 
side. 

If  and  when  our  research  criteria 
are  met,  and  following  close  consultation 
with  our  allies,  we  intend  to  consult  and 
negotiate,  as  appropriate,  with  the 
Soviets  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
ABM  Treaty,  which  provide  for  such 
consultations  on  how  deterrence  could 
be  enhanced  through  a  greater  reliance 
by  both  sides  on  new  defensive  systems. 
It  is  our  intention  and  our  hope  that,  if 
new  defensive  technologies  prove  feasi- 
ble, we— in  close  and  continuing  consul- 
tation vdth  our  allies— and  the  Soviets 
will  jointly  manage  a  transition  to  a 
more  defense-reliant  balance.  A  jointly 
managed  transition  would  be  designed 
to  maintain,  at  all  times,  control  over 
the  mix  of  offensive  and  defensive  sys- 
tems, thereby  assuring  both  sides  of  the 
stability  of  the  evolving  strategic 
balance.  An  implicit  goal  of  a  jointly 
managed  transition  would  be  to  identify 
in  advance  potential  problems  in,  for  ex- 
ample, the  stability  of  the  mix  of  offense 
and  defense  and  to  act  to  resolve  such 
problems. 

Of  course,  arms  control  would  play 
an  important  role  in  such  a  transition. 
Properly  structured  cuts  in  offensive 
arms  are  not  only  worthwhile  in  their 
own  right  but  they  could  also  facilitate 
the  shift  to  a  more  defense-reliant 
posture.  Unilateral  modernization  meas- 
ures can  enhance  transition  stability. 
Improving  the  survivability  of  our  offen- 
sive forces,  for  example,  would  espe- 
cially contribute  to  stability  in  an  early 
transition  phase. 

Our  interest  in  pursuing  a  coopera- 
tive transition  with  the  Soviets  should 
not  be  seen,  however,  as  granting  them 
veto  power  over  U.S.  decisionmaking. 
Any  U.S.  decision  to  develop  and  deploy 
defenses  would  still  reflect  the  same 
goals  of  peace  and  enhanced  deterrence 
through  a  stable  transition,  even  if  our 


good  faith  efforts  to  engage  the  Soviets 
in  a  cooperative  transition  were  to  fail.  I 
am  convinced,  however,  that  a  success- 
ful SDI  research  phase  proving  the 
feasibility  of  survivable  and  cost- 
effective  defenses  would  provide  compel- 
ling incentives  for  the  Soviets  to  con- 
sider seriously  the  advantages  of  a 
jointly  managed  transition.  In  Geneva, 
we  seek  to  provide  a  forum  for  such 
consideration. 


Balancing  Offense  and 
Defense  in  Geneva 

The  Soviet  approach  in  Geneva  has  been 
to  advance  the  self-serving  and  un- 
acceptable concepts  of  "a  ban  on  space- 
strike  arms"  and  "a  ban  on  purposeful 
research,"  both  impossible  to  define  in 
meaningful  and  verifiable  terms.  They 
would  Hke  to  limit  U.S.  capabilities  and 
stop  U.S.  research  while  avoiding  con- 
straints on  their  own  weapon  systems 
and  research  through  definitional  ploys. 

The  United  States  is  committed  to 
the  SDI  research  program,  which  is 
being  carried  out  in  full  compliance  with 
all  of  our  treaty  obligations,  including 
the  ABM  Treaty.  Indeed,  the  United 
States  seeks  to  reverse  the  erosion  of 
existing  agreements,  including  the  ABM 
Treaty,  caused  by  Soviet  violations.  In 
seeking  to  stop  or  delay  SDI,  the  Soviet 
Union  also  talks  about  strengthening 
the  ABM  Treaty.  However,  their 
approach  for  doing  so  has  so  far  been 
based  on  artificial  distinctions  such  as 
that  between  "purposeful"  and  "fun- 
damental" research. 

The  Soviets  maintain  that  deep  cuts 
are  only  possible,  and  that  stability  can 
only  be  preserved,  if  the  United  States 
agrees  to  halt  substantive  work  on  SDI. 
The  United  States  cannot  accept  this 
thesis.  We  propose,  instead,  a  serious 
discussion  on  the  offense-defense  rela- 
tionship and  the  outlines  of  the  future 
offense-defense  balance.  Were  the 
Soviets  to  work  with  us  in  a  meaningful 
exploration  of  significant  reductions  in 
START  [strategic  arms  reduction  talks] 
and  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces],  we  could  examine  how  the  level 
of  defense  would  logically  be  affected  by 
the  level  and  nature  of  offensive  arms. 


The  ABM  Treaty  marked  the  begin- 
ning of  an  arms  control  process  which, 
in  retrospect,  has  been  profoundly  disap- 
pointing. The  offensive  reductions  which 
were  supposed  to  accompany  it  have  not 
materialized,  and  the  Soviets  are  in  fun- 
damental violation  of  one  or  more  of  the 
treaty's  key  provisions.  Consequently, 
we  are  working  to  halt  the  treaty's  ero- 
sion by  the  Soviet  Union  and  persuade 
them  that  full  compliance  with  its  terms 
by  both  sides  is  in  our  mutual  interest. 

The  United  States  does  not  believe 
that  there  is  reason  now  to  change  the 
ABM  Treaty.  Through  our  SDI 
research,  we  wish  to  determine  whether 
or  not  there  is  a  better  way  to  ensure 
long-term  stability  than  to  rely  on  the 
ever  more  dangerous  threat  of  devastat- 
ing nuclear  retaliation  to  deter  war  and 
assure  peace.  If  we  find  there  is,  and  if 
at  some  future  time  the  United  States, 
in  close  consultation  with  its  allies, 
decides  to  proceed  with  deployment  of 
defensive  systems,  we  intend  to  utilize 
mechanisms  for  U.S. -Soviet  consulta- 
tions provided  for  in  the  ABM  Treaty. 
Through  such  mechanisms,  and  taking 
full  account  of  the  Soviet  Union's  own 
expansive  defensive  systems  research 
program,  we  will  seek  to  proceed  in  a 
stable  fashion  with  the  Soviet  Union.  In 
this  context,  we  must  remember  that 
the  ABM  Treaty  is  a  living  document. 

Articles  XIII  and  XIV  provide  for 
consultation  with  the  aim  of  appropriate 
amendment  of  the  treaty  to  take  ac- 
count of  future  considerations,  such  as 
the  possibility  of  a  new— and  more 
stable— strategic  balance. 

Toward  A  New  Synthesis 

Current  U.S.  SDI  research  activities 
and  arms  control  policies  are  designed 
to  provide  a  basis  for  securing  stability 
in  a  future  strategic  regime.  The  goal  of 
stability  can  be  guaranteed  only  if  we 
maintain  our  commitment  to  the  stand- 
ards and  criteria  consistent  with  it. 

The  United  States  is  committed  to 
achieving  strategic  stability  and,  there- 
fore, to  a  predictable  and  stable  arms 
control  process  to  complement  our  stra- 
tegic programs  to  assure  our  primary 
security  objective  of  reducing  the  risk  of 
war.  ■ 
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Is  Arms  Control  at  a  Dead  End? 


by  Kenneth  L.  Adelman 

Address  before  the  Commonwealth 
Club  in  San  Francisco  on  May  16, 
1986.  Mr.  Adelman  is  Director  of  the 
U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 
Agency. 

For  some  time  now,  people  on  both 
sides  of  the  arms  control  debate  have 
been  wondering  whether  arms  control 
has  somehow  hit  a  dead  end.  The  rea- 
sons people  feel  this  way  vary,  but  if 
you  read  the  foreign  policy  and  arms 
control  journals,  you  will  often  run 
across  articles  suggesting  that  arms  con- 
trol is  in  a  funk.  The  idea  crops  up 
again  and  again. 

This  evening  I  would  like  to  do 
three  things. 

First,  I  want  to  suggest  the  reasons 
why  some  people  now  imagine  that  arms 
control  has  hit  a  dead  end. 

Second,  I  want  to  show  you  how  the 
current  pessimism  about  arms  control 
stems  mainly  from  the  fact  that  our 
definition  of  arms  control  has  become 
terribly  narrow  and  inadequate.  A  lot  of 
conventional  thinking  about  arms  control 
is  afflicted,  I  would  argue,  by  a  kind  of 
tunnel  vision. 

Finally,  I  want  to  suggest  to  you 
this  evening  that  we  need  to  broaden 
our  definition  of  arms  control  to  take 
into  account  all  the  factors  that  affect 
stabihty  and  security.  When  we  look  at 
the  world  through  the  lens  of  this 
broader— and,  it  seems  to  me,  much 
more  accurate— definition  of  arms  con- 
trol, we  will  find  that  the  outlook  for 
stability  and  peace  is  not  at  all  pessimis- 
tic but,  indeed,  extremely  hopeful. 

Reasons  for  Pessimism 

First,  why  the  pessimism  about  arms 
control?  Several  reasons. 

In  the  first  place,  there  has  been  a 
growing  acknowledgment  that  the 
Soviet  Union  is  violating  agreements.  It 
is  important  to  recognize  how  our  think- 
ing about  these  matters  has  changed 
over  the  years.  At  the  beginning  of  the 
SALT  [strategic  arms  limitation  talks] 
negotiations  16  years  ago,  there  was  a 
widespread  expectation  that  the  first 
strategic  arms  agreements  would  build 
confidence  for  successive  talks.  There 
was  hope  that  each  step  in  the  process 
would  lead  to  more  ambitious  steps,  that 


agreements  on  specific  issues  would  lead 
to  generalized  mutual  restraint.  This 
hasn't  happened. 

I  think  history  will  show  very  plain- 
ly that  the  United  States  kept  its  side 
of  the  bargain;  after  we  signed  SALT  I, 
our  rate  of  force  modernization  slowed 
down— at  least  partly  because  we  be- 
lieved in  the  future  of  arms  control.  It 
is  not  that  we  did  nothing.  But  we  did 
considerably  less  than  we  had  done  be- 
fore and  considerably  less  than  we  could 
do.  We  MIRVed  [multiple  independ- 
ently-targetable  reentry  vehicle]  our 
missiles.  But  we  fielded  no  new  ICBM 
[intercontinental  ballistic  missile]  after 
we  began  to  deploy  the  Minuteman  III 
in  1970;  we  built  no  new  SSBMs  [stra- 
tegic submarine  baUistic  missile]  be- 
tween 1966  and  1981;  we  built  no  new 
strategic  bombers  after  1962.  In  addi- 
tion, the  Carter  Administration  canceled 
the  B-1  bomber,  canceled  the  enhanced 
radiation  weapon,  and  stretched  out 
a  number  of  other  key  strategic  pro- 
grams—e.g..  Trident  SSBMs. 

Now,  suppose  that  back  in  1972,  at 
the  time  the  SALT  I  Treaty  was  signed, 
you  had  been  a  U.S.  Senator,  and  some- 
body had  told  you,  as  you  considered 
whether  to  ratify  the  agreement,  that 
under  the  terms  of  the  SALT  I  Treaty 
the  Soviets  during  the  next  decade  were 
going  to  deploy  four  new  types  of 
ICBM,  five  new  classes  of  ballistic  mis- 
sile submarines,  two  new  bombers,  and 
that  they  were  going  to  add  5,000  new 
ballistic  missile  warheads  to  their  ar- 
senal. My  guess  is  that  if  somebody  had 
told  you  that,  you  might  have  had  some 
doubts  and  questions  about  such  an 
arms  control  agreement.  You  might 
have  been  less  eager  to  ratify  the  treaty 
than  you  otherwise  had  been.  The  point 
is  that  at  the  time  of  SALT  I,  nobody 
really  expected  this  kind  of  outcome. 

In  short,  while  we  did  considerably 
less  in  the  way  of  modernizing  and  ex- 
panding our  forces  than  the  arms  agree- 
ments permitted— partly  out  of  our 
hopes  for  arms  control— the  Soviets,  on 
the  contrary,  built  to  the  very  limits  of 
the  agreements.  And  now,  on  certain 
important  provisions  of  the  treaties, 
they  are  actually  in  violation.  These  vio- 
lations have  cast  a  pall  over  the  arms 
control  process;  they  have  undermined 
the  confidence  in  arms  control  of  people 
on  both  sides  of  the  political  spectrum, 
both  here  and  in  Europe. 


A  second  reason  for  gloom  is  that 
since  the  Geneva  summit  we  have  not 
seen  from  Soviet  negotiators  the  kind  of 
followthrough  in  confidential  negotia- 
tions that  the  summit  led  us  to  expect. 
The  summit  meeting  raised  expectations 
about  the  possibility  of  a  fresh  start  in 
U.S. -Soviet  relations  and  about  reaching 
an  arms  agreement— especially  in  the 
area  of  intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces  (INF).  Because  of  a  lack  of  follow- 
through  on  the  Soviet  side,  these  expec- 
tations haven't  been  fulfilled.  We  have 
seen  a  lot  of  Soviet  activity  in  the  press 
room,  but  behind  the  closed  doors  of  the 
negotiating  room,  I  can  assure  you,  we 
have  seen  virtually  nothing  of  the  en- 
gagement on  the  issues,  virtually  noth- 
ing of  the  narrowing  of  gaps  or  serious 
negotiation  on  verification  problems  that 
Gorbachev  pledged  at  Geneva.  Again,  I 
think  there  has  been  a  growing  aware- 
ness among  most  serious  participants  in 
the  arms  control  debate  here  in  the 
United  States  that  the  Soviets,  for 
whatever  reason,  are  more  preoccupied 
at  the  moment  with  the  propaganda  op- 
portunities presented  by  arms  control 
negotiations  and  projected  summits  than 
with  prospects  for  genuine  arms  control. 

Third— and  this  is  very  troubling— 
the  Soviet  Union  has  been  wilhng  to 
sacrifice  progress  in  our  dialogue  to 
make  what  amounts  to  a  gesture  of  sup- 
port for  state-sponsored  terrorism,  post- 
poning the  scheduled  meeting  between 
our  foreign  ministers  to  signal  its  sup- 
port for  the  indefensible  policies  of 
Libya.  This  has  thrown  another  quite 
unnecessary  obstacle  in  the  way  of  our 
already  halting  progress  on  arms  control 
and  other  issues. 

Fourth,  even  assuming  that  we  get 
down  to  serious  negotiations,  the  fact 
remains  that  there  are  large  substantive 
differences  between  the  two  sides.  The 
differences  over  SDI  [Strategic  Defense 
Initiative]  are  well  known.  But  beyond 
that,  there  are  fundamental  disagree- 
ments on  how  to  reduce  both  strategic 
and  intermediate-range  systems,  on  the 
role  of  our  allies,  on  the  very  definition 
of  strategic  systems. 

Even  on  INF,  where  we  have  felt 
an  agreement  might  be  possible,  there 
are  crucial  differences.  The  Soviets  still 
insist,  very  unreasonably,  that  we  end 
our  40-year  nuclear  cooperation  with 
Great  Britain  as  the  price  for  an  agree- 
ment covering  Soviet  SS-20s.  They  still 
insist  that  Britain  and  France  cease  add- 
ing to  their  nuclear  forces,  in  exchange 
for  an  agreement  that  would  cover 
only  one  class  of  Soviet  missiles  that 
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threaten  them.  There  is  still  no  ade- 
quate provision  in  Soviet  proposals  for 
the  SS-20s  in  Asia,  nor  is  there  ap- 
propriate coverage  for  short-range  INF 
forces.  These  positions  are  all  unaccepta- 
ble on  their  face  and,  while  we  continue 
to  hope  for  movement  in  these  and  the 
START  [strategic  arms  reduction  talks] 
and  space  systems  negotiations,  we  have 
not  seen  such  movement  yet. 

Fifth,  arms  control  continues  to  be 
limited,  in  the  long  run,  by  our  capac- 
ities for  verification— a  problem  made 
more  acute  by  the  problem  of  Soviet 
noncompliance.  Let's  not  forget  that  we 
are  dealing  in  arms  negotiations  with  a 
closed  society  obsessed  with  secrecy— 
especially  with  regard  to  nuclear  issues. 
National  technical  means  go  only  so  far; 
unless  the  Soviets  are  willing  both  to 
respond  seriously  to  the  current  non- 
compHance  problem  and  eventually,  in 
the  long  run,  to  allow  more  intrusive 
verification  procedures,  there  are  real 
limits  on  how  far  the  writ  of  arms  con- 
trol may  extend.  While  the  Soviet  Union 
has  offered  public  hints  from  time  to 
time  about  the  possibility  of  genuine  on- 
site  inspection— such  hints,  which  are 
apparently  made  for  propaganda  pur- 
poses, go  back  as  far  as  1946  and  have 
recurred  throughout  the  years— there  is 
no  serious  indication  so  far  that  such  ar- 
rangements are  going  to  be  forthcoming. 
We  hope  the  Soviets  will  back  up  their 
public  initiatives  with  real  movement. 

Finally,  most  experts  now  recognize 
that  technology  itself  is  moving  in  di- 
rections that  will  make  traditional 
arms  control  increasingly  difficult  to 
achieve— though  not  necessarily  in  direc- 
tions that  will  make  the  strategic 
balance  less  stable  or  the  world  more 
dangerous.  The  move  toward  smaller 
and  more  mobile  systems  like  the  air- 
launched  cruise  missile  and  small  mobile 
ICBMs  will  make  the  traditional  tallying 
and  tracking  of  launchers— the  basic 
verification  process  that  has  been  at  the 
center  of  arms  control  treaties— harder 
and  harder  to  implement. 

A  Broader  Definition  of  Arms  Control 

All  these  reasons  are  cited  by  various 
people  to  suggest  that  arms  control  is  at 
an  impasse.  And  I  think  there  is  some- 
thing to  this  perception,  at  least  when 
one  is  speaking  about  arms  control  as  it 
has  traditionally  been  defined:  that  is, 
agreements  involving  the  totals  of  deliv- 
ery systems  on  each  side— what  we 
sometimes  call  "bean  counting"— along 
with  negotiations  leading  to  a  summit 
meeting  where  an  agreement  is  signed. 


This  is  pretty  much  how  we  came  to  un- 
derstand the  arms  control  process  in  the 
1970s. 

But— and  here  is  my  second  point- 
while  such  agreements  and  negotiations, 
handled  well,  can  be  beneficial,  this  is  a 
rather  narrow  definition  of  arms  control. 
Arms  control  ought  to  mean  more  than 
this,  and,  in  fact,  it  always  has.  Arms 
control  in  the  true  sense  means 
working— by  the  whole  range  of  means 
at  our  disposal— for  a  safer,  more  stable 
world;  it  means  working  to  reduce  the 
risk  of  war  in  general  as  well  as  work- 
ing to  reduce  the  risks  inherent  in  the 
kinds  of  weapons  deployed  on  each  side. 

Now  let  me  rephrase  the  question:  is 
arms  control  in  this  larger  sense  at  a 
dead  end?  The  answer  to  this  question, 
it  seems  to  me,  is  clearly  "no." 

Why  not?  Because  despite  all  the 
problems  I  just  mentioned,  despite  all 
the  barriers  to  agreement,  from  the 
standpoint  of  U.S.-Soviet  conflict,  the 
world  has  become  a  safer  place  and  is 
on  the  way  to  becoming  a  still  safer 
place.  Despite  all  the  problems  we  face, 
stability  has,  in  fact,  been  strengthened 
over  the  past  5  years.  Step  by  step,  we 
are  moving  toward  a  safer,  more  stable 
world.  And  that,  in  the  largest  perspec- 
tive, is  precisely  the  goal  that  arms  con- 
trol is  trying  to  achieve. 

Look  around  you,  and  think  back  to 
1979.  From  the  standpoint  of  arms  con- 
trol in  the  narrow  sense,  1979  ought  to 
have  been  a  banner  year.  President 
Carter  met  Brezhnev  at  a  summit  meet- 
ing in  Vienna  in  June.  The  SALT  II 
Treaty  was  signed.  A  major  arms  agree- 
ment was  concluded.  But  was  there  a 
feeling  of  stability  in  1979?  Was  there  a 
widespread  sense  that  the  world  situa- 
tion was  moving  in  the  direction  of 
greater  safety  and  greater  stability? 
Hardly.  Throughout  the  late  1970s, 
regional  conflicts  were  multiplying 
everywhere  around  the  globe.  In 
Southeast  Asia,  the  world  witnessed 
some  of  the  worst  horrors  humanity  had 
seen  since  the  Stalinist  purges  or  the 
Nazi  depredations  in  Germany  and 
Eastern  Europe— the  horrifying  flight  of 
the  boat  people  from  Vietnam;  the  sys- 
tematic, genocidal  slaughter  of  millions 
of  the  Cambodian  people  by  their  own 
fanatical  Marxist  government. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Soviet  Union 
was  beginning  to  make  its  presence  felt 
where  it  had  never  been  before.  In  the 
1970s  Cuban  troops  appeared  for  the 
first  time  on  the  Continent  of  Africa— in 
Ethiopia  and  Angola;  Vietnam,  a  Soviet 
client,  invaded  Cambodia.  Between  1975 


and  1980,  virtually  a  nation  a  year  fell 
to  invasion  by  communist  forces— South 
Vietnam  in  1975,  Angola  in  1975-76, 
Ethiopia  in  1977,  Cambodia  in  1978. 

By  the  end  of  1979,  in  fact,  things 
were  looking  very  bleak.  In  November, 
Iranian  miUtants  poured  into  the  Ameri- 
can Embassy  in  Tehran;  and  in  Decem- 
ber and  January,  85,000  Soviet  troops 
rolled  into  Afghanistan. 

Six  months  after  signing  SALT  II, 
in  other  words,  the  United  States  faced 
a  major  setback  in  its  relations  with  the 
Soviet  Union  and  an  international  crisis 
of  serious  proportions. 

Now  at  that  time,  in  January  1980, 
the  National  Security  Adviser  to  the 
President,  Zbigniew  Brzezinski,  jotted 
in  his  diary  a  short  remark  that  I  think 
is  worth  reading  today: 

Had  we  been  tougher  sooner,  had  we 
drawn  the  line  more  clearly,  had  we  engaged 
in  the  kind  of  consultations  that  I  had  so 
many  times  advocated,  maybe  the  Soviets 
would  have  not  engaged  in  this  act  of  miscal- 
culation [i.e.,  the  invasion  of  Afghanistan].  As 
it  is,  American-Soviet  relations  will  have 
been  set  back  for  a  long  time  to  come.  What 
was  done  had  to  be  done  [i.e.,  U.S.  sanctions], 
but  it  would  have  been  better  if  the  Soviets 
had  been  deterred  first  through  a  better  un- 
derstanding of  our  determination. 

This,  you  wiW  remember,  was  the 
situation  we  inherited  in  1980.  In  ap- 
proaching arms  control  and  all  our 
problems  around  the  world  since  then— 
at  bottom,  the  same  problems  faced  by 
every  American  administration  from 
Truman  to  Kennedy  to  Reagan— we 
have  done  many  of  the  things  that 
Brzezinski  said  ought  to  have  been  done 
before  197^  and  1980. 

For  example,  we  have  made  discus- 
sion of  regional  issues  a  priority  in  our 
dialogue  vdth  the  Soviet  Union  along- 
side nuclear  arms  negotiations.  This  is 
not  something  we  have  done  out  of 
perversity.  On  the  contrary,  as  the  ex- 
perience of  the  late  1970s  showed,  such 
dialogue  on  regional  issues  is  essential 
to  East-West  relations,  the  work  of 
peacekeeping,  and  even  to  successful 
arms  negotiations.  Although  SALT  II 
was  in  trouble  in  the  Senate  before 
December  1979,  you  vdll  recall,  it  was 
the  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan  that 
led  the  Carter  Administration  to  with- 
draw the  treaty  from  Senate  considera- 
tion. So  regional  conflict  and  arms 
control  are  directly  related  at  a  very 
practical  level. 

At  the  same  time  that  we  have 
made  clear  to  the  Soviets  our  interests 
around  the  world  and  our  resolve  to 
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hold  the  line  against  the  advance  of 
tyranny,  chaos,  and  terrorism,  we  have 
rebuilt  our  military  strength.  And  in  do- 
ing so,  we  have— I  think  this  should  be 
obvious— introduced  and  element  of  sta- 
bility into  our  relations  with  the  Soviets 
that  was  conspicuously  missing  in  1979. 
Regional  conflict  has  been  scaled  down 
to  the  point  where  it  does  not  appear 
these  days,  as  it  sometimes  did  in  the 
late  1970s,  to  threaten  to  erupt  in  a 
larger  U.S. -Soviet  confrontation.  And,  in 
fact,  what  we  see  around  the  world  are 
the  efforts  of  freedom-loving  people  to 
resist  tyrannical  Marxist- Leninist 
governments. 

Here  is  the  crux  of  what  I  am  say- 
ing: in  working  on  a  broad  front  to 
advance  the  cause  of  stability  and  free- 
dom, it  seems  to  me  we  have  simulta- 
neously advanced  the  cause  of  arms 
control  and  war  prevention  in  the  large 
sense. 

The  Technological  Trend 
Toward  Stability 

There  is  another  hopeful  development  to 
be  seen,  if  we  take  this  larger  perspec- 
tive on  arms  control.  At  present,  we  are 
witnessing  a  technological  movement  on 
both  sides  toward  weapons  that  may 
prove  inherently  more  stabilizing. 

Stability  is  served  when  each  side 
possesses  secure  retaliatory  forces— 
when  neither  side's  retaliatory  force  is 
threatened  by  a  preemptive  first  strike. 
In  the  1970s,  the  technological  trend 
was  clearly  toward  instability— 
particularly  on  the  Soviet  side.  The 
Soviets  moved  deliberately  toward  the 
accumulation  of  heavy  land-based  mis- 
siles with  accurate  warheads,  capable  of 
striking  preemptively  at  hard  targets  in 
the  United  States.  They  moved,  in  other 
words,  in  the  direction  of  accumulating 
sufficient  numbers  of  such  weapons  to 
have  a  first-strike  arsenal  that  threatens 
our  retaliatory  force. 

But  at  present,  the  technological 
trend  seems  to  be  in  a  different  direc- 
tion. Systems  like  the  air-launched 
cruise  missile  are  effective  mainly  as 
second-strike  systems.  These  missiles  fly 
slower;  they  are  easy  to  disperse  and 
conceal;  they  are  useful  largely  for 
retaliation. 

There  is  a  third  hopeful  develop- 
ment, and  that  is  the  Strategic  Defense 
Initiative.  Here  is  another  field  where 
technology  holds  out  great  hope  for  a 
more  stable  world.  The  fact  is  that  in 
the  10  years  or  so  since  we  last  debated 
the  subject  of  defensive  systems  in  this 


country,  we  have  witnessed  a  technolog- 
ical revolution  whose  consequences  and 
implications  we  simply  cannot  ignore. 
No  one  in  this  city  needs  to  be  re- 
minded of  the  astonishing  transforma- 
tion in  our  lives  that  has  been  sparked 
by  circuits  etched  on  chips  of  silicon.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  only  reasonable 
to  ask— as  the  President  asked  in  his 
speech  of  March  23,  1983— whether,  in 
the  wake  of  this  technological  revolu- 
tion, we  are  condemned  to  live  in  a  per- 
mament  state  of  vulnerability  to  nuclear 
destruction.  It  seems  to  me  we  are 
obliged  to  ask  whether  the  same  discov- 
eries which  have  allowed  us,  even  in  the 
past  10  years,  to  shrink  room-size  com- 
puters down  to  laptop  scale  may  not 
make  it  possible  one  day  to  erect  a  sys- 
tem of  defenses  capable  of  shielding  us 
from  preemptive  attack.  Ten  years  ago, 
such  an  idea  seemed  implausible;  but 
anyone  who  takes  an  honest  view  of  the 
new  technologies  we  have  at  our  dis- 
posal has  to  wonder  whether  such  an 
idea  is  so  implausible  today. 

We  do  not  yet  have  a  definitive  an- 
swer to  these  questions,  but  the  outlook 
is  optimistic— and  it  is  imperative  that 
we  continue  investigating. 

SDI's  Contribution  to  Arms  Control 

Now  I'm  aware,  of  course,  that  some 
people  argue  that  the  interests  of  SDI 
and  arms  control  are  opposed.  This 
argument  seems  to  me  to  rest  on  a  fun- 
damental misunderstanding  both  of  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  and  of  arms 
control.  Once  again,  people  are  afflicted 
by  a  kind  of  tunnel  vision. 

We  don't  yet  know  exactly  how  ef- 
fective a  defensive  system  we  may  be 
able  to  deploy.  But  if  you  return  to  the 
broad,  basic  concepts  of  arms  control 
and  to  the  precise  definition  of  "stabil- 
ity," you  will  see  very  quickly  that  a 
survivable,  cost-effective  system— even 
an  imperfect  one— will  enhance  stability. 
How?  By  making  preemptive  attack 
more  complicated,  more  difficult  to  exe- 
cute. That,  remember,  is  the  essence  of 
technical  "stability"— to  reduce  the  in- 
centives for  surprise  attack.  An  attacker 
bent  on  preempting  has  to  have  confi- 
dence in  his  ability  to  destroy  a  large 
percentage  of  the  defender's  retaliatory 
force  and  other  military  assets.  Planning 
of  this  kind  is  vastly  complicated  and 
confused  when  reasonably  effective 
defenses  are  in  place.  Survivable 
defenses  would  enhance  stability  by 
making  a  preemptive  attack  a  lot  more 
difficult  to  execute.  In  fact,  if  you  think 
about  it,  you  will  realize  that  it  would 


be  difficult  to  design  such  defenses  that 
failed  to  enhance  stability  in  this 
fashion. 

But  what  about  the  argument  that 
SDI  will  accelerate  the  arms  race?  This 
argument,  too,  is  based  on  some  ques- 
tionable premises.  In  the  first  place, 
let's  be  clear  about  something.  In  40 
years  of  arms  control  negotiations,  the 
Soviet  Union  has  yet  to  reduce  its  offen- 
sive arsenal.  In  40  years  of  arms  control 
negotiations,  the  Soviet  offensive  ar- 
senal has  continued  to  grow.  Why?  Part 
of  the  reason  may  be  that  the  Soviets 
have  never  had  a  real  incentive  to 
reduce  their  offensive  weapons;  they 
have  always  calculated  that  they  would 
gain  more  by  building  offensive  weapons 
than  by  not  building  them.  So  even 
when  we  conspicuously  slowed  down  our 
modernization  program  in  the  1970s, 
hoping  the  Soviets  would  do  the  same, 
impHcitly  inviting  the  Soviets  to  do  the 
same,  the  Soviet  program  continued  to 
increase— indeed,  for  a  while  it  speeded 
up. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  defensive 
systems,  if  they  prove  survivable  and 
cost-effective  in  this  way,  may  provide 
just  the  incentive  that  has  been  missing, 
just  the  incentive  that  is  necessary  to 
bring  about  reductions  in  offensive  ar- 
senals. Why?  Because  in  the  presence  of 
effective  defenses,  offensive  weapons  be- 
come considerably  less  valuable.  If 
defenses  prove  technologically  feasible 
and  both  sides  were  to  move  to  a  mix- 
ture of  defensive  and  offensive  systems, 
both  sides  would  be  faced  with  a  choice: 
they  could  invest  in  expanding  their 
offenses,  or  they  could  invest  in  expand- 
ing their  defenses.  Both  sides  will  be 
faced  with  the  same  question:  they  will 
have  to  ask  themselves  which  contrib- 
utes more  to  their  security— a  better 
offense  or  a  better  defense? 

The  point  is  that  if  defensive  tech- 
nologies are  comparatively  effective, 
there  will  be  a  strong  incentive  to  shift 
resources  into  defensive  systems,  since 
that  is  where  security  would  lie.  If 
resources  are  shifted  into  defenses  and 
out  of  offenses,  it  follows  that  the  world 
is  going  to  become  a  safer  place.  The 
cause  of  arms  control— of  stability  in  the 
broad  sense— will  be  served.  With  effec- 
tive defenses  in  place,  it  may  become 
possible— we  hope  it  would  become 
possible— finally  to  convince  the  Soviets 
to  make  the  real  reductions  in  arsenals 
we  have  wanted  all  along. 

There's  another  problem  that  we 
have  tried  to  solve  with  arms  control 
negotiations  that  SDI  may  alleviate,  and 
that  is  the  problem  of  accidental  launch. 
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We  have  done  a  great  deal  by  means  of 
technologj'  and  negotiation  to  attempt  to 
minimize  the  chances  of  a  purely  ac- 
cidental launch.  But  it  seems  to  me  we 
all  would  feel  a  bit  safer  if  there  were  a 
system  capable  of  intercepting  a  missile 
accfdentally  launched  at  one  of  our 
cities. 

Broadening  Our  Arms  Control 
Dialogue  and  Understanding 

There  is  a  fourth  and  final  development 
that  bodes  well  for  arms  control  in  the 
larger  sense.  Under  this  Administration, 
there  has  been  a  deliberate  broadening 
of  our  arms  control  dialogue  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  In  addition  to  the  tradi- 
tional discussion  of  the  bean  count  of 
weapons  on  both  sides,  we  have  tried  to 
explore  with  the  Soviets  some  of  the  un- 
derlying concepts  of  our  strategic 
relationship— the  relation  between 
offense  and  defense,  the  concept  of  sta- 
bility, the  kinds  of  circumstances  that 
could  contribute  to  war,  and  the  spread 
and  use  of  chemical  weapons.  These  are 
all  important  issues.  In  recent  years 
there  has  been  an  unhealthy,  almost 
monomaniacal  focus  on  the  significance 
of  weapons  totals,  on  the  numbers.  The 
broader  areas  I  mention  must  remain  a 
part  of  the  arms  control  picture. 

None  of  this  is  to  suggest  that  we 
should  be  any  less  serious  in  our  efforts 
to  negotiate  specific  agreements  with 
the  Soviets  to  reduce  weapons  and 
stabilize  the  nuclear  balance.  But  let's 
not  forget  that  an  agreement  requires 
serious  bargaining  by  both  sides.  To 
achieve  progress  at  this  point,  the 
Soviets  need  to  reorient  themselves 
away  from  the  press  room  toward  the 
confidential  negotiations.  We  need  to 
see  some  serious  bargaining  on  the  is- 
sues; we  need  to  see  from  the  Soviets 
new  positions  that  take  the  security 
needs  of  both  sides  into  account  instead 
of  the  one-sided  positions  they  have  put 
forward  so  far.  Diligence  and  flexibility 
on  the  part  of  our  negotiators  will  avail 
nothing  until  the  Soviets  engage  in  seri- 
ous negotiation  where  the  action  is— and 
that  is  in  the  conference  room,  behind 
closed  doors.  The  ball  is  in  their  court; 
and  frankly,  it  would  be  nice  if,  instead 
of  giving  press  conferences  and  making 
announcements  all  the  time,  they  would 
play  a  little  more  tennis. 

But  while  the  success  of  arms  con- 
trol may  be  advanced  by  new  agree- 
ments, it  obviously  depends  upon  more 
than  agreements.  We  Americans  need  to 
broaden  our  understanding  of  arms  con- 
trol. That  is  the  message  I  would  like  to 


leave  you  with  today.  We  need  to  take 
into  account  all  the  factors  that  affect 
stability  and  the  preservation  of 
peace— not  only  the  agreements  we  con- 
clude with  the  Soviets  but  the  level  of 
regional  conflict,  the  overall  strength  of 
deterrence,  the  cohesion  and  confidence 
of  our  alliances,  the  promise  of  tech- 
nology itself. 

Viewed  in  this  broad  light,  the 
prospects  of  arms  control,  of  long-run 
stability,  are  not  at  all  dark  but,  indeed, 
quite  optimistic.  Look  around  you.  The 
tide  of  history  is  turning  in  favor  of 
peace,  of  global  stability,  and  of  the 
prosperity  of  free  peoples.  Most  of  the 
insurgencies  in  the  world  today  are  not, 
as  was  true  a  decade  ago,  communist  in- 
surgencies that  are  the  seedbeds  of 
tyranny  and  persecution  but  democratic 
uprisings  that  are  the  fountainheads  of 
freedom.  The  economies  setting  the  pace 


of  world  growth  and  development  today 
are  free  economies.  Freedom  is  on  the 
march— not  on  the  run.  In  every  comer 
of  the  globe,  new  democracies  are 
flowering.  In  the  West,  where  formerly 
there  was  Spenglerian  doom,  there  is  a 
renewal  of  confidence  and  of  hope. 

History  is  with  us.  If  we  are  pru- 
dent about  the  requirements  of  stability, 
about  arms  control  in  both  the  narrow 
and  the  largest  senses,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  we  can  control  the  nuclear  menace; 
if  we  are  ingenious  enough  technologi- 
cally, perhaps  some  day  we  can  radically 
reduce  it.  But  we  must  keep  our  eyes 
attuned  to  the  broad  vision— not  simply 
parchment  security,  but  real  security.  It 
is  in  these  broad  terms  that  we  must 
evaluate  the  future,  for  it  is  in  these 
broad  terms  that  the  foreign  policy 
legacy  of  this  Administration  will  be 
judged.  ■ 


Proposed  Sale  of  Aircraft 
Avionics  Components  to  China 


by  James  R.  Lilley 

Statement  before  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  on  April  29,  1986. 
Mr.  Lilley  is  Deputy  Assistant  Secre- 
tary for  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
Affairs.^ 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  discuss 
the  proposed  sale  of  aircraft  avionics 
components  to  the  People's  Repubhc  of 
China  (P.R.C.)  for  use  in  the  moderniza- 
tion of  the  F-8  high  altitude  air  defense 
interceptor. 

This  proposed  sale  has  focused  at- 
tention on  our  military  cooperation  with 
China.  Much  has  been  said  about  this 
cooperation.  As  the  Congress  considers 
this  issue,  it  is  important  to  maintain 
our  perspective  as  to  what  our  coopera- 
tion is  and  what  it  is  not  and  to  base 
our  discussion  on  how  this  issue  fits  into 
both  our  broader  policy  toward  China 
and  developments  in  the  region. 

The  last  four  Administrations  have 
worked  to  develop  stronger  relations 
with  the  People's  Repubhc  of  China. 
Since  the  establishment  of  diplomatic  re- 
lations in  1979,  U.S.-China  ties  have 
broadened  significantly.  The  strengthen- 
ing of  our  bilateral  relationship  has 
resulted  in  many  benefits  to  the  United 


States,  including  increased  trade,  exten- 
sive contact  between  the  peoples  of  our 
nations,  cooperation  in  educational  and 
cultural  spheres,  and  a  wide-ranging  ex- 
change of  views  on  regional  and  global 
issues  during  high-level  visits.  Although 
we  do  not  always  agree  on  international 
issues,  our  dialogue  has  increased  under- 
standing of  our  respective  positions  and, 
we  beheve,  reduced  potential  areas  of 
disagreement  between  us.  Moreover, 
friendly  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  China  have  contributed  to  a 
reduction  of  tensions  in  the  Asia-Pacific 
region. 

U.S.  Military  Cooperation 

A  part  of  our  growing  relationship  is 
the  increased  cooperation  in  the  military 
sphere,  including  sales  of  some  defen- 
sive arms  to  China.  This  Hmited  military 
cooperation  is  based  on  the  assessment 
that  the  United  States  and  China  share 
certain  important  parallel  interests. 
Foremost  among  these  is  a  common 
security  concern— the  threat  posed  to 
both  of  our  countries  and  the  entire 
Asia-Pacific  region  by  the  Soviet  Union. 
The  willingness  of  the  United  States  to 
sell  specific  defensive  weapons  or  tech- 
nologies to  the  P.R.C.  is  based  on  a 
thorough  analysis  of  each  item's  utility 
for  enhancing  Chinese  defensive  capabil- 
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ities,  taking  into  full  consideration  the 
political-military  environment  and  the  in- 
terests and  concerns  of  our  other  friends 
and  allies  in  the  region. 

The  proposed  program  for  an  up- 
grade of  50  F-8  air  defense  interceptor 
aircraft,  to  be  completed  about  1995  or 
1996,  will  contribute  to  China's  ability  to 
defend  its  airspace  against  the  threat 
from  the  Soviet  Union.  The  program 
was  very  carefully  reviewed  to  insure 
that  the  upgrade  would  not  provide  an 
offensive  capability  that  could  be  threat- 
ening to  allies  and  friends,  including  Tai- 
wan, in  the  region. 

Our  military  cooperation  with  China 
is  proceeding  cautiously  and  deliber- 
ately. We  beheve  that  the  proposed  pro- 
gram to  assist  vdth  the  upgrade  of  the 
F-8  defensive  interceptor  aircraft  is  an 
area  where  cooperation  to  strengthen 
China's  defensive  capabilities  will  not 
concomitantly  jeopardize  the  security  of 
other  Asian  friends  and  allies.  We  be- 
lieve strongly  that  our  interests  are  bet- 
ter served  by  developing  cooperative 
economic,  trade,  political,  and  military 
ties  with  the  P.R.C.  than  by  refusing  to 
assist  them  in  their  modernization  ef- 
forts in  all  appropriate  areas  of  activity. 
The  current  trend  in  U.S.-China  rela- 
tions is  a  positive  trend  which  is  aimed 
at  contributing  to  the  security  not  only 
of  China  and  the  United  States  but  our 
other  friends  and  allies  as  well. 

For  nearly  a  decade,  China  has 
sought  to  modernize  four  key  sectors- 
industry,  agriculture,  science  and  tech- 
nology, and  mihtary.  A  key  element  in 
these  modernizations  is  the  acquisition 
of  foreign  technology.  The  military  ele- 
ment is  the  fourth  priority  and  has  been 
severely  constrained  by  budget  limita- 
tions despite  having  to  face  49  Soviet  di- 
visions comprising  half  a  million  men  on 
the  Sino-Soviet  border  as  well  as  up  to 
44  Vietnamese  divisions  in  the  south. 
Major  efforts  are  underway  to  reduce 
the  number  of  soldiers  by  1  million  men 
as  well  as  to  reform  leadership,  organi- 
zation, training,  and  military  doctrine. 
The  goal  is  a  leaner,  better  equipped, 
better  trained  and  organized,  and  better 
led  armed  force  so  as  to  meet  China's 
main  security  threats.  The  budget  con- 
straints, however,  have  delayed  procure- 
ment and  production  of  new  equipment, 
and  China's  defense  industries  have  in- 
creasingly been  civilianized  to  produce 
nonmilitary  consumer  goods.  The  hope 
is  to  obtain  needed  defensive  equipment 
from  abroad,  although  such  procurement 
will  continue  to  be  limited  by  the  in- 
creasing lack  of  foreign  exchange. 


Regional  Considerations 

As  we  consider  our  military  cooperation 
with  China,  we  have  carefully  con- 
sidered the  opinions  of  our  friends  and 
allies  in  East  and  Southeast  Asia.  We 
have  made  it  clear  that  our  cooperation 
is  limited  to  defensive  equipment.  We 
believe  these  countries  understand  our 
rationale  and  appreciate  our  caution. 
While  some  of  them  still  are  concerned 
that  we  will  move  beyond  our  well- 
defined  limitations,  their  reactions  have 
been  muted. 

There  has  been  concern  expressed 
about  the  impact  of  this  sale  on  Taiwan. 
It  is,  indeed,  true  that  Taiwan  is  dis- 
tressed about  U.S.  military  assistance  to 
the  P.R.C.  and  support  for  the  F-8  in 
particular.  However,  we  beheve  that  if 
this  single  program  of  assistance  to  a 
small  number  of  aircraft  is  put  into  the 
proper  perspective  it  will  be  difficult  to 
claim  that  it  potentially  constitutes  a 
significantly  increased  threat  to  Taiwan. 
Taiwan  is  a  dynamic,  vigorous  society. 
It  has  a  rapidly  growing  economy  and  a 
stable  political  system,  and  these  two 
factors  are  key  deterrents  to  efforts  by 
anyone  seeking  to  alter  the  course  of  de- 
velopments there  by  force.  I  need  cite 
only  a  few  statistics. 

Taiwan's  per  capita  gross  national 
product  is  currently  over  $3,000  a  year 
and  there  is  every  reason  to  believe 
that  by  the  end  of  the  century  it  will 
rise  to  $12,000.  In  addition,  every  in- 
crease in  prosperity  is  equitably  dis- 
tributed, further  encouraging  economic 
development  and  reducing  social  ten- 
sions. Taiwan's  total  trade  was  $50.8  bil- 
lion in  1985,  putting  it  into  the  top  15 
trading  entities  in  the  world.  Taiwan  is 
the  fifth  largest  trading  partner  of  the 
United  States  with  a  total  trade  in  1985 
of  $22.8  billion.  Taiwan's  foreign  ex- 
change holdings  are  $28  billion. 

By  many  other  yardsticks  also,  Tai- 
wan is  a  significant  actor  on  the  Asian 
scene.  Taiwan's  economy  is  now  gradu- 
ating into  the  high  technology  manufac- 
turers which  should  permit  its  export 
economy  to  gi-ow.  Although  understand- 
ably concerned  by  the  military  situation, 
Taiwan  remains  confident  in  maintaining 
the  growth  of  its  economy  and  in  con- 
tinuing its  political  progress  with  sta- 
bility. Foreign  as  well  as  domestic  in- 
vestors give  the  practical  vote  of  confi- 
dence on  which  Taiwan's  prosperity  and 
stability  rest.  We,  therefore,  think  that 
there  are  good  grounds  for  Taiwan  to 
continue  to  act  with  confidence. 

Even  though  the  situation  has  occa- 
sionally been  tense  in  the  Taiwan  Strait, 


it  has  been  basically  peaceful  for  nearly 
30  years.  This  can  only  be  explained  by 
a  complex  of  factors— political,  economic, 
and  psychological,  as  well  as  military. 
We  believe  that  this  reahstic  appraisal 
is  shared  by  the  government  in  Beijing. 
It  has  authoritatively  stated  that  its  fun- 
damental and  consistent  policy  is  peace- 
ful reunification.  That  policy  was  at  the 
center  of  the  negotiations  which  led  to 
the  August  17,  1982,  joint  communique. 
In  that  document,  the  United  States  ac- 
knowledged this  fundamental  Chinese 
policy.  As  stated  in  then  Assistant 
Secretary  [of  East  Asian  and  Pacific  Af- 
fairs John  H.]  Holdridge's  August  18, 
1982,  statement  before  the  House  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee,  our  willingness 
to  make  "adjustments  in  our  arms  sales 
to  Taiwan  had  to  be  premised  on  a  con- 
tinuation of  China's  peaceful  policy."  He 
went  on  to  say  that  "while  we  have  no 
reason  to  beheve  that  China's  pohcy  will 
change,  an  inescapable  corollary  to  these 
mutually  interdependent  policies  is  that 
should  that  happen,  we  will  reassess 
ours." 

Although  there  have  been  occasional, 
troubling  remarks  suggesting  possible 
future  military  actions  and  Beijing 
declines  to  renounce  formally  the  use  of 
force  to  resolve  what  it  considers  to  be 
an  internal  matter,  we  believe  that  Bei- 
jing shares  our  view  that  the  use  or 
threat  of  force  could  complicate  this  is- 
sue rather  than  facilitate  its  settlement. 

Taipei  has  responded  negatively  to 
Beijing's  overtures  for  formal  talks 
about  reunification,  beginning  with  polit- 
ical talks  about  three  areas  of  interim 
contacts  (trade,  visits,  and  communica- 
tions) on  the  grounds  that  Beijing's 
proposals  are  not  sincere.  However,  the 
substance  about  which  Beijing  wishes 
interim  talks  has  been  developing. 
Trade  over  the  years  has  been  increas- 
ing, and  1985  trade  nearly  doubled  over 
the  previous  year  to  a  level  of  $1.1  bil- 
lion in  two-way  trade,  much  of  it  Taiwan 
exports.  There  are  increasing  contacts 
between  individuals  and  private  organi- 
zations in  key  areas  such  as  science, 
technology,  and  culture.  While  direct 
communications  are  opposed  by  Taiwan, 
indirect  communications  assure  that  the 
positions  of  each  side  is  understood  by 
the  other.  There  may  eventually  be  an 
interest  in  greater  contacts  provided 
they  are  to  their  mutual  advantage. 

A  key  aspect  of  Taiwan's  confidence 
is  the  U.S.  commitment.  The  Taiwan 
Relations  Act  is  a  fundamental  affirma- 
tion of  the  strong  support  which  the 
United  States  gives  to  Taiwan  and  of 
the  interest  which  the  United  States  has 


Ul 


August  1986 


51 


ECONOMICS 


in  having  any  resolution  of  the  future  of 
Taiwan  by  the  Chinese  themselves  be 
peaceful.  Lest  this  support  be  seen 
merely  as  verbal  and  moral,  the  Taiwan 
Relations  Act  specifies  that  "the  United 
States  will  make  available  to  Taiwan 
such  defense  articles  and  services  in 
such  quantity  as  may  be  necessary  to 
enable  Taiwan  to  maintain  a  sufficient 
self-defense  capability."  This  has  been  a 
consistent  policy  since  the  enactment  of 
that  legislation  in  1979,  and  we  see  no 
sentiment  for  changing  that  policy.  In 
1982  at  the  signing  of  the  joint  commu- 
nique, the  United  States  realized  that 
this  complicated  statement,  arrived  at 
after  extensive  negotiations,  gave 
grounds  for  concerns  on  Taiwan,  and  six 
reassurances  were  given  to  Taiwan.  In 
addition  to  stating  that  the  United 
States  "had  no  intention  whatsoever  to 
revise  the  Taiwan  Relations  Act"  and 
"had  not  agreed  to  hold  prior  consulta- 
tions with  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  on  arms  sales  and  military  items 
to  be  sold  to  Taiwan,"  there  were  assur- 
ances that  the  United  States  would  "not 
exert  pressure  on  Taiwan  to  enter  into 
negotiations  with  the  People's  Republic 
of  China."  We  believe  that  Taipei  and 
Beijing  both  understand  the  firmness  of 
the  United  States  in  implementing  the 
Taiwan  Relations  Act.  Our  arms  sales 
have  been  significant.  Although  decreas- 
ing gradually  as  agreed  to  in  the  August 
17,  1982,  communique,  they  have  re- 
mained adequate  given  the  current  situ- 
ation in  the  Taiwan  Strait.  In  addition, 
Taiwan  is  increasing  its  reliance  on  in- 
digenous efforts  for  reasons  of  national 
pride  as  well  as  sound  economic 
grounds.  We  have,  for  many  years,  sup- 
ported this  Taiwan  poHcy,  and  we  will 
continue  to  do  so. 

This  Administration  seeks  the  con- 
tinuation of  our  growing  ties  with  China 
while  maintaining  our  firm  commitment 
under  the  Taiwan  Relations  Act  to  the 
security  of  the  people  on  Taiwan.  We 
remain  optimistic  about  the  future  and 
believe  our  willingness  to  cooperate 
with  China  in  its  modernization 
efforts— including  cautious  and  prudent 
cooperation  in  the  field  of  military 
modernization— vdll  provide  stability  and 
peace  in  the  East  Asia  region  in  the 
years  ahead. 


Imports  from  the 

European  Economic  Community 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  15,  19861 

The  President  today  proclaimed  quotas 
on  agricultural  imports  from  the  Euro- 
pean Community  (EC)  in  response  to 
the  EC's  quotas  on  U.S.  agricultural 
exports  to  Portugal.^ 

We  have  been  assured  by  the  EC 
that  their  quotas  will  have  no  immediate 
impact  on  our  trade.  As  long  as  that  re- 
mains the  case,  our  quotas  will  be  simi- 
larly nonrestrictive.  However,  should 
the  EC's  quantitative  restrictions  begin 
to  restrict  U.S.  exports,  the  U.S.  quotas 
vdll  be  adjusted  to  have  a  comparable 
effect,  or  the  President  may  substitute 
tariff  increases  for  the  quotas. 

This  action  follows  the  President's 
announcement  on  March  31  that  the 
United  States  would  respond  in  kind  to 
the  EC's  import  restrictions  on  grains 
and  oilseeds  imposed  in  Portugal  follow- 
ing that  country's  accession  to  the  EC. 

The  U.S.  quotas  will  be  effective 
May  19  on  EC  white  wane  vdth  a  value 
of  more  than  $4.00  per  gallon,  chocolate, 
candy,  apple  or  pear  juice,  and  beer. 


The  President  indicated  his  willingness 
to  suspend  these  measures  and  refer  the 
matter  to  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT)  if  the  EC  will 
agree  to  do  the  same. 

The  President  has  also  decided  to 
suspend  certain  tariff  concessions,  effec- 
tive in  30  days.  The  action  will  not  in- 
crease tariffs,  however,  and  the  decision 
on  any  duty  increases  will  be  deferred 
until  July  to  allow  time  for  negotiation 
of  compensation  for  EC  tariff  action  af- 
fecting U.S.  exports  of  feedgrains  to 
Spain. 

This  is  a  dispute  the  United  States 
sought  to  avoid.  But  we  cannot  overlook 
the  EC's  unilateral  actions  which  clearly 
violate  GATT  rules  and  affect  some  of 
our  most  sensitive  exports.  Our 
response  is  fair  and  measured.  We  hope 
the  EC  w\\\  respond  in  a  way  that  will 
help  us  settle  this  disagreement  without 
further  damaging  our  trading  rela- 
tionship. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  19,  1986. 
^Proclamation  5478.  ■ 


World  Trade  Week,  1986 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  publisned  bv  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  tne  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


PROCLAMATION  5482, 
MAY  19,  1986» 

Each  year,  World  Trade  Week  provides  an 
opportunity  to  celebrate  the  importance  of  in- 
ternational trade  to  our  present  prosperity 
and  our  future  prospects.  Indeed,  it  benefits 
us  and  all  the  nations  with  whom  we  do 
business. 

American  business  initiative  and  ingenui- 
ty have  never  stopped  at  our  borders.  Since 
the  birth  of  our  Nation,  we  have  been  a  dy- 
namic force  in  international  trade.  That  trade 
has  helped  us  build  the  most  productive  econ- 
omy in  the  history  of  mankind. 

Today,  America's  prosperity  depends  as 
never  before  on  our  ability  to  compete  in  in- 
ternational markets.  Our  exports  make  a 
major  contribution  to  domestic  growth  and 
employment.  The  United  States  is  today  the 
world's  leading  exporter.  We  export  nearly 
16  percent  more  goods  to  the  world  than  our 
nearest  competitor,  yet  we  export  far  less  of 
our  total  production  than  many  other  trading 
nations.  We  need  to  increase  our  exports  to 
further  strengthen  our  economy. 


American  companies  need  the  same  free 
and  fair  access  to  foreign  markets  that  the 
United  States  offers  to  its  trading  partners. 
My  Administration  has  stepped  up  its  efforts 
to  counter  unfair  trade  practices  and  to  open 
foreign  markets  that  have  raised  barriers  to 
American  products.  We  will  continue  to  do 
so. 

Today,  we  are  preparing  for  a  new  round 
of  multilateral  trade  negotiations.  Through 
those  negotiations  we  will  continue  to  press 
for  open  markets  for  the  products  of  our 
manufacturing  firms.  We  will  also  press  for 
greater  market  access  for  the  products  of 
America's  farms  and  the  products  of  our  fast- 
growing  service  industries. 

In  multilateral  negotiations,  and  at  home, 
we  will  continue  to  resist  proposals  for  pro- 
tectionist measures  for  the  simple  reason, 
proved  by  history  and  bitter  experience,  that 
they  just  do  not  work. 

Export  expansion  also  requires  a  sound, 
stable  dollar  and  reliable  exchange  rates 
around  the  world.  We  have  already  achieved 
a  great  deal  through  our  efforts  to  coordinate 
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economic  and  monetary  policies  with  our 
major  trading  partners.  Upward  revaluations 
of  foreign  currencies  against  the  dollar  are 
making  American  products  more  competitive 
around  the  world.  We  are  continuing  our  poli- 
cy discussions  with  America's  major  trading 
partners  to  enhance  America's  trading 
opportunities. 

Government  can  only  set  the  stage  for  in- 
creased trading.  It  is  the  job  of  American  pri- 
vate enterprise  to  make  trade  grow.  Over 
the  past  year,  government  actions  have  vast- 
ly improved  the  climate  for  trade.  Aggressive 
exporters  in  our  business  community  are  call- 
ing today's  trading  climate  an  opportunity  for 
a  "renaissance  in  American  competitiveness." 
Translating  that  golden  opportunity  into  a 
reality  depends  upon  all  of  America's 
businesses. 

Given  fair  competitive  conditions,  Ameri- 
can industry  and  labor  can  and  will  meet  this 
challenge  with  renewed  determination- 
reaching  out  to  fulfill  our  potential  as  a  great 
exporting  nation. 

Now,  Therefore,  I,  Ronald  Reagan, 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
by  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by 
the  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  do  hereby  proclaim  the  week  begin- 
ning May  18,  1986,  as  Worid  Trade  Week.  I 
invite  the  people  of  the  United  States  to  join 
in  appropriate  observances  to  reaffirm  the 
enormous  potential  of  international  trade  for 
creating  jobs  and  stimulating  economic  activi- 
ty here  while  it  helps  to  generate  prosperity 
for  all. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto 
set  my  hand  this  nineteenth  day  of  May,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hundred  and 
eighty-six,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  two  hundred 
and  tenth. 

Ronald  Reagan 


NATO  Ministers  Meet  in  Canada 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  26,  1986. 


Secretary  Shultz  attended  the  regu- 
lar semiannual  session  of  the  North  At- 
lantic Council  ministerial  meeting  in 
Halifax,  Nova  Scotia,  on  May  29-30, 
1986.  Following  are  the  texts  of  the  two 
statements  issued  by  the  ministers  and 
the  Secretary's  news  conference. 


NORTH  ATLANTIC  COUNCIL 

STATEMENT, 
MAY  30,  1986' 

At  Halifax,  we  have  reviewed  all  aspects  of 
East- West  relations.  We  conclude  that  obsta- 
cles to  agreement,  however  serious,  should 
not  prevent  both  sides  from  building  on  areas 
of  common  interest.  We  remain  ready  to  co- 
operate where  common  ground  exists.  We 
will  continue  our  efforts  to  narrow 
differences  elsewhere. 

We  remain  united  in  our  resolve  to  main- 
tain adequate  forces  and  to  seek  a  more  con- 
structive relationship  with  the  countries  of 
the  East.  However,  the  conventional  im- 
balance in  Europe  and  the  sustained  build-up 
and  modernization  of  all  categories  of  Soviet 
military  power  continue  to  be  of  concern.  In 
order  to  preserve  peace  and  to  prevent  any 
kind  of  war,  we  will  maintain  the  Alliance's 
strategy  of  deterrence. 

We  are  determined  to  pursue  our  efforts 
for  progress  in  arms  control  and  disarma- 
ment. We  aim  at  a  lower  and  more  balanced 
level  of  armaments.  We  support  US  efforts 
to  achieve  deep  reductions  in  Soviet  and  US 
nuclear  forces.  We  seek  a  ti-eaty  totally 
eliminating  chemical  weapons.  Reductions  in 
conventional  forces  are  also  crucial  in  order 
to  correct  the  present  conventional  imbalance 
between  the  Alliance  and  the  Warsaw  Pact. 
Beyond  this,  we  aim  at  conventional  stability 
throughout  Europe.  We  have  today  made  a 
separate  statement  on  conventional  arms 
control. 

In  all  negotiating  fora  in  which  they  are 
engaged,  the  participating  Allies  have 
presented  detailed  proposals  directed  at  en- 
hancing stability  and  security.  We  now  await 
an  equally  constructive  response  at  the 
negotiating  table  from  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  other  members  of  the  Warsaw  Pact. 
Public  statements  alone  are  not  enough. 

Adequate  verification  measures  are  the 
key  to  progress  in  all  the  present  negotia- 
tions and  essential  for  building  trust  and 
openness.  Any  agreement  should  enhance 
confidence  of  compliance  and  strengthen  the 
existing  treaty  regime.  We  are  prepared  to 
accept  comprehensive  verification  measures, 
on  a  fully  reciprocal  basis,  including 
systematic  on-site  inspections. 

But  the  development  of  peaceful  and 
realistic  East- West  relations  requires  more 
than  arms  control.  The  human  dimension  re- 
mains crucial:  this  embraces  respect  for  hu- 
man rights  and  encouragement  of  individual 
contacts.  Moreover,  a  more  co-operative 


East-West  relationship,  including  political  dia- 
logue, trade,  and  cultural  exchanges,  in  which 
all  states  participate  on  equal  terms,  is 
needed. 

We  reaffirm  the  importance  each  of  us  at- 
taches to  the  CSCE  [Conference  on  Security 
and  Cooperation  in  Europe]  process  in  all  its 
aspects.  At  Stockholm  we  are  pressing  for 
agreement  on  a  substantial  set  of  confidence 
and  security  building  measures  by  September 
1986.  We  are  determined  to  further  the 
CSCE  process  at  the  Vienna  CSCE  Follow- 
up  meeting  in  November,  which  should  be 
opened  at  a  political  level. 

We  underline  the  importance  of  the  con- 
tinued observance  of  the  Quadripartite 
Agreement  on  Berlin  and,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  current  situation,  of  maintaining 
freedom  of  circulation  in  the  city. 

Terrorism  is  a  serious  concern  to  us  all. 
It  poses  an  intolerable  threat  to  our  citizens 
and  to  the  conduct  of  normal  international  re- 
lations. We  are  resolved  to  work  together  to 
eradicate  this  scourge.  We  urge  closer  inter- 
national co-operation  in  this  effort. 

The  purpose  of  our  Alliance  is  to  enable 
our  peoples  to  live  in  peace  and  freedom,  free 
from  any  threat  to  their  security.  We  seek  a 
productive  East-West  dialogue.  This  will  en- 
hance stability  in  our  relations  with  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Warsaw  Pact.  We  call  upon  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  other  Eastern 
European  countries  to  join  us  in  this 
endeavour. 


NORTH  ATLANTIC  COUNCIL 

STATEMENT  ON 

CONVENTIONAL  ARMS 

CONTROL, 
MAY  30,  19862 

Within  the  Alliance,  we  cherish  the  ideal  that 
all  the  peoples  of  Europe,  from  the  Atlantic 
to  the  Urals,  should  live  in  peace,  freedom 
and  security.  To  achieve  that  ideal,  bold  new 
steps  are  required  in  the  field  of  conventional 
arms  control. 

Our  objective  is  the  strengthening  of  sta- 
bility and  security  in  the  whole  of  Europe, 
through  increased  openness  and  the  establish- 
ment of  a  verifiable,  comprehensive  and  sta- 
ble balance  of  conventional  forces  at  lower 
levels. 

To  work  urgently  towards  the  achieve- 
ment of  this  objective,  we  have  decided  to 
set  up  a  high  level  task  force  on  conventional 
aiTOS  control. 

It  will  build  on  the  Western  proposals  at 
the  CDE  [Conference  on  Confidence-  and 
Security-Building  Measures  and  Disarmament 
in  Europe]  conference  in  Stockholm  and  at 
the  MBFR  [mutual  and  balanced  force  reduc- 
tions] negotiations  in  Vienna,  in  both  of 
which  participating  Allied  countries  are 
determined  to  achieve  early  agreement. 

It  will  take  account  of  Mr.  Gorbachev's 
statement  of  18th  April  expressing,  in  partic- 
ular, Soviet  readiness  to  pursue  conventional 
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force  reductions  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Urals. 

An  interim  report  will  be  presented  to 
the  Council  in  October,  and  a  final  report  will 
be  discussed  at  our  next  meeting  in  De- 
cember. 

Our  aim  is  a  radical  improvement  in  East- 
West  relations  in  which  more  confidence, 
greater  openness  and  increased  security  will 
benefit  all. 


SECRETARY  SHULTZ'S 
NEWS  CONFERENCE, 

MAY  30,  19863 

Q.  Is  there  any  truth  to  the  reports  in 
the  U.S.  press  today  suggesting  a  rift 
in  the  alliance  following  the  decision 
of  the  President  announced  Tuesday 
concerning  SALT  II?  Are  those  head- 
lines accurate? 
A.  No. 

Q.  Could  you  say  whether  any  of 
the  allies  supported  the  idea  of  a  U.S. 
breakout  from  SALT  II? 

A.  It's  not  so  much  a  question  of  a 
breakout.  I  don't  think  it  is  being 
described  properly.  What  we  are  talking 


about  here  is  a  shift  of  gears  from  a 
form  of  restraint  under  a  treaty  that 
was  never  ratified  and  was  being  violat- 
ed, and,  for  that  matter,  has  become  in- 
creasingly obsolete,  since  its  most 
fundamental  unit  of  account, 
launchers— not  exclusive  unit  of  account, 
but  fundamental  unit  of  account— is  not 
the  right  one.  The  right  units  of  account 
are  warheads  and  the  capacity  to  deliver 
that  power.  You  have  a  form  of  re- 
straint that  has  been  becoming  more 
and  more  obsolete,  that  is  unratified, 
that  is  being  violated. 

The  President  is  saying,  let  us  shift 
away  from  that  to  a  form  of  restraint 
that  looks  at  behavior  by  the  Soviet 
Union  and  looks  at  the  responsibilities 
that  the  United  States  has,  and  the  alli- 
ance has,  for  the  maintenance  of  our 
defensive  deterrent  capability.  That's 
what  we  have  to  keep  our  eye  on.  And 
[he]  says  that,  broadly  speaking,  what 
we  need  for  deterrence  is  a  reflection  of 
what  the  Soviet  Union  has  aimed  at  us. 

We  will  have  to  take  into  account,  in 
our  own  behavior,  what  they  do.  And 
beyond  that,  in  a  period  of  budgetary 


26th  Report  on  Cyprus 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
APR.  14,  19861 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  95-384,  I  am 
submitting  to  you  a  bimonthly  report  on 
progress  toward  a  negotiated  settlement  of 
the  Cyprus  question. 

Since  my  last  report,  the  United  Nations 
Secretary  General  has  taken  a  further  impor- 
tant step  in  his  initiative  to  achieve  a  Cyprus 
settlement.  This  initiative  was  launched  in 
August  1984  and  since  that  time  has  involved 
extensive  discussions  between  UN  officials 
and  negotiators  for  the  two  Cypriot  communi- 
ties. On  March  29,  the  Secretary  General 
provided  to  Greek  and  Turkish  Cypriot 
representatives  in  New  York  a  draft  agree- 
ment incorporating  a  framework  for  a  future 
Federal  Republic  of  Cyprus  and  establishing 
a  negotiating  process  for  working  toward  an 
overall  settlement.  If  accepted  by  the  parties, 
the  agreement  would  lead  to  direct  negotia- 
tions on  such  fundamental  issues  as  troop 
withdrawals,  international  guarantees,  and 
freedom  of  movement,  freedom  of  settlement, 
and  right  to  property;  and  to  further  elabora- 
tion of  constitutional  and  territorial  arrange- 
ments essential  to  a  fair  and  final  settlement. 

Under  the  agreement's  terms,  the  Secre- 
tary General  would  convene  periodic  summit 
meetings  between  the  leaders  of  the  two 
Cypriot  communities  and,  under  their 
guidance,  working  groups  would  address  the 
issues  in  detail. 


Whii  i-etary  General's  document 

would  comniil  Liie  two  Cypriot  sides  to  a 
process  aimed  at  achieving  an  overall  settle- 
ment within  an  accepted  framework,  it  is  our 
understanding  that,  under  his  "integrated- 
whole"  approach,  the  positions  taken  by  the 
parties  at  any  stage  in  the  course  of  negotia- 
tions would  not  be  final  until  all  issues  were 
resolved,  to  theii-  mutual  satisfaction. 

During  his  recent  trip  to  Turkey  and 
Greece,  Secretary  Shultz  expressed  the 
strong  support  of  the  United  States  for  the 
current  effort  of  the  UN  Secretary  General 
and  encouraged  those  governments  to  do 
the  same. 

The  Secretary  General's  initiative  pre- 
sents the  leaders  of  the  two  Cypriot  commu- 
nities with  a  historic  opportunity  to  begin  a 
process  toward  peace  and  reconciliation.  The 
United  States  hopes  the  parties  will  embark 
on  this  path  and  that  their  leaders  will  work 
with  the  Secretai7  General  in  this  effoit  to 
achieve  a  just  and  lasting  Cj'prus  settlement. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan 


"Identical  letters  addressed  to  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  Richard  G.  Lugar, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Apr.  21,  1986).  ■ 


constraints,  we  have  to  look  at  our  own 
resources  and  use  them  most  effectively. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that,  in 
terms  of  the  limits  of  SALT  II,  the 
United  States  is  vdthin  those  limits,  and 
the  Soviet  Union  is  the  country  that  is 
not.  However,  we  put  that  all  behind  us 
and  look  at  the  future  and  say  there  can 
be  a  de  facto  form  of  mutual  restraint. 
We  hope  so;  the  President  flatly  calls 
for  it.  However,  the  most  important 
thing  is  that  we  have  to  get  on  with  the 
business  of  what  was  called  for  in  the 
basic  SALT  and  ABM  agreements  to  be- 
gin wath,  namely,  let's  get  the  levels  of 
these  nuclear  weapons  down.  That  is 
what  the  President  has  been  proposing 
all  along,  and  that  is  what  the  President 
and  Mr.  Gorbachev  agreed  in  Geneva  to 
try  to  do.  And  there  is  an  important 
forum  in  Geneva  where  we  have  major 
positions  on  the  table  calling  for  radical 
reductions— not  limits  on  the  increases 
but  radical  reductions— in  these  nuclear 
arsenals.  And  that's  what  we  need 
to  do. 

Q.  Can  you  comment  on  the  appar- 
ent illogic  of  suggesting  substitute 
restraints  while  promising  to  abandon 
the  restraint  that  we  already  have  at  a 
time  when  new  restraints  are  obvious- 
ly very  difficult  to  negotiate? 

A.  The  so-called  restraints  that  we 
already  have  are  obsolete,  unratified, 
and  being  violated.  The  fact  that  they 
are  increasingly  obsolete  shows  that  you 
need  to  point  your  attention  to  different 
things,  and  that  is  what,  in  effect,  we 
are  doing.  But  obviously,  just  to  restate 
it,  the  Unite'd  States  has  a  responsibility 
to  itself  and  to  its  allies  to  maintain  the 
effectiveness  of  our  deterrent  capability 
and  not  have  it  erode;  and  that  is  what 
the  President  intends  to  do. 

Q.  Did  the  allied  opposition  you 
ran  into  here  make  any  differences 
whatsoever  in  your  decision  to  move 
on  from  SALT? 

A.  There  have  been  extensive  dis- 
cussions with  the  allies,  going  back  over 
a  period  of  years,  very  formally  about  a 
year  ago  in  Portugal,  and  in  connection 
with  this  decision.  Their  views  are 
known  and  have  been  taken  into 
account.  I  think  that  the  very  strong 
allied  view  that  we  have  to  maintain  de- 
terrence, that  we  should  be  watching 
Soviet  behavior,  and  that  we  need  to 
negotiate  radical  reductions  in  nuclear 
weapons  comes  through  loud  and  clear, 
and  we  are  all  on  the  same  wavelength 
there.  We  have  a  disagreement  with 
some  countries,  not  necessarily  all,  on 
the  President's  most  recent  decision.  To 


54 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


EUROPE 


a  certain  extent,  at  least  in  listening  to 
the  discussion,  there  was  more  argu- 
ment about  the  imagery  than  the  con- 
tent. And  I  think  we  have  to  be  careful 
in  all  of  this  propaganda  war,  so  to 
speak,  that  we  do  the  right  thing;  that 
we  don't  do  wrong  things  because  we 
think  it  will  sound  better. 

Q.  [NATO  Secretary  General]  Mr. 
Carrington  just  said  that  the  ministers 
who  emerged  from  this  meeting  are  a 
little  bit  wiser.  How  wiser  are  you, 
and  how  would  you  define  that? 

A.  I  don't  know,  you'll  have  to  ask 
Mr.  Carrington  about  that.  [Laughter] 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  if  you  feel  you 
are  wiser  today  than  Monday? 

A.  I  haven't  really  thought  about  it 
that  way.  I  would  say  this,  that  in  diplo- 
matic lingo,  frankness  is  a  synonym  for 
criticism,  and  at  the  opening  of  this  ses- 
sion the  President,  Mr.  Carrington, 
called  for  frank  discussion,  and  we  had  a 
lot  of  it.  But  it  was  good.  At  one  point 
somebody  reflected,  "I  wonder  if  they 
talk  Uke  this  in  the  Warsaw  Pact,"  and 
there  was  a  great  round  of  laughter. 
But  I  think  that  differences  and  shades 
of  differences  on  a  great  variety  of  sub- 
jects, out-of-area  as  well  as  directly 
NATO-related  subjects,  were  talked 
about,  and  that's  the  purpose  of  this 
kind  of  meeting.  It  is  also  important  to 
see  the  broad  nature  of  our  agreements 
and  the  positive  and  cohesive  and  uni- 
fied feel  there  is  to  the  alliance.  I  don't 
know  whether  that's  wise  or  not. 

Q.  Did  you  seek  some  show  of  sup- 
port from  NATO  here,  a  public  show 
of  support,  for  the  U.S.  position  on 
SALT?  And  the  fact  that  you  do  not 
have  one,  or  there  is  not  one,  is  that  a 
setback  in  the  propaganda  war,  do  you 
think? 

A.  We  had  extensive  consultations 
before  we  got  here,  so  we  were  quite 
aware  of  the  positions  of  governments 
because  they  sent  them  to  us,  and  we 
had  discussions  in  other  fora.  I  think  it 
was  an  opportunity— at  least  I  welcomed 
it  as  an  opportunity— to  explain  carefully 
and  thoroughly  the  President's  ration- 
ale, why  he  decided  what  he  did.  I  was 
told  by  quite  a  number  of  people  that 
the  explanation  was  very  helpful.  And 
we  didn't  take  a  poll,  obviously;  many- 
some  have  expressed  their  differences 
with  the  decision.  That's  their  privilege 
to  do.  On  the  other  hand,  the  main  point 
is  that  on  the  key  and  important  mat- 
ters here,  there  is  a  continued,  strong, 
unified,  and  vigorous  position. 


Q.  When  you  and  the  President 
say  you  will  take  Soviet  behavior  into 
account  by  the  end  of  the  year,  does 
this  mean  that  you  will  postpone  mov- 
ing above  the  SALT  II  limits  in  some 
way,  or  is  there  some  other  taking 
into  account? 

A.  I  think  the  term  is  a  broad  one. 
And  we  want  to  get  away  from  the  sort 
of  technicalities,  so  to  speak,  of  what 
this  unratified  and  increasingly  obsolete 
treaty  may  or  may  not  have  called  for 
and  into  the  reaUties  of  what  is  the 
Soviet  posture,  and  what  does  it  take 
for  the  United  States  to  have  a  strong 
and  secure  deterrent.  And  so,  taking  it 
into  account  means  we  have  to  look 
broadly  across  the  board,  their  board 
and  our  board. 

The  President  has  made  a  number  of 
flat  statements  in  his  statement  about 
things  that  we  would  not  do.  Just  to 
give  examples,  I  vdll  read  them  off  to 


you.  Have  you  read  this  statement?  I 
asked  that  question  and  then  offered  to 
distribute  copies  to  those  who  hadn't, 
and  nobody  picked  up  a  copy.  He  says, 
"I  do  not  anticipate  any  appreciable 
numerical  growth  in  U.S.  strategic 
offensive  forces.  The  United  States  will 
not  deploy  more  strategic  nuclear  deliv- 
ery vehicles,  than  does  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Those  are  flat,  unqualified  state- 
ments that  represent  statements  of  re- 
straint in  ways  that  we  think  are 
relevant  to  our  responsibility,  along 
with  our  allies,  to  maintain  the  quality 
of  our  deterrent  capability. 

Q.  In  your  meeting  with  the 
Icelandic  Foreign  Minister,  you  told 
him  you  would  explore  new  avenues  in 
the  so-called  rainbow  navigation 
affair.  Could  you  be  a  little  more 
detailed  in  this  respect?  More  simply. 


U.S. -Spanish  Council  Meets 


JOINT  COMMUNIQUE, 

MAY  27,  1986 

The  U.S.-Spanish  Council  held  its  fifteenth 
meeting  in  Washington  on  Tuesday,  May  27, 
1986,  under  the  co-chairmanship  of  the 
Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  Spain  and  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States.  The 
previous  meeting  was  held  in  Madrid  on 
May  7,  1985. 

In  accordance  with  Complementary 
Agreement  1  of  the  Agreement  on  Friend- 
ship, Defense,  and  Cooperation  between 
Spain  and  the  United  States,  the  Council 
reviewed  the  activities  of  the  six  joint  com- 
mittees which  were  constituted  as  specialized 
management  bodies  under  the  Agreement. 
In  the  military  field  the  plans  for  exer- 
cises and  maneuvers  and  the  status  of  and 
prospects  for  FMS  [foreign  military  sales] 
and  IMET  [international  military  education 
and  training]  funds  were  examined,  and  em- 
phasis was  placed  on  the  usefulness  of  meet- 
ings between  the  general  staffs  of  both 
countries. 

The  report  of  the  Committee  on  Politico- 
Military  Administrative  Affairs  made  refer- 
ence to  agreements  reached  in  many  areas, 
particularly  in  the  solution  to  the  problem  of 
the  Territorial  Command  Network. 

In  its  report,  the  Committee  for  Defense 
Industrial  Cooperation  reaffirmed  the  com- 
mitment of  the  United  States  and  Spain  to 
reaching  the  goals  set  forth  in  Complemen- 
tary Agreement  4,  and  expressed  its  hope 
that  existing  differences  will  be  resolved  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  stated  in  the 
Preamble  of  the  Agreement,  in  a  manner 
which  will  reduce  the  existing  imbalance. 


Similarly,  the  activities  of  the  Joint  Eco- 
nomic Committee  were  reviewed,  and  empha- 
sis was  placed  on  each  side's  desire  to 
continue  working  together  to  fulfill  the  objec- 
tives described  in  Complementary  Agreement 
7,  thereby  making  possible  an  improvement 
in  the  trade  balance. 

The  reports  of  the  Joint  Committees  on 
Science  and  Technology  and  Cultural  and 
Educational  Affairs  also  showed  significant 
success  in  their  respective  fields. 

At  the  end  of  the  meeting,  the  Spanish 
Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  and  the  United 
States  Secretary  of  State,  as  co-chairmen,  ex- 
pressed their  satisfaction  with  the  work  car- 
ried out  and,  underlining  the  cooperative 
nature  of  the  achievements,  agreed  that  each 
side  would  work  to  prepare  for  the  negotia- 
tion of  a  legal  frameworl;  to  replace  the  1982 
Agreement  in  1988,  to  open  a  new  process 
that  reflects  the  realities  arising  from  Spain's 
membership  in  the  European  Community  and 
the  Atlantic  Alliance. 

In  a  separate  meeting  the  Minister  and 
the  Secretary  of  State  discussed  security 
matters,  including  the  opening  of  negotiations 
aimed  at  the  phased  reduction  of  the  U.S. 
military  presence  in  Spain,  based  on  the 
assumption  by  the  Spanish  armed  forces  of 
specific  responsibilities  and  missions  cur- 
rently undertaken  by  U.S.  forces  in  Spain, 
while  maintaining  the  overall  defensive  capa- 
bilities and  level  of  security  for  both  coun- 
tries and  their  allies,  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement  reached  on  December  10,  1985. 

During  the  meeting  they  also  dealt  with 
cun-ent  international  affairs,  including  the  sit- 
uation in  Central  America,  the  fight  against 
terrorism,  East-West  relations,  etc.  ■ 
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beyond  asking  [Defense  Secretary] 
Weinberger  to  look  at  the  issue,  am  I 
correct  in  understanding  that  you  are 
not  offering  any  details  at  this  point? 

A.  We  have  some  thoughts  about 
how  to  get  at  it.  It's  quite  an  unsatisfac- 
tory situation,  we  believe,  and  so  does 
the  Government  of  Iceland.  We  have 
been  working  on  it  for  about  2  years. 
We  made  one  effort  which  failed  in  the 
courts.  I  have  discussed  it  extensively 
with  Secretary  Weinberger.  We  share 
exactly  the  same  concerns,  and  we  think 
we  have  some  new  ways  of  getting  at 
this  that  may  or  may  not  work.  We  will 
proceed  with  them.  I  have  assigned  Ed 
Derwinski,  Counselor  to  the  Depart- 
ment, and  one  of  our  outstanding  people 
and  a  great  problemsolver,  to  be  work- 
ing on  this,  and  he  will  be  doing  some 
more  meeting  about  it.  We  hope  we  will 
find  our  way  to  a  satisfactory  resolution. 
I  don't  know  precisely  what  that  will 
be,  and  I  consider  the  situation  as  it 
stands  to  be  quite  unsatisfactory,  and 
we  are  trying  to  do  something  about  it. 

Q.  Earlier  in  talking  about  the 
SALT  II  situation,  you  spoke  about 
the  difference  between  imagery  and 
content,  and  obviously  you  came  out 
on  the  side  of  content  from  your 
answer. 

A.  We  think  that  the  imagery  is 
right,  that  is,  the  imagery  of  a  responsi- 
ble ally  holding  up  our  end  of  the 
responsibility  for  deterrence  and  calling 
attention  to  the  problems  presented  by 
the  obsolescence,  the  unratified  nature, 
and  the  violations  of  an  existing  ar- 
rangement that  is  increasingly  unwork- 
able, and  pointing  to  a  different  way  to 
go  about  it  and  pointing  to  the  impor- 
tance of  keeping  our  eye  on  the  main 
point,  namely,  let  us  agree  on  the  radi- 
cal reductions  that  the  two  leaders  said 
we  should  agree  on  in  Geneva.  That's 
the  right  imagery,  and  that's  the  right 
content.  I  am  a  believer  that  the  two 
tend  to  go  together,  myself. 

Q.  But  if  this  is  apparently  not 
well  understood  among  public  opinion 
in  Europe,  do  you  think  you  can  get 
that  message  across  over  there? 

A.  That  is  what  we  have  to  try  to 
do.  I  think  the  job  of  political  leadership 
is  to  put  across  what  that  leadership  be- 
lieves is  right,  and  it's  sometimes 
difficult.  But  one  of  the  things  I  have 
noticed  in  the  European  elections  is  that 
the  people  who  seem  to  stand  up  to 
these  issues  manage  to  get  the  most 
votes.  So  that's  been  an  interesting 
thing  to  observe. 


Q.  Given  the  difficulty  of  making 
progress  in  Geneva  and  also  given 
your  statement  on  the  necessity  to 
really  have  a  more  sophisticated  view 
of  matching  Soviet  power  with  Ameri- 
can power  where  necessary,  do  you 
think  there  really  has  been  too  much 
emphasis  perhaps  in  the  East-West 
dialogue  on  the  arms  control  talks  as 
such,  and  is  perhaps  the  concept  of 
having  a  stabler  relationship  through 
arms  control  agreements  obsolescent? 

A.  I  think  it  is  of  great  importance 
to  do  everything  we  can  to  reduce  these 
nuclear  arsenals— drastically  reduce 
them.  And  the  most  promising  way  of 
doing  so  that  I  know  of  is  arms  control 
negotiations.  So  we  do  have  a  forum  in 
Geneva  that  has  the  stated  objective, 
agreed  to  by  both  sides,  of  doing  just 
that.  So  I  would,  under  no  circum- 
stances, underestimate  the  importance 
of  that,  and  we  give  full  effort  behind  it. 

However,  the  President  has  also 
always  had  the  view  that  we  have  to 
look  at  the  East- West  relationship  and 
at  the  U.S.-Soviet  relationship  across  a 
broad  spectrum,  because  there  are  many 
things  that  are  important  in  it.  We  place 
great  importance  on  the  problems  in  the 
human  rights  area.  We  place  great 
importance  on  the  problems  caused  by 
aggressive  behavior  around  the  world, 
such  as  in  Afghanistan,  in  Nicaragua,  in 
Cambodia,  and  elsewhere.  Regional 
issues  which  can  be  affected  in  vary- 
ing degrees  by  the  two  countries  are 
important. 

And  then  there  are  a  variety  of 
bilateral  matters  that  we  are  working 
on  that  also  have  real  significance, 
among  other  reasons  because  they  cause 
an  interaction  between  the  people  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  and  we  think  that  that 
basically  is  something  that  is  positive. 

But  the  history  of  all  of  this  is  that 
regional  eruptions  in  particular,  and 
human  rights  problems,  have  been  the 
greatest  causes  of  problems.  But  that 
isn't  to,  in  any  way,  derogate  the  impor- 
tance of  arms  control,  and  we  place  that 
as  a  very  important  element  in  the  pic- 
ture and  have  an  extraordinarily  capable 
negotiating  group  in  Geneva  and  intend 
to  continue  to  give  it  full  thrust. 

Q.  There  have  been  a  number  of 
reports  recently  being  very  specific 
about  your  travel  plans  for  the  Middle 
East.  Could  we  get,  in  your  words,  an 
unqualified,  flat  statement  on  whether 
you  will  go  to  the  Middle  East  be- 
tween now  and,  let's  say,  the  middle 
of  August? 

A.  No,  you  can't  get  a  flat  statement 
out  of  me. 


Q.  But  what  are  your  travel  plans 
with  regard  to  the  Middle  East? 

A.  I  don't  have  any  expUcit  travel 
plan.  I  have  the  desire,  always,  to  con- 
tribute in  every  measure  that  I  can 
toward  even  the  tiniest  increments  of 
progress  toward  peace  in  the  Middle 
East.  It's  very  important  to  us  and  to 
the  people  of  the  Middle  East,  and  if 
there's  any  opportunity  to  do  that,  I'll 
want  to  do  it.  But  that's  something  that 
is  being  evaluated— it  continuously  is, 
particularly  intensively  right  now.  But  I 
don't  have  any  plan  to  announce. 

Q.  Can  I  just  follow  that  and  just 
ask  whether  you  would  consider  a 
resolution  of  the  Taba  issue  to  be 
among  those  issues  that  you  just 
specified  that  would  cause  you  to  go 
to- 

A.  It's  a  very  important  issue  and, 
of  course,  what  is  involved  is  Taba,  but 
also  it's  the  Israeli-Egyptian  relationship 
and  the  quality  of  the  peace  and  the 
warmth  of  the  peace  that  is  of  great 
importance. 

Q.  One  of  your  colleagues,  a  cou- 
ple of  minutes  ago,  called  the  declara- 
tion the  signal  of  Halifax.  The 
question  is,  would  you  consider  it  the 
same  way,  and  if  so,  would  you  ex- 
plain a  bit  what  it  means? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  my  colleague 
said,  but  I  think  it's  a  signal  of  con- 
tinued basic  cohesion,  continued  deter- 
mination to  maintain  the  deterrent 
capability  of  the  alliance,  continued 
readiness  to  have  a  more  constructive 
dialogue  with  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
allies  and  a  readiness  to  engage,  and  an 
assertion  that  in  all  of  the  important 
fields  of  interaction  with  the  East,  we 
have  very  good  proposals  on  the  table. 
And  we'd  like  to  see  them  responded  to, 
and  we'd  like  to  see  agreements  come 
about  that  would  be  good  agreements 
that  would  help  everybody. 

Beyond  the  overall  declaration  that 
states  these  propositions,  the  special 
statement  on  conventional  arms  control 
shows  the  continued  readiness  of  the 
alliance  to  examine  what  we're  doing 
and  in  particular,  if  there  is  an  opportu- 
nity to  conceive  of  conventional  arms 
control  as  going  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Urals,  that  is,  over  a  broader  geo- 
graphic scope  than  has  been  envisaged 
before,  then  we  want  to  take  advantage 
of  it.  And  so  we're  going  to  study  it 
very  carefully,  and  that's  what  Peter 
Carrington  will  be  setting  up  here 
shortly. 

Q.  Could  you  explain  why  the 
President  has  slapped  a  35%  tariff  on 


56 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


EUROPE 


some  Canadian  cedar  goods  at  a  time 
when  the  two  countries  are  sitting 
down  to  talk  free  trade? 

A.  Because  the  American  industry 
that  produces  shakes  and  shingles  has 
been  injured,  according  to  the  finding  of 
the  International  Trade  Commission. 
And  the  evidence  of  that  is  in  the 
volume  of  the  total  market  that  Cana- 
dian firms  now  have— it's  most  of  it— 
and  what's  happened  to  employment 
and  so  forth  in  the  U.S.  industry.  And 
under  our  law,  GATT— consistent  law,  in 
cases  of  injury,  when  you  make  such  a 
determination,  then  a  tariff  level  can  be 
set,  and  so  that's  what's  been  done. 

Q.  But  does  it  not  fly  in  the  face 
of  what  those  leaders  say  they  are  try- 
ing to  achieve? 

A.  I  believe  both  leaders  are  trying 
to  achieve  a  freer  trade  regime,  and  I 
certainly  support  that,  and  I  think  they 
both  do.  The  path  to  getting  there  is 
full  of  tvdsts  and  turns,  and  this  is  one 
of  them. 

Q.  On  this  free  trade  thing,  since 
the  Quebec  summit,  when  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  Prime  Minister  of  Cana- 
da decided  that  they  would  enter  into 
discussions  for  free  trade,  three  times 
Canada  has  been  hit  with  countervail- 
ing duties  on  some  kind  of  fish,  some 
kind  of  meat,  and  some  kind  of  wood. 
How  serious  are  the  States  in  wanting 
to  discuss  free  trade  with  Canada? 

A.  The  United  States  is  absolutely 
serious,  and  we  feel  that  it  will  be  in 
our  interest  and  your  interest  and,  of 
course,  if  it  isn't  in  our  mutual  interest, 
it  won't  happen.  But  we  think  it's  very 
much  in  our  interest  to  beat  down  all 
the  barriers  to  trade  and  have  as  open  a 
market  between  us  as  possible. 

In  the  meantime,  there  are  laws  on 
the  books,  and  you  have  to  enforce 
those  laws.  Countervailing  duty  law  is 
one  of  them,  and  so  when  there  are 
cases  that  come  up,  under  which  people 
have  rights,  those  will  be  gone  through. 
In  the  meantime,  these  talks  which 
should  result  in  something  to  our  mutual 
advantage  go  on. 

I  might  say  that  the  United  States 
gets  its  belief  in  this  by  an  observation 
of  what's  happened  to  us.  We  have  a 
gigantic  internal  open  market  that's 
been  that  way  for  centuries  and  has 
been  very  much  to  the  profit  of  the 
standard  of  living  and  quality  of  life  in 
the  United  States,  and  we  think  it  will 
help  us  further  to  broaden  it,  and  we 
think  it  helps  Canada  as  well.  So  it's  an 
objective  that  we  intend  to  work  for 
very  hard.  We  have  a  first-class  negoti- 
ator who's  been  named,  and  it  has 


started.  Trade  negotiations  are  extreme- 
ly difficult  and  contentious  at  every  step 
of  the  way,  and  you  don't  undertake 
them  without  knovdng  that,  and  we're 
seeing  some  of  that  contention.  But  I 
believe,  knowing  both  leaders,  that  their 
basic  perspective  is  to  see  those  impedi- 
ments, but  basically  keep  a  strong  eye 
on  the  main  objective,  which  is  to  con- 
tinue to  free  up  trade  between  the  two 
countries. 

Q.  On  the  shakes  and  shingles 
issues,  I  believe  that  you  will  be  meet- 
ing [Canadian  Foreign  Secretary]  Mr. 
Clark  later,  and  one  of  the  things  that 
you  will  discuss  will  be  the  shakes  and 
shingles  issue,  I  think. 

A.  Can  you  assure  me  of  that?  I 
don't  intend  to  bring  it  up. 

Q.  It's  a  pretty  safe  bet.  In  the 
U.S.  view  on  this  issue,  is  there  any- 


thing that  you  can  give  on  it,  or  in 
your  view,  is  this  a  closed  issue? 

A.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  the  case 
that  got  submitted  some  time  ago— I 
don't  have  the  dates  all  in  my  mind— but 
it's  been  working  along  in  the  system 
for  quite  a  period  of  time.  So  it  was 
well-knovm  that  it  was  there,  and  it 
came  about  as  a  result  of  a  determina- 
tion by  the  International  Trade  Commis- 
sion which  was  allowed  to  go  into  effect, 
and  so  there  it  is.  It's  a  determination. 

Q.  A  senior  Soviet  official  today 
said  that  he  does  not  believe  that 
there  will  be  a  summit  by  the  end  of 
the  year  because  of  the  President's 
stand  on  SALT  II.  What  is  your  com- 
ment on  the  Soviet  response? 

A.  I  don't  have  any  particular  com- 
ment on  it.  The  reason  why  the  Presi- 
dent felt  it  was  important  to  take  the 
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PROCLAMATION  5501, 
JUNE  12,  1986« 

The  United  States  was  bom  in  a  War  of 
Independence  against  an  oppressive  rule.  We 
stood  up  for  inalienable  rights  given  by  God 
and  declared  that  governments  that  syste- 
matically violate  these  rights  lose  their  claim 
to  legitimacy. 

It  is  a  tragedy  of  our  time  that  many  peo- 
ples continue  to  live  under  the  brutal 
totalitarian  rule  of  the  Soviet  empire.  We  will 
expose  the  inhumanity  of  the  oppressors  and 
speak  out  on  behalf  of  the  oppressed.  We  will 
denounce  tyranny  and  champion  the  cause  of 
its  victims. 

Baltic  Freedom  Day  provides  these  op- 
portunities. On  this  day,  we  obsei-ve  the  an- 
niversary of  the  callous  and  treacherous 
subjugation  of  three  independent  and 
freedom-loving  states.  Forty-six  years  ago, 
invading  Soviet  armies,  in  collusion  with  the 
Nazi  regime,  overran  and  occupied  the 
Republics  of  Estonia,  Latvia,  and  Lithuania. 
Through  police-state  tactics,  the  occupation 
and  subjugation  continue.  Soviet  outrages 
against  these  peoples  have  included  massive 
deportations  from  their  native  soil  to  concen- 
tration camps  in  Siberia  and  elsewhere.  At 
the  same  time  masses  of  Russians  have  been 
uprooted  from  their  homes  and  relocated  in 
the  Baltic  nations  in  an  effort  to  eradicate 
the  cultural  and  ethnic  heritage  of  the  Baltic 
peoples.  Against  all  recognized  principles  of 
international  law,  justice,  and  humanity,  the 
Soviets  have  continued  their  domination  over 
Lithuania,  Latvia,  and  Estonia.  The  United 
States  has  never  recognized  their  forced  in- 
coiporation  into  the  U.S.S.R.  It  is  illegal, 
indefensible,  and  iniquitous. 


We  are  engaged  in  a  very  real  struggle  to 
focus  the  world's  attention  on  one  of  the 
gravest  wrongs  of  our  age— the  heroic  Baltic 
nations  we  honor  today.  To  do  less  is  to 
acquiesce  in  injustice  and  to  betray  our 
heritage  as  champions  of  human  freedom. 

As  a  Nation,  we  are  the  standard-bearers 
of  freedom  and  a  beacon  of  hope  to  the 
oppressed.  Ours  is  the  mission  of  the  prophet 
Isaiah,  "to  bind  up  the  brokenhearted, 
proclaim  liberty  to  the  captives,  and  the 
opening  of  the  prison  to  them  that  are 
bound." 

The  Congi-ess  of  the  United  States,  by 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  271,  has  designated 
June  14,  1986,  as  "Baltic  Freedom  Day"  and 
authorized  and  requested  the  President  to 
issue  a  proclamation  in  observance  of  this 
event. 

Now,  Therefore,  I,  Ronald  Reagan, 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
do  hereby  proclaim  June  14,  1986,  as  Baltic 
Freedom  Day.  I  call  upon  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  this  day  with  ap- 
propriate remembrances  and  ceremonies  and 
to  reaffirm  their  commitment  to  the  princi- 
ples of  liberty  and  self-detej-mination  for  all 
peoples. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto 
set  my  hand  this  twelfth  day  of  June,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hundred  and 
eighty-six,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  two  hundred 
and  tenth. 

Ronald  Reagan 


>Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presiden- 
tial Documents  of  June  16,  1986.  ■ 
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decision  he  took,  I've  explained.  I  think 
it's  a  very  strong  rationale,  and  so  you 
have  to  do  the  things  that  must  be 
done. 

As  far  as  the  summit  meeting  is  con- 
cerned, we  continue  to  think,  and  have 
all  along,  that  it's  important  to  have  it 
because  there  are  issues  of  great  impor- 
tance that  can  be  discussed.  Potentially, 
there  are  matters  that  can  be  agreed 
upon  that  will  be  worthwhile.  And  we 
need  to  get  busy  with  all  of  the  home- 
work involved  in  having  this  kind  of 
meeting  and  see  it  come  off  successfully. 
That's  our  view.  We  hope  that  the 
Soviet  Union  shares  that  view,  but  we 
can't  control  what  they  do.  I  don't  want 
to  try  to  make  predictions  about  what 
the  Soviets  will  do.  I  can  only  tell  you, 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  United 
States,  we  think  that  it  is  potentially  a 
very  significant  meeting,  and  we  hope  it 
takes  place.  We're  ready  to  work  on  it. 

Q.  There  are  critics  who  say  that 
the  Soviets  really  stand  to  gain  if  the 
U.S.  decides  to  break  out  of  SALT, 
that  they  will  no  longer  be  con- 
strained at  all  and  are  financially  and 
militarily  better  prepared  to  build  up 
their  armaments  than  we  are.  What 
do  you  say  to  them? 

A.  I  just  have  to  go  back  to  what  I 
said.  We  have  to  maintain  the  capability 
for  deterrence,  and  the  fact  that  we 
have  been  successful  in  doing  that  is  one 
of  the  reasons  why  the  Soviet  Union  is 
interested  in  talking  about  arms  control. 
Just  as  their  capability  of  maintaining  a 
very  impressive  strategic  nuclear  ballis- 
tic missile  arsenal  is  one  of  the  reasons 
why  we  want  to  talk  to  them  about 
reducing  it.  If  they  didn't  have  it,  there 
wouldn't  be  any  need  to  talk  about  it. 
So,  that's  what  we  have  to  do.  The 
United  States,  with  all  of  our  budgetary 
problems,  is  a  very  capable  country. 
And  we  can  do  what  we  must  do  to 
maintain  our  security,  and  I'm  sure 
we  will. 

Q.  The  U.S.  Ambassador  to  Cana- 
da described  Canada's  reaction  as 
overreacting  [inaudible].  Do  you 
agree  with  that? 

A.  Oh,  I  always  agree  with  my 
ambassadors. 


NATO  Defense  Planning 
Committee  Meeting 


'NATO  press  communique  M-l(86)16. 
2NAT0  press  communique  M-l(86)17. 
'Press  release  121  of  June  2,  1986.  ■ 


The  Defense  Ministers  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO) 
met  in  Brussels  May  22,  1986.  The 
United  States  was  represented  by  Secre- 
tary of  Defense  Caspar  W.  Weinberger. 
Following  is  the  text  of  the  final  com- 
munique. 

The  Defense  Planning  Committee  of 

the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  met 

in  ministerial  session  in  Brussels 

on  22nd  May  1986,  and  agreed  to  the 

following: 

2.  A  strong  and  united  Alliance  is 
essential  for  the  maintenance  of  peace  and 
freedom  in  face  of  the  continuous  build-up  of 
Warsaw  Pact  conventional  and  nuclear  forces. 
Our  strategy  of  flexible  response  and  forward 
defense  continues  to  provide  the  most  effec- 
tive formula  for  ensuring  security  and  stabil- 
ity at  the  lowest  possible  level  of  forces. 
Nuclear  weapons  are  an  essential  component 
of  this  strategy.  But  we  are  determined  to 
avoid  an  undue  reliance  on  the  early  use  of 
nuclear  weapons  by  making  a  special  effort  to 
improve  our  conventional  capabilities. 

3.  We  are  already  moving  ahead.  The 
action  plan  for  conventional  defense  improve- 
ments (GDI)  we  agreed  last  May  was  an  im- 
portant first  step.  It  set  in  motion  several 
positive  developments.  The  most  significant 
are  the  1987-1992  force  goals  which  reflect 
the  priorities  we  have  identified  for  improv- 
ing conventional  defense.  This  is  where  our 
resources  are  most  needed.  We  are  deter- 
mined to  make  a  special  effort  to  fulfil  the 
force  goals,  particularly  those  singled  out  as 
most  relevant  to  improving  our  conventional 
posture.  We  recognize  that  sustained  commit- 
ment will  be  required. 

4.  Progress  has  been  made  already;  for 
example,  improvements  in  plans  which  would 
further  increase  stocks  of  selected  priority 
ammunition.  We  are  confident  that  substan- 
tial conventional  defense  improvements  are 
now  firmly  in  national  plans  and  will  materi- 
alize in  the  mid-term.  We  have  also  laid  the 
groundwork  for  real  improvements  in  long- 
term  planning.  We  have  made  a  good  start 
and  laid  the  foundation  for  achieving  more 
credible  conventional  forces;  we  must  build 
on  it. 

5.  We  are  taking  other  actions  which  will 
contribute  to  strengthening  our  conventional 
forces.  These  include: 

•  Improvements  in  the  sustainability  of 
our  forces; 

•  Consideration  of  ways  of  enhancing 
NATO's  integrated  air  defense  to  enable  it  to 
deal  with  the  full  spectrum  of  the  Warsaw 
Pact  air  threat  including  tactical  missiles; 

•  The  accelerated  implementation  of  in- 
frastructure projects,  particularly  reinforce- 
ment support  facilities  including  hardened 
aircraft  shelters;  roughly  90  percent  of  the  in- 
creased budget  for  1985-1990  is  being  spent 
on  projects  related  to  CDI; 


•  The  continued  and  cost-effective  exploi- 
tation of  emerging  technologies; 

•  A  fresh  emphasis  on  the  need  to  provide 
more  assistance,  and  by  more  nations,  to 
Greece,  Portugal  and  Turkey  in  order  to  help 
them  overcome  known  deficiencies  in  their 
forces  and  carry  out  their  missions  more 
effectively  to  the  advantage  of  the  Alliance. 

6.  We  have  also  agreed  to  improvements 
in  the  Alliance  planning  procedures.  These 
are  more  effective  co-ordination  between  the 
various  planning  areas  of  the  Alliance  and 
the  provision  of  more  effective  long-term 
planning  guidance  on  our  military  require- 
ments through  regular  updating  of  the 
conceptual  military  framework  and  the 
development  of  long-term  planning  guidelines 
by  our  military  authorities. 

7.  Achieving  the  objective  of  better  con- 
ventional forces  will  not  be  easy.  The  provi- 
sion of  adequate  resources  in  accordance  with 
the  1985  Ministerial  guidance,  which 
reaffirmed  the  aim  of  a  3  percent  real  in- 
crease as  a  general  guide,  will  continue  to  be 
a  serious  challenge  for  all  nations.  Improving 
conventional  forces  will  also  require  an  even 
greater  emphasis  on  making  better  use  of 
resources  and  on  improved  co-operation  and 
sharing  of  technology  between  the  European 
and  North  American  and  the  developed  and 
developing  members  of  the  Alliance  are  vital 
parts  of  this  process,  as  is  the  continued  pro- 
tection of  militarily  relevant  technology. 

8.  We  emphasized  the  major  contribution 
which  co-operation  in  the  research,  develop- 
ment and  production  of  armaments  can  make 
to  the  strengthening  of  conventional  defenses 
in  the  context  of  the  current  CDI  effort. 
Several  promising  initiatives  are  underway 
on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic.  We  underlined 
the  importance  of  fully  implementing  NATO's 
armaments  co-operation  improvement  strate- 
gy, agreed  by  Ministers  in  December  1985 
and  in  this  respect  we  welcomed  the  useful 
impetus  provided  by  the  Nunn  amendment, 
which  has  already  resulted  in  agreement  on 
statements  of  intent  for  seven  collaborative 
projects. 

9.  Recalling  the  documents  in  the  1982 
Bonn  Summit  we  reaffirm  the  position 
adopted  in  previous  communiques  concerning 
developments  outside  the  NATO  Treaty  area 
that  might  threaten  the  vital  interests  of 
members  of  the  Alliance.  Against  the  back- 
ground of  United  States  planning  for  its 
rapidly  deployable  forces,  measures  necessary 
to  maintain  deterrence  and  defense  within 
the  NATO  area  have  been  included  in  the 
new  force  goals.  We  will  ensure  that  NATO 
defense  planning  continues  to  take  account  of 
the  need  for  compensatory  measures. 

10.  As  part  of  Alliance  security  policy,  we 
confirmed  our  objective  of  seeking  balanced, 
equitable  and  effectively  verifiable  arms  con- 
trol agreements  involving  United  States  and 
Soviet  nuclear  forces.  We  welcomed  the  com- 
mitment by  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
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Union  to  seek  early  progress  in  Geneva  in 
areas  of  common  ground,  including  50  percent 
reductions  in  offensive  nuclear  arms,  ap- 
propriately applied,  and  the  idea  of  a 
separate  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces]  agreement.  In  this  context,  we  ex- 
pressed strong  support  for  the  United  States 
stance  concerning  intermediate-range,  stra- 
tegic and  defense  and  space  systems.  We 
welcomed  the  willingness  of  the  United 
States  to  consult  with  its  allies  on  these  is- 
sues. Alliance  solidarity  and  cohesion  have 
played  an  important  role  in  bringing  these 
developments  about  and  vidll  remain  equally 
vital  for  future  progress. 

11.  We  stressed  the  need  for  progress  in 
the  various  multilateral  conventional  arms 
control  negotiations.  We  noted  that  in  face  of 
the  imbalances  which  exist  with  regard  to 
conventional  forces  throughout  Europe 
progress  towards  balanced  and  verifiable 
reductions  of  these  forces  would  contribute  to 
strengthening  of  peace  and  security  in  Eu- 


rope. We  expressed  the  hope  that  recent 
Soviet  statements  on  this  subject  will  be 
transformed  into  deeds  at  the  negotiating  ta- 
ble. We  also  confirmed  our  resolve  to  seek  an 
early  conclusion  of  a  worldwide  ban  on  chemi- 
cal weapons.  In  this  context  we  called  upon 
the  Soviet  Union  to  take  a  more  constructive 
attitude  towards  effective  verification 
provisions. 

12.  Terrorism  is  a  serious  concern  to  all 
our  governments.  We  are  not  prepared  to 
tolerate  this  threat  to  our  citizens  and  to  the 
conduct  of  normal  international  relations.  Our 
governments  are  resolved  to  work  together 
to  eradicate  this  scourge  and  urge  closer 
international  co-operation  in  this  effort. 

Greece  reserves  its  position  on  the  INF 
and  space  system  issues. 

Norway  reserves  its  position  on  the 
defense  and  space  systems. 

Denmark  reserves  its  position  on  INF 
and  the  defense  and  space  system  issues.  ■ 


FY  1987  Request  for 
Foreign  Assistance  Programs 


by  M.  Peter  McPherson 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  on  April  15, 
1986.  Mr.  McPherson  is  Administrator 
of  the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment (AID).^ 

I  am  very  pleased  to  appear  again  be- 
fore the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee to  discuss  the  Administration's  FY 
1987  proposed  program  in  foreign  eco- 
nomic assistance.  We  welcome  this  op- 
portunity to  present  the  program  of 
development  and  economic  aid  to  this 
committee  which  has  taken  such  a  keen 
interest  in  our  assistance  efforts 
throughout  the  world. 

The  budget  that  we  are  submitting 
this  year  has  been  prepared  within  the 
context  of  the  Gramm-Rudman-HoUings 
legislation  and  the  effort  by  the  Con- 
gress and  the  Administration  to  address 
effectively  the  deficit  problems  which 
face  this  country.  A  strong  U.S.  econ- 
omy is  essential  to  economic  progress 
throughout  the  developing  world.  Our 
request,  as  part  of  the  President's  budg- 
et, is  consistent  with  the  plan  that  the 
Federal  deficit  shall  not  exceed  $144  bil- 
lion in  FY  1987.  The  development  assist- 
ance part  of  our  request,  at  $2.1  billion, 
is  a  4%  increase  over  the  FY  1986  post- 
sequestration  level  under  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings,  but  1%  below  the  FY 
1986  request  level,  and  approximately 


13%  below  the  FY  1985  level.  For 
PL  480,  an  important  part  of  the  de- 
velopment effort,  levels  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  are  below  those  in  FY 
1986,  but  we  expect  to  be  able  to  ship 
approximately  the  same  amount  of  food 
as  contained  in  our  FY  1986  request. 
The  economic  support  funds  (ESF)  level 
of  $4.1  billion  represents  an  increase 
over  FY  1986  postsequestration  levels 
to  help  provide  needed  assistance  to 
countries  in  Central  America  and  Africa 
which  were  reduced  as  a  consequence  of 
reduced  appropriations,  earmarks  for 
other  countries  and  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  sequestration  in  FY  1986. 

The  economic  assistance  proposal  we 
have  submitted  is  carefully  structured. 
It  was  developed  with  full  recognition  of 
the  important  and  difficult  challenges 
which  this  country  faces  in  getting  its 
economic  house  in  order.  We  believe  the 
program  we  are  submitting  is  consistent 
with  our  best  national  interests— in 
political,  economic,  and  humanitarian 
terms. 

We  have  brought  about  changes  in 
the  AID  program  through  a  greater  em- 
phasis upon  the  use  of  market  forces 
and  the  private  sector,  through  a  strong 
dedication  to  policy  reform,  through  in- 
creased attention  to  technology  transfer, 
and  through  a  heightened  awareness  of 
institutional  development— four  pillars  of 
change— which  have  improved  America's 
effort  in  the  task  of  helping  countries 
meet  basic  human  needs  and  achieve 


growth  that  is  self-sustaining  and 
equitable.  In  addition,  during  the  past 
year,  we  finalized  and  published  our 
first  strategic  plan  which  focuses  the 
agency's  attention  on  the  following 
development  problems:  inadequate  in- 
come growth;  hunger;  health  deficien- 
cies, especially  infant  and  child 
mortality;  illiteracy  and  lack  of  educa- 
tion; and  unmanageable  population  pres- 
sures. This  country  can  be  proud  of  its 
imJ)ortant  role  in  development  efforts.  It 
is  something  unparalleled  in  history. 
The  assistance  we  are  providing  is 
affecting  millions  of  lives  throughout 
the  world. 

A  strong  justification  is  required  for 
a  substantial  foreign  assistance  program 
this  year,  particularly  in  the  face  of  cut- 
backs that  will  take  place  in  other  areas. 
We  are  fully  prepared  to  make  that 
justification.  We  believe  that  what  we 
are  submitting  is  a  minimum  program. 
The  United  States  continues  to  be  faced 
vrith  difficult  challenges  throughout  the 
world,  and  the  economic  assistance  pro- 
gram is  a  critical  part  of  America's 
response  to  those  challenges. 

The  program  levels  that  we  are 
proposing  were  carefully  developed  as 
part  of  an  integrated  budget  process 
working  with  the  State  Department  and 
other  agencies.  We  have  cut  back  and 
streamlined.  In  fact  one  of  the  major 
themes  I  have  emphasized  during  my 
tenure  as  Administrator  of  this  agency 
is  the  need  to  find  ways  of  carrying  out 
our  business  more  efficiently.  We  have 
emphasized  important  contributions  that 
can  be  made  in  technical  areas  to  bring 
about  fundamental  change  in  the  econo- 
mies and  institutions  of  many  of  the  de- 
veloping countries.  In  many  countries, 
however,  the  economic  situation  is  such 
that  balance-of-payments  assistance 
through  commodity  import  programs 
and  other  nonproject  assistance  pro- 
grams is  essential  to  help  stabilize  econ- 
omies while  structural  reforms  are 
taking  place.  A  lasting  impact  on  basic 
human  needs  of  poor  people  in  develop- 
ing countries  cannot  be  achieved  if  their 
economies  retrogress. 

We  have  emphasized  in  our  request 
the  major  foreign  policy  priorities  of  this 
Administration.  The  Middle  East  peace 
process  continues  to  be  an  essential  and 
critical  part  of  our  government's  foreign 
policy,  and  a  substantial  amount  of  the 
economic  aid  request  is  directed  toward 
that  objective.  We  are  providing  strong 
support  to  efforts  in  Central  America  to 
strengthen  democracy  and  establish 
healthy  economies  and  peaceful  socie- 
ties. We  are  supporting  the  emerging 
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democracies  of  South  America.  As- 
sistance is  also  directed  to  countries  of 
strategic  importance  to  the  United 
States  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  Southeast 
Asia.  And  we  continue  to  provide  strong 
support  to  those  portions  of  the  globe 
where  basic  human  needs  are  greatest— 
in  Africa  and  South  Asia. 

Private  Sector  Involvement 

This  Administration  has  given  greatly 
increased  attention  to  market  forces  and 
the  private  sector.  We  have  established 
a  Private  Enterprise  Bureau,  and  in  our 
request  we  have  increased  funds  for 
that  bureau.  We  are  requesting  funding 
for  the  revolving  loan  fund  to  bring  it  to 
the  full  authorized  level.  But,  of  course, 
our  private  sector  initiative  is  more  than 
just  financing  the  programs  of  one  spe- 
cialized bureau,  it  involves  a  strong 
emphasis  upon  private  enterprise  in  our 
total  program. 

In  many  countries,  we  have  seen 
progress  toward  greater  privatization 
with  increased  emphasis  upon  the  mar- 
ketplace. In  fact,  privatization  of 
government  services  is  a  growing  theme 
in  the  developing  world.  Last  year  the 
Asian  Development  Bank  (ADB)  held  a 
conference  on  privatization.  In  May  the 
African  Development  Bank  (AFDB)  will 
do  the  same.  And  earlier  this  month, 
AID  sponsored  its  own  International 
Conference  on  Privatization  where  over 
500  participants  discussed  many  tech- 
niques of  transferring  economic  power 
from  the  state  to  the  people,  while  im- 
proving economic  productivity  at  the 
same  time.  AID  currently  is  helping 
recipient  countries  design  privatization 
programs  and  will  increase  our  as- 
sistance in  this  area  during  1986  and 
1987. 

In  Bangladesh  the  efforts  that  we 
have  made  have  led  to  a  much  greater 
involvement  of  private  enterprise  in  the 
agriculture  area.  A  key  element  has 
been  the  increased  reliance  upon  the  pri- 
vate sector  in  distribution  of  fertilizer  to 
the  farmers. 

We  also  have  made  a  concerted 
effort  to  encourage  private  enterprise 
development  in  Egypt  through  projects 
providing  credit  to  businesses  for  start- 
up and  improvement  of  faciUties.  The 
first  use  of  fund  resources  was  a  $5  mil- 
lion loan  to  General  Motors  Egypt  for 
construction,  equipment,  and  technical 
services  needed  to  manufacture  light- 
and  medium-duty  trucks  and  buses.  Lo- 
cal banks  cofinanced  a  local  currency 
loan  of  $30  million.  When  the  plant 
reaches  full  production  capacity,  it  will 


produce  18,000  vehicles  per  year  and 
employ  1,400  Egyptians  in  management, 
technical,  and  blue-collar  jobs. 

As  part  of  our  privatization  efforts, 
we  have  given  a  great  deal  of  attention 
to  encouraging  recipient  country  govern- 
ments to  move  away  from  reliance  on 
parastatals  and  to  give  a  greater  role  to 
the  private  sector. 

One  such  example  is  in  Costa  Rica, 
where  AID  is  assisting  the  government 
to  divest  the  assets  of  CODESA,  the 
Costa  Rica  parastatal  holding  company. 
The  holding  company,  with  18  subsidi- 
aries running  huge  losses  v«th  the  Cen- 
tral Bank,  reached  a  point  where  it  was 
draining  one-third  of  Costa  Rica's  public 
sector  credit,  while  generating  less  than 
1V2%  of  GNP,  and  less  than  one-half  of 
the  country's  employment.  The  privati- 
zation process  of  CODESA  was  begun 
under  President  Monge,  complete  with 
legislation  and  a  Bipartisan  National 
Commission  established  to  put  the 
CODESA  companies  up  for  pubhc  bid. 
The  process  is  fully  underway,  with  a 
group  of  private  buyers  now  being  iden- 
tified to  purchase  the  largest  company, 
the  aluminum  company,  within  approxi- 
mately 90  days.  We  are  confident  that 
this  is  merely  the  beginning  of  the  en- 
tire divestiture,  and  we  expect  the  bulk 
of  CODESA's  assets  to  be  privatized  or 
liquidated  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

Policy  Reform 

The  emphasis  on  the  private  sector  is 
closely  related  to  the  question  of  policy 
reform.  This  Administration  has 
stressed  the  importance  of  policies 
which  are  consistent  with  economic 
progress.  The  policy  climate  must  be 
such  that  market  forces  can  effectively 
interact— that  there  is  an  increasing  reli- 
ance on  the  indigenous  private  sector 
and  on  foreign  investment.  Great  strides 
have  been  made  in  this  area.  We,  of 
course,  work  with  other  donors  and  with 
the  multilateral  institutions  as  appropri- 
ate. The  concept  of  policy  reform  has 
grown  through  the  past  few  years  so 
that  it  is  fully  accepted  within  the 
international  development  community, 
whereas  in  the  past,  it  was  a  much 
more  isolated  phenomenon.  I  think  this 
is  real  progress  that  we  can  report  to 
this  committee  and  to  the  American 
people. 

As  a  part  of  our  emphasis  on  policy 
reform,  we  have  in  our  ESF  request  $75 
million  for  a  continuation  of  the  econom- 
ic policy  reform  program  in  Africa, 
which  is  designed  to  help  bring  about 
pohcy  changes.  Some  specific  examples 


are  our  program  in  support  of  agricul- 
tural marketing  liberalization  in  Zambia, 
which  is  allowing  private  traders  to  par- 
ticipate in  maize  marketing  on  a  broad 
scale  and  which,  coupled  with  recent  in- 
creases in  producer  prices,  will  help 
move  Zambia  from  being  a  maize  im- 
porter to  self-sufficiency.  Another  exam- 
ple is  in  Malawi,  where  as  part  of  a 
multidonor  effort  in  structural  adjust- 
ment, we  are  supporting  the  removal  of 
fertilizer  subsidies  while  simultaneously 
shifting  to  more  cost-efficient,  concen- 
trated fertilizers  so  that  agricultural 
production  does  not  decline.  And  in 
Costa  Rica,  our  poHcy  dialogue  has  sup- 
ported a  major  turnaround  in  that  coun- 
try's economic  pohcies.  The  government 
budget  deficit  has  been  reduced  from 
14%  of  GDP  to  1.5%,  while  a  more 
favorable  exchange  rate  system  has 
sharply  increased  incentives  for  exports. 
As  a  result,  exports  to  the  United 
States  of  nontraditional  products  in- 
creased from  $114  million  in  1983  to  an 
estimated  $172  million  in  1985. 

We  are  also  using  our  PL  480 
resources  to  provide  leverage  for  our 
policy  dialogue  efforts.  In  Tunisia  the 
mission  has  encouraged  the  distribution 
of  fertilizers  by  private  agricultural  in- 
put dealers.  Traditionally,  fertilizer  was 
sold  by  inefficient  parastatals,  with  little 
private  sector  involvement  due  to  the 
narrow  margin  on  sales.  As  a  result  of 
successful  dialogue  in  conjunction  with  a 
PL  480  Title  I,  self-help  agreement,  the 
Tunisian  Government  increased  the 
sales  margin  on  fertilizers  so  that  by 
1984  there  were  some  168  private  enter- 
prises involved.  Recent  increases  in 
agriculture  production,  including  the 
1984-85  record  cereals  harvests,  can  be 
directly  traced  to  farmers  now  having 
fertilizer  on  time. 

Technological  Transfer 

Technological  transfer  is  also  an  area 
which  this  Administration  has  strongly 
emphasized.  I  am  personally  committed 
to  emphasizing  biomedical  research  to 
bring  about  scientific  breakthroughs  in 
the  field  of  health.  Simple  techniques 
such  as  oral  rehydration  therapy  (ORT) 
can  have  a  tremendous  impact  on  child 
survival.  We  are  making  breakthroughs 
in  the  development  of  a  malaria  vaccine 
and  in  the  development  of  other  new 
and  improved  vaccines  and  technologies 
for  delivering  immunizations. 

We  continue  strong  support  for 
agriculture  research  efforts  through  the 
international  research  institutions.  There 
are  particularly  pressing  needs  in 
Africa,  where  food  production  must  be 
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increased  to  prevent  the  type  of  disas- 
trous and  tragic  famine  conditions  that 
we  witnessed  over  the  past  2  years. 
AID  continues  to  support  opera- 
tional research  to  test  alternative  means 
of  delivering  proven,  effective  child 
survival  interventions  such  as  ORT,  im- 
munization, child  spacing,  and  breast- 
feeding promotion.  We  have  documented 
dramatic  changes  in  health  practices  and 
outcomes  as  a  result  of  effective  applica- 
tion of  familiar  advertising  techniques 
and  other  modern  communication 
practices. 

Institutional  Development 

Finally,  we  are  providing  strong  support 
to  institutional  development.  In  one 
sense  this  is  not  new,  because  develop- 
ment of  institutions  has  been  a  key  part 
of  the  AID  program  since  its  beginning. 
American  universities  have  played  a 
critical  role  as  have  the  private  volun- 
tary organizations.  We  have  many  ex- 
amples of  institutions  developed  by 
American  assistance  through  the  joint 
efforts  of  host  countries  and  American 
counteiparts,  for  example,  the  Indian 
Institutes  of  Technology.  In  recent 
years,  we  can  point  to  the  development 
of  more  effective  national  agriculture 
research  efforts  in  such  African  coun- 
tries as  Cameroon,  Kenya,  and  Malawi. 

We  can  point  to  many  other  cases  of 
successful  institutional  development  ef- 
forts in  which  we  have  played  a  key 
role.  For  example,  in  El  Salvador,  we 
have  supported  FUSADES— a  nonprofit 
development  organization  providing  non- 
partisan solutions  to  El  Salvador's  eco- 
nomic and  social  problems.  FUSADES 
has  been  instrumental  in  supporting 
trade  and  investment  promotion  through 
a  trade  and  investment  service  that  pro- 
motes private  investment  in  production 
of  nontraditional  exports,  supplying 
technical  assistance  and  market  access 
information;  an  agricultural  diversifica- 
tion program;  a  program  aimed  at  en- 
hancing private  sector  organizations' 
effectiveness;  and  small  business  de- 
velopment program  supplying  credit, 
training,  and  technical  assistance. 

Program  Administration 

Along  with  these  basic  means,  or  pillars, 
of  assistance  which  this  Administration 
has  emphasized,  we  have  strived  for 
more  effective  administration  of  the  pro- 
gram through: 

•  Greater  decentralization  to  the 
field  coupled  with  more  effective 
management  oversight  procedures  to 


monitor  performance.  The  Deputy 
Administrator  has  been  charged  with  an 
effort  to  bring  about  much  greater  dele- 
gation of  authority  to  the  field  missions. 
This  process  is  continuing; 

•  Trimming  down  of  missions  where 
possible  and  in  some  cases  transforming 
programs  from  comprehensive  ap- 
proaches to  a  single  focus,  such  as  par- 
ticipant training,  which  makes  for 
greater  ease  in  administration;  and 

•  Streamlining  of  the  agency's  plan- 
ning process. 

These  are  some  of  the  means  by 
which  we  have  attempted  to  bring  about 
fundamental  changes  in  our  aid  pro- 
gram, and  I  think  we  have  had  a  con- 
siderable measure  of  success. 

The  need  for  this  proposed  FY  1987 
economic  assistance  program  is 
evident— both  in  terms  of  basic  elements 
of  self-interest  and  U.S.  foreign  policy 
objectives  and  also  in  terms  of  the  con- 
ditions of  poverty  and  the  need  for 
change  in  so  many  countries.  The  World 
Bank  has  estimated  that  there  are  1  bil- 
hon  people  living  in  absolute  poverty,  "a 
condition  of  life  so  characterized  by  mal- 
nutrition, illiteracy  and  disease  to  be 
beneath  any  reasonable  definition  of 
human  decency."  This  is  fundamentally 
at  the  core  of  what  this  country  is  at- 
tempting to  attack  through  our  econom- 
ic assistance  efforts. 

Key  Areas  for  Assistance 

Some  of  the  key  functional  areas  that 
we  have  emphasized  are  those  that  this 
committee  has  given  particular  atten- 
tion to. 

One  is  health  and  child  survival, 
which  is  a  very  high  priority  within  this 
agency.  In  FY  1986  we  received  $50 
miUion  from  the  Congress,  and  we  have 
made  a  tentative  allocation  of  those 
funds  to  various  countries  and  central 
programs.  Many  of  our  previous  ini- 
tiated health  programs  also  include 
child  survival  components,  and  we  ex- 
pect that  there  will  be  considerably 
more  funding  for  child  survival  activities 
in  FY  1987.  We  have  a  specific  request 
for  $25  million  in  the  budget,  but  that 
will  only  be  a  portion  of  our  total 
response.  Child  survival  activities  will 
be  funded  from  the  health,  child  sur- 
vival, and  Sahel  accounts  and  from  PL 
480  local  currency  and  ESF  funds. 

ORT  and  immunization  are  the  two 
most  important  interventions  for  child 
survival.  They  are  the  twin  engines  that 
can  save  lives  and  help  build  a  delivery 
system  for  other  health  efforts.  A  great 
deal  has  been  said  about  immunization 


lately  and  appropriately  so.  However, 
we  should  keep  in  mind  that  ORT  can 
save  as  many  if  not  more  lives.  These 
"twin  engines,"  as  Jim  Grant  [Executive 
Director  of  UNICEF]  and  I  have  been 
calling  them,  should  indeed  go  together. 
At  the  International  Conference  on  Oral 
Rehydration  Therapy  in  December,  I 
proposed  that  by  1990,  2  million  children 
could  be  saved  from  death  from  de- 
hydration by  the  use  of  ORT.  AID  is 
also  pledged  to  collaborate  in  an  interna- 
tional effort  to  provide  immunizations 
for  all  the  world's  children,  with  specific 
coverage  goals  to  be  defined  at  the 
country  levels.  The  dimensions  of  the 
task  are  monumental— 15  miUion  chil- 
dren die  each  year  in  AID-assisted 
countries,  and  about  half  of  these  deaths 
are  preventable  through  ORT  and  im- 
munization. Through  careful  coordination 
among  donors  to  conserve  available 
resources  for  child  survival,  and  through 
effective  programming  of  these  funds, 
we  expect  to  be  able  to  achieve  these 
ambitious  goals.  We  are  currently  de- 
veloping a  long-term  child  survival 
strategy  for  the  agency  to  guide  allo- 
cation and  programming  decisions  in 
this  area. 

Another  very  important  priority  is 
the  area  of  agriculture.  Increased  food 
production  continues  to  be  a  critical  pri- 
ority. It  is  essential  to  continue  agricul- 
ture research.  It  is  important  to  carry 
out  policy  changes  and  to  provide  tech- 
nical assistance  in  agriculture  which  will 
bring  about  fundamental  change.  The 
needs  in  Africa  for  increased  food 
production  are  paramount,  but  agricul- 
tural productivity  and  distribution  must 
be  improved  throughout  most  of  the  de- 
veloping world  in  order  to  improve 
nutrition  and  ensure  the  availability  of 
essential  foods  for  a  still  rapidly  grow- 
ing population.  We  have  included  in  our 
budget  additional  funds  in  agriculture 
beyond  what  we  received  in  FY  1986. 
Africa  will  receive  approximately  20%  of 
the  proposed  FY  1987  agriculture 
budget  request. 

We  plan  to  continue  to  emphasize 
technical  assistance  in  agriculture,  one 
of  our  areas  of  comparative  advantage 
in  development  assistance  where  we 
have  had  particular  success  in  the  past. 
For  example,  as  a  result  of  our  as- 
sistance, the  national  cereals  research 
and  extension  project  in  Cameroon  is 
developing  an  institutional  capacity  that 
will  provide  high-quality  research  on 
maize,  rice,  sorghum,  and  millet  for  use 
by  small  farmers.  Another  example  is 
the  regional  Strengthening  African 
agricultural  research  project,  through 
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which  we  are  participating  with  other 
donor  nations  in  major  initiatives  to  re- 
orient and  strengthen  national  and 
regional  research  institutions  which 
have  the  potential  to  help  increase 
smallholder  productivity.  This  long-term 
program,  in  collaboration  with  Interna- 
tional Agricultural  Reseach  Centers,  is 
supporting  farming  systems  research, 
strengthening  research  hnkages  to  ex- 
tension, providing  technical  and  adminis- 
trative training,  and  helping  estabhsh 
regional  networks  of  scientists  to  spread 
research  results  among  sub-Saharan 
African  countries. 

Family  planning  is  also  an  area  of 
high  priority  area  in  our  assistance  pro- 
gram. Support  for  voluntary  fairiily  plan- 
ning efforts  continues  to  receive 
considerable  attention  in  AID.  The  de- 
mand for  family  planning  services  has 
increased  as  modernization  has  made 
smaller  families  more  desirable  for  a 
great  many  couples  in  most  developing 
countries.  An  increasing  number  of 
countries  have  become  concerned  about 
their  abihty  to  feed,  educate,  and 
productively  employ  growing  numbers 
of  people  as  a  result  of  high  population 
growth  rates,  in  some  areas  as  high  as 
4%.  The  rationale  of  AID  population  as- 
sistance is  not  to  reduce  population 
growth  rates  per  se,  but  because  family 
planning  services  allow  choices  which 
directly  benefit  individual  families  in  a 
number  of  ways. 

One  important  reason  for  our  con- 
tinued commitment  to  family  planning  is 
that  it  allows  couples  to  achieve  their 
own  family  decisions  about  the  number 
and  spacing  of  their  children.  Fewer 
children  are  an  option  which  American 
families  take  for  granted.  It  is  not  an 
option  for  millions  of  families  in  the 
Third  World  where  family  planning 
services  are  not  available.  Today  im- 
provements in  health  services,  urban 
lifestyles,  and  better  educated  mothers 
mean  that  families  everywhere  want 
fewer  children.  These  families  deserve 
the  freedom  to  achieve  their  own  family 
decisions. 

Maternal  and  child  health  is  a  second 
important  reason  for  family  planning.  A 
child  bom  within  2  years  of  an  earlier 
birth  is  twice  as  likely  to  die  as  a  child 
bom  after  an  interval  of  2  or  more 
years.  Family  planning  saves  lives  and 
is  one  of  the  four  primary  interventions 
in  the  agency's  child  survival  strategy. 

The  Administration  is  strongly  op- 
posed to  the  practice  of  abortion  as  a 
method  of  family  planning,  and  AID  has 
taken  steps  to  enforce  the  policy  of  dis- 
sociation of  U.S.  funds  from  abortion- 
related  activities.  I  believe  that  we  must 


not  only  oppose  abortion  but  also  pro- 
vide the  means  by  which  to  reduce  the 
incidence  of  abortion.  We  know  that 
family  planning  is  an  alternative  to  abor- 
tion, and  as  such  it  is  important  to  in- 
crease its  accessibility  throughout  the 
developing  world  as  a  means  of  prevent- 
ing abortion. 

Details  of  FY  1987  Request 

Our  request  for  the  functional  develop- 
ment assistance  accounts,  including  the 
Sahel,  is  $1,627  billion.  It  compares  to 
$1,554  biUion  appropriated  in  FY  1986 
after  sequestration.  The  request,  in 
total,  is  below  the  $1,754  billion  au- 
thorized by  this  committee. 

•  In  agriculture  we  are  requesting 
$709  million,  less  than  the  authorization 
level  of  $760  million  but  an  increase 
from  the  considerably  reduced  appropri- 
ation of  $670  miUion  in  FY  1986. 
Agriculture  remains  a  key  element  of 
aid's  development  efforts  worldvdde, 
and  any  major  reduction  seriously  af- 
fects our  ability  to  maintain  effective 
agriculture  research  efforts  and  to  pro- 
vide pohcy  and  technical  assistance  to  a 
host  of  countries  where  food  production 
increases  are  mandatory. 

•  For  population  we  are  requesting 
$250  million,  the  amount  authorized  and 
a  straightline  of  FY  1986  levels  pre- 
sequestration.  The  request  reflects  our 
continued  commitment  to  the  provision 
of  voluntary  family  planning  services. 

•  In  health  we  are  requesting  $151 
million,  compared  to  an  authorized  level 
of  $205  million.  In  addition,  as  part  of 
the  general  health  effort,  we  are  specifi- 
cally requesting  $25  million  for  child  sur- 
vival. The  combined  health  and  child 
survival  request  represents  an  increase 
of  $30  million  from  the  FY  1986  request, 
reflecting  the  priority  we  have  accorded 
to  this  area.  At  the  same  time,  the  AID 
budget  is  clearly  going  to  get  only  so 
much  money  and  other  accounts,  per- 
haps less  emotionally  appealing  than 
health,  must  be  addressed  for  real  im- 
provement of  lives.  For  example,  we 
must  provide  money  to  agriculture  in 
order  to  produce  food,  the  only  perma- 
nent means  to  achieve  health. 

•  Our  request  for  education  and 
human  resources  is  $179  million,  which 
is  within  the  authorized  level  of  $180 
million,  to  maintain  our  emphasis  on 
education  and  training.  As  part  of  that 
continuing  emphasis,  I  am  pleased  to  be 
able  to  report  that  we  are  making  excel- 
lent strides  in  participant  training— 
which  is  funded  out  of  several  of  the 
functional  accounts.  We  began  giving 


greater  emphasis  to  participant  training 
in  1982.  Since  then,  the  number  of  AID 
participants  in  training  in  this  country 
has  grown  dramatically.  In  FY  1982,  we 
trained  about  8,000  participants.  By  FY 
1985  the  number  had  risen  to  more  than 
12,500— a  56%  increase— and  I  expect 
that  trend  to  continue. 

•  Selected  development  activities,  at 
$231  million  including  $14  million  for  the 
Office  of  the  Science  Adviser,  is  the  one 
area  in  the  functional  accounts  where 
our  request  exceeds  the  authorized  level 
($207  million)  because  of  our  increasing 
reliance  upon  development  of  market 
force  institutions.  The  reduction  to  $166 
million  in  FY  1986  has  sharply  curtailed 
many  private  sector  emphases  within 
the  agency.  Furthermore,  since  roughly 
half  of  the  selected  development  activi- 
ties account  is  spent  in  Latin  America 
and  the  Caribbean,  the  1986  reduction 
meant  we  had  to  substantially  alter  our 
emphases  in  these  regions.  Yet  the 
specific  needs  in  Central  America  mean 
that  the  availability  of  funds  for  selected 
development  activities  is  especially  im- 
portant. 

•  For  the  Sahel  development  pro- 
gram, we  are  requesting  $80  million,  es- 
sentially the  same  as  the  FY  1986 
appropriation.  We  are  proposing  that 
this  program  be  funded  under  the  func- 
tional development  assistance  program. 

•  We  have  requested  $10  million  for 
the  American  schools  and  hospitals  pro- 
gram, the  same  as  our  FY  1986  request. 

•  We  have  requested  $10  million  to 
replenish  the  housing  guaranty  reserves, 
depleted  as'  a  result  of  increased 
rescheduling  of  outstanding  loans.  The 
Administration  proposes  to  terminate 
the  housing  guaranty  program  in  FY 
1987  because  market  rate  loans  with  an 
AID  guarantee  have  not  proven  to  be 
appropriate  for  all  poor  countries  and 
because  housing  guaranties  are  not  con- 
sistent with  Federal  credit  policy. 

•  Our  request  also  includes  $389  mil- 
lion in  AID  operating  expenses,  plus  $21 
milhon  for  the  Inspector  General.  The 
AID  request  is  the  minimum  amount 
necessary  to  adequately  manage  the 
agency's  planned  program  for  FY  1987. 
This  level  will  provide  for  an  AID  staff- 
ing level  of  4,825— which  will  represent 

a  reduction  of  1,000  positions  during  the 
6  years  since  I  took  office  in  1981.  In 
addition  to  reducing  staff  and  carefully 
managing  the  use  of  our  remaining  per- 
sonnel, we  have  introduced  a  number  of 
other  management  improvements  to  cut 
costs  and  increase  efficiency.  These  in- 
clude greater  use  of  automation,  in- 
troduction of  a  standardized  overseas 
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accounting  system,  improved  work  space 
management,  better  training  for  project 
implementers,  better  cash  management, 
and  introduction  of  productivity  review 
studies. 

•  For  the  economic  support  fund, 
we  are  requesting  just  over  $4  billion— 
essentially  the  same  as  our  request  last 
year.  The  FY  1986  ESF  appropriation 
was  reduced  after  sequestration  to  $3.5 
billion,  of  which  $2.3  billion  was  ear- 
marked. As  a  result,  we  had  to  cut  back 
considerably  in  many  countries  in  Cen- 
tral America  and  in  Africa.  Our  request 
this  year  helps  to  regain  some  of  the 
lost  momentum. 

From  a  geographic  standpoint,  the 
allocation  of  development  assistance  and 
ESF  represents  some  shifts  among 
countries  and  regions  compared  to  the 
amounts  we  currently  have  budgeted  for 
FY  1986. 

In  Africa,  the  request  for  develop- 
ment assistance  and  ESF  totals  $750 
million,  up  a  total  of  $125  million  over 
current  FY  1986  levels,  principally  in 
ESF.  The  increase  is  distributed  among 
several  countries  including  Somalia, 
Sudan,  Liberia,  and  Kenya.  The  request 
also  includes  funding  for  the  third  year 
of  the  African  economic  policy  reform 
program  at  a  level  of  $75  million,  the 
same  as  the  request  for  the  prior 
2  years,  although  it  is  an  increase  over 
the  amount  we  allocated  in  FY  1986  fol- 
lowing reductions  in  the  ESF  ap- 
propriation. 

For  the  Asia  and  Near  East  region, 
we  are  requesting  a  total  of  $3. 1  billion 
in  development  assistance  and  ESF, 
compared  to  the  $4.1  billion  we  expect 
to  obligate  in  FY  1986.  Development  as- 
sistance levels  are  essentially  the  same 
as  in  FY  1986,  at  about  a  2%  decrease, 
and  shifts  in  country  levels  are  mostly 
nominal.  The  ESF  request  represents 
less  than  a  1%  increase  over  the 
FY  1986  request  levels  and  is  about 
$1  billion  less  than  ESF  obligations  in 
FY  1986— which  includes  funds  from  the 
FY  1985  Middle  East  supplemental.  The 
ESF  request  contains  increases  over 
FY  1986  levels  for  Jordan,  Morocco, 
Oman,  Turkey,  and  the  regional  pro- 
gram but  these  increases  in  almost  all 
cases  would  only  return  ESF  assistance 
to  about  pre-FY  1986  levels.  ESF  alloca- 
tions for  Israel  and  Egypt  reflect  no 
change  from  the  FY  1986  earmarks  of 
$1.2  billion  and  $815  miUion,  respec- 
tively. For  humanitarian  assistance  to 
the  Afghan  freedom  fighters,  $15  million 
is  requested.  This  mirrors  the  FY  1986 
earmark. 


In  Latin  America,  the  total  develop- 
ment assistance  and  ESF  request  is  $1.4 
billion,  compared  to  $1.1  billion  in 
FY  1986.  The  increase  is  primarily  due 
to  increased  ESF  funding  principally  for 
Central  America  but  also  for  South 
America  and  the  Caribbean  countries. 
We  must  underscore  the  priority  we  are 
attributing  to  the  Central  America  Ini- 
tiative this  year  in  view  of  the  over- 
whelming progress  toward  democra- 
tization in  the  region  and  the  tremen- 
dous need  for  acceleration  of  economic 
recovery  in  order  to  sustain  those  young 
democracies  and  stabilize  their  econo- 
mies. This  assistance  is  even  more  cru- 
cial since  armed  struggle  in  the  region 
continues.  The  requested  levels  come 
close  to  those  which  were  recommended 
by  the  National  Bipartisan  Commission 
on  Central  America,  however,  we  have 
fallen  far  short  of  those  recommenda- 
tions in  prior  years,  and  unless  we  begin 
to  devote  the  level  of  resources  which 
we  are  proposing  to  the  economic  and 
social  problems  there,  we  have  little 
hope  of  achieving  our  objectives. 

In  the  case  of  South  America,  we 
are  supplying  ESF  funds  for  balance-of- 
payments  support  in  Ecuador,  Bolivia, 
Peru,  and  Uruguay.  New,  democra- 
tically elected  governments  have  in- 
stituted significant  economic  policy 
reforms  in  Ecuador,  Bolivia,  and 
Uruguay,  and  U.S.  Government  support 
is  essential  if  these  countries  are  to  be 
able  to  import  the  necessary  inputs  for 
increased  production  and  stimulation  of 
private  sector  growth. 

Increases  in  funding  for  Latin 
America  also  are  important  if  we  are  to 
continue  assisting  governments  to  move 
toward  implementing  enlightened  poli- 
cies on  narcotics  control  which  is  a 
major  U.S.  concern.  In  addition,  ad- 
ministration of  justice  and  judicial  re- 
form efforts  are  new  areas  in  which  we 
must  do  everything  possible  so  that  the 
democratization  process  will  not  falter. 

Another  key  element  of  our  program 
in  Latin  America  is  our  support  for  nar- 
cotics education  programs.  A  critical  ele- 
ment of  the  Administration's  strategy 
for  dealing  with  the  international  narcot- 
ics problem  is  to  make  governments, 
opinion  leaders,  and  the  general  public 
of  key  producing  and  transiting  coun- 
tries better  informed  as  to  the  hazards 
that  narcotics  production  and  trafficking 
pose  to  their  own  societies.  AID  plans 
to  commit  a  total  of  $5  million  in  de- 
velopment assistance  funds  to  such  nar- 
cotics awareness  activities  in  five  Latin 
American  countries— Bolivia,  Ecuador, 
Peru,  Belize,  and  Jamaica.  Our  as- 


sistance will  serve  to  complement  or  ex- 
pand narcotics  awareness  and  education 
initiatives  being  funded  by  the  U.S.  In- 
formation Agency  and  the  State  Depart- 
ment's international  narcotics  programs 
and  will  support  activities  of  both  pri- 
vate and  public  indigenous  institutions 
concerned  with  narcotics  abuse. 

Centrally  funded  development  as- 
sistance programs  total  $467  million,  a 
$4.3  million  reduction  from  the  FY  1986 
level.  These  funds  support  a  wade  vari- 
ety of  activities  with  a  worldwide  focus, 
including  basic  and  applied  research,  de- 
velopment and  testing  of  appropriate 
technology,  private  enterprise  activities, 
grants  to  private  voluntary  organiza- 
tions, support  for  International  Agricul- 
tural Research  Centers,  women-in- 
development  activities,  and  support  for 
cooperative  activities  with  the  Peace 
Corps.  These  programs  are  funded  cen- 
trally because  of  their  global  focus  and 
because  of  efficiencies  possible  from  con- 
solidated central  management.  The  pro- 
grams do  have  an  impact  on  those  living 
in  the  developing  countries.  As  our  con- 
gressional presentation  reflects  for  the 
first  time,  $183  million  of  these  funds 
are  directly  attributable  to  programs  in 
recipient  countries.  The  centrally  funded 
portion  of  our  request  also  includes  $25 
million  for  the  international  disaster 
assistance  program  in  which  we  are  ac- 
tively participating  with  dozens  of  de- 
veloping countries  in  mitigating  the 
effects  of  disasters  which  tragically  took 
so  many  lives  through  famine,  earth- 
quakes, and  cyclones  last  year. 

•  For  PL  480  the  total  budget 
authority  request  is  $1,164  billion.  The 
Title  I  request  of  $564  million  in  budget 
authority  will  support  a  program  level 
of  $944  million,  sufficient  to  provide  5.3 
million  metric  tons  to  31  countries.  For 
Title  II  we  are  requesting  $600  million, 
which  we  project  will  enable  us  to  pro- 
vide just  over  1.9  million  metric  tons 
(grain  equivalent)  of  food.  We  intend  to 
continue  the  expansion  of  private  volun- 
tary organizations'  programs  in  Africa 
that  began  in  FY  1986  to  assist  the 
recovery  from  the  effects  of  the  Africa 
drought.  Portions  of  some  private  volun- 
tary organizations'  programs  will  be 
monetized  in  order  to  provide  necessary 
resources  for  successful  program  im- 
plementation. 

•  For  the  trade  and  development 
program,  we  are  requesting  $18  million, 
essentially  the  same  as  the  FY  1986 
level  after  sequestration. 


August  1986 


63 


GENERAL 


•  Under  multilateral  assistance, 

the  Administration  is  requesting  a  total 
of  $1.39  billion  for  existing  commitments 
to  the  multilateral  development  banks 
and  for  funding  of  the  new  Multilateral 
Investment  Guaranty  Agency  (MIGA). 
This  new  organization  can  have  a  very 
useful  impact  on  developing  country 
policies  toward  foreign  investment  and 
on  encouraging  increases  in  investment. 

•  For  international  organizations 
and  programs,  we  are  requesting  $186 
million. 

•  The  Administration  is  also  re- 
questing $126  million  for  the  Peace 
Corps.  May  I  note  that  over  the  past 
few  years,  the  extent  of  cooperation 
between  AID  and  the  Peace  Corps  has 
increased  greatly,  leading  to  a  much  bet- 
ter joint  effort  by  the  two  agencies  in 
carrying  out  American  foreign  policy  ob- 


jectives and  in  helping  to  meet  basic  de- 
velopment needs. 

aid's  ultimate  goal  is  a  world  in 
which  economic  growth  and  develop- 
ment are  self-sustaining  and  extremes  of 
poverty  have  been  eliminated.  The  long- 
range  foreign  policy  objectives  of  the 
United  States  are  best  served  by  a 
world  of  sustained  economic  develop- 
ment and  general  human  well-being.  Our 
task  is  to  help  poor  people  to  help  them- 
selves through  enhanced  opportunity. 
This  is  a  governing  philosophy  of  the  as- 
sistance program  that  we  are  submitting 
to  you.  We  believe  this  program  worthy 
of  your  continued  strong  support. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


should  have  beyond  these  basic  relation- 
ships. In  particular,  what  should  we  do 
to  help  maintain  the  security  and  stabili- 
ty of  unstable  regions  of  the  developing 
world?  Our  most  intense— and  debilitat- 
ing—foreign policy  debate  of  the  past  40 
years  has  turned  on  just  such  a  ques- 
tion: the  security— in  fact,  the  national 
existence— of  South  Vietnam. 

The  Vietnam  experience  produced  a 
difficult  reexamination  of  our  foreign 
policy.  Yet  Americans  continue  to 
believe— correctly— that  many  of  our 
vital  national  interests  can  only  be  pro- 
tected by  cooperating  with  others.  This 
is  not  simply  an  altruistic  belief.  By 
helping  others  in  their  defense,  we  con- 
tribute to  our  own.  By  joining  their 
strength  to  ours,  we  move  closer  to  our 
common  goals.  By  preserving  an  open 
and  growing  world  economy,  we  defend 
our  ovra  prosperity  and  freedoms. 


Regional  Security,  Collective  Security, 
and  American  Security 


by  John  M.  Poindexter 

Address  before  the  1986  Armed 
Forces  Day  dinner  sponsored  by  the 
National  Defense  Committee  and  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  in  Indianapolis 
on  May  16,  1986.  Admiral  Poindexter  is 
assistant  to  the  President  for  national 
security  affairs. 

For  a  son  of  Indiana,  it's  a  pleasure  to 
speak  here  tonight.  As  we  commemo- 
rate Armed  Forces  Day,  I  am  pleased 
to  address  this  audience  in  particular.  I 
know  that  many  of  you  have  a  keen  in- 
terest in  the  national  security  issues  I 
want  to  put  before  you. 

U.S.  Involvement  in 
International  Security 

America  has  now  had  a  leading  role  on 
the  world  stage  for  more  than  two 
generations.  It  is  a  role  of  which  we  can 
be  proud.  We  have  matched  power  with 
responsibility  in  a  way  that  few  others 
ever  have.  Yet,  as  our  responsibilities 
have  grown  in  the  past  half-century,  we 
have  constantly  reraised  those  questions 
that,  during  our  entire  life  as  a  nation, 
have  dominated  our  debate  on  our  rela- 
tions with  the  rest  of  the  world. 

Perhaps  the  oldest  of  the  questions 
that  we  Americans  have  debated  is  this: 


how— and  how  much— should  we  cooper- 
ate with  other  nations  to  maintain  inter- 
national security?  How— and  how 
much— should  America  engage  in  the  af- 
fairs of  the  outside  world?  All  of  you 
here  will  recognize  the  long  history  of 
this  issue.  It  is  the  same  question  that 
President  Washington  raised  in  his  fare- 
well address,  when  he  warned  his  fellow 
citizens  against  "entangling  alliances." 

After  World  War  II,  of  course,  our 
national  aversion  to  "entanglement"  was 
fundamentally  altered.  Within  4  years  of 
V-E  Day,  America  made  historic  deci- 
sions on  aid  to  Greece  and  Turkey,  the 
Marshall  Plan,  and  the  North  Atlantic 
alliance.  We  had  come  to  consider  our 
own  security  to  be  inseparable  from  that 
of  Western  Europe. 

In  the  same  fashion,  we  bound  our- 
selves to  Japan  with  a  security  treaty. 
After  the  invasion  of  South  Korea,  we 
kept  armed  forces  of  the  United  States 
stationed  there  to  demonstrate  our  con- 
tinuing readiness  to  defend  that  coun- 
try. And  every  U.S.  President  since  the 
founding  of  the  State  of  Israel  has 
reiterated  our  commitment  to  its 
security. 

Commitments  of  this  kind  marked  a 
revolution  in  America's  foreign  pohcy 
and  in  American  history  as  a  whole.  Yet 
there  has  been  much  more  controversy 
about  the  kind  of  role  that  America 


Collective  Security  v. 
Global  Unilateralism 

I  have  begun  my  remarks  by  discussing 
"collective  security"  because  lately  the 
debate  over  this  concept  has  been 
reopened— overseas,  in  the  Congress,  in 
the  media,  and  elsewhere.  You've  proba- 
bly been  hearing  that  in  the  future 
America  will— and,  some  say,  probably 
should— "go  it  alone."  Even  some  of  the 
most  consistent  supporters  of  our  alli- 
ance ties  express  concern,  as  Henry  Kis- 
singer did  this  week  when  he  proposed 
that  we  move  some  of  our  longer  range 
aircraft  from  Britain  back  home  to  the 
United  States. 

One  of  the  newest  buzzwords  de- 
scribing this  apparent  change  in  outlook 
is  "global  unilateralism."  The  phrase 
conjures  up  a  truculent  policy  of  acting 
now  and  asking  questions  later,  of  impa- 
tience with  compromise,  and  of  dis- 
regarding established  relationships  if 
they  don't  suit  us  as  much  as  they  once 
did.  As  one  journahst  has  put  it,  "Being 
a  superpower  often  means  not  having  to 
say  either  please  or  sorry." 

Obviously,  the  President's  firm  poh- 
cies  toward  Libya  have  done  much  to 
revive  this  discussion.  In  announcing 
last  month's  mihtary  actions  against 
Libyan-supported  terrorism,  the  Presi- 
dent did  say  that  in  dealing  with  this 
problem  the  United  States  would  act 
"with  others,  if  possible,  and  alone,  if 
necessary."  It  was  a  strong  statement 
that  deserves  considerable  thought  and 
attention. 

Nevertheless,  it  seems  to  me  that 
much  of  the  recent  analysis  and  com- 
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mentary  on  this  issue  has  been  com- 
pletely misplaced.  "Going  it  alone"  does 
not  describe  either  the  concepts  or  the 
conduct  of  the  Reagan  Administration. 
Last  week,  as  you  know,  the  Presi- 
dent returned  from  the  Tokyo  economic 
summit,  where  we  discussed  common 
problems,  interests,  and  approaches 
with  our  key  allies.  The  President  be- 
lieves it  was  a  very  successful  meeting, 
the  most  successful  of  the  six  he  has  at- 
tended. The  joint  statements  that 
resulted  demonstrated  what  he  had  in 
mind  when  he  wrote— in  his  message  to 
Congress  of  2  months  ago,  entitled 
"Freedom,  Regional  Security,  and 
Global  Peace"— that  "the  pursuit  of 
American  goals  has  always  required 
cooperation  with  like-minded  partners." 
This  is  true,  in  part,  because  Ameri- 
ca's resources  are  limited.  But  it  would 
be  true  at  any  level  of  resources.  The 
most  secure  peace— the  kind  we  seek— is 
one  that  is  protected  not  by  a  distant 
superpower  but  by  the  efforts  of  free 
peoples  working  together  on  problems 
that  affect  them  directly.  To  achieve 
such  a  goal,  we  need  strong  partners. 
America  wants  to  cooperate  with 
others  because  that's  what  works— 
because  that  is  the  best  way  of  protect- 
ing the  regional  peace  and  freedom  that 
serve  both  our  interests  and  theirs. 
What  President  Reagan  has  called  the 
"democratic  revolution"  is  at  the  heart 
of  his  commitment  to  collective  security. 
Around  the  world  we  see  that  the  ranks 
of  those  who  share  our  broad  interests 
are  growing.  This  gives  us  confidence 
that  together  we  can  succeed. 

The  President's  actions  in  Libya  are 
no  exception  to  the  outlook  I  have 
described.  Over  the  long  run,  they  will 
be  seen  to  have  given  the  strongest  and 
most  convincing  possible  support  to  the 
principle  of  "collective  security."  Far 
from  weakening  the  foundations  of 
cooperation  between  America  and 
others,  they  have,  in  fact,  encouraged 
others  to  work  with  us.  And  the  Presi- 
dent's policies  make  it  more  credible 
that  we  will  help  them  in  the  ways  that 
count  most  to  them. 

Decisive  action  by  the  United  States 
reassures  others  that  we  are  ready,  will- 
ing, able,  and  wise  enough  to  defend  vi- 
tal interests  under  pressure.  It  is  a 
crucial  message  to  our  friends.  When 
they  need  help,  they  won't  have  to 
worry  that  America  will  wait  to  see 
which  way  the  wind  is  blowing  before 
deciding  whether  or  not  to  help. 

It  should  be  clear  that  the  Tokyo 
summit  has  already  shown  some  of 
these  positive  effects.  Publicly  and  pri- 
vately, we  are  seeing  more  and  more 


support  for  cooperative  actions.  The 
President  has  demonstrated  leadership, 
and  it  is  paying  off. 

The  real  issue,  then,  is  not  whether 
the  United  States  has  abandoned  collec- 
tive security.  It  has  not.  It  cannot.  Do- 
ing so  would  hurt  our  interests.  But 
there  is  an  important  issue  here  that 
does  need  to  be  addressed.  And  that  is: 
how  can  we  make  collective  security 
work  best  today? 

Making  Collective  Security  Work 

I  want  to  take  up  this  question  in  two 
ways. 

First,  by  looking  at  the  elements  of 
the  Reagan  Administration's  approach 
to  "regional  security,"  particularly  to 
those  security  issues  that  lie  beyond  the 
core  commitments  of  our  foreign  policy. 

Second,  and  equally  important,  I 
want  to  suggest  some  of  the  questions 
other  countries  should  be  asking  as  they 
consider  what  kind  of  U.S.  role  in  the 
world  they  would  like  to  encourage. 
For,  needless  to  say,  our  role  is  not 
decided  by  our  own  actions  alone.  What 
other  countries  do  has  a  great  influence 
on  the  kind  of  cooperation  that  America 
pursues  with  them. 

Let  me  begin  with  an  issue  that  has 
been  in  the  headlines  this  week  and  last: 
the  Administration's  proposed  delivery 
of  additional  air-to-air  missiles  and  other 
military  systems  to  improve  Saudi 
Arabia's  air-defense  capabilities.  This 
initiative  reflects  a  goal  that  has  been 
part  of  our  national  strategy  since  the 
late  1940s-to  help  friendly  countries  ac- 
quire the  means  to  defend  themselves. 

Whether  a  friendly  country  can  pay 
for  the  help  or  we  have  to  provide  some 
resources  of  our  own,  we  reap  a  huge 
benefit  from  security  assistance.  Other 
nations'  dependence  on  America  is 
reduced  if  they  are  strong  enough  to 
meet  threats  from  hostile  neighbors.  At 
the  same  time  we  build  a  firm  founda- 
tion on  which  we  can,  if  necessary,  work 
with  them  to  meet  greater  threats  in 
the  future.  You  may  know  that  it  costs 
our  NATO  ally,  Turkey,  only  one-tenth 
as  much  a  year  to  keep  a  well-equipped 
soldier  in  the  field  as  it  costs  the  United 
States.  That's  one  reason  President 
Reagan  has  called  our  investment  in 
security  assistance  a  true  national  secu- 
rity bargain. 

In  this  light,  charges  that  this 
Administration  is  "going  it  alone"  seem 
especially  ironic.  Those  who  take  a  meat 
ax  to  our  security  assistance  budget  are 


making  it  far  harder  for  us  to  meet  com- 
mon dangers  through  cooperation.  As 
Secretary  Shultz  said  eariier  this  week, 
there  is  a  real,  a  dangerous  world  out 
there,  and  our  capacity  to  conduct  for- 
eign policy  cannot  be  treated  as  just 
another  domestic  program.  Doing  so,  he 
said,  would  "threaten  nothing  less  than 
the  reversal  of  40  years  of  constructive 
American  leadership  for  peace  and  free- 
dom." This  is  why  national  security 
spending  must  not  be  made  to  bear  a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  burden  of 
much-needed  budget  cutting. 

Let  us  also  recall  that  Saudi 
Arabia— which  will,  I  should  note,  pay 
cash  for  every  penny  of  the  equipment 
it  has  requested— has  a  dangerous  war 
going  on  right  on  its  doorstep,  between 
Iran  and  Iraq.  Just  two  summers  ago, 
the  Saudi  Air  Force  had  to  counter  Ira- 
nian threats  to  shipping  and  oil  facilities 
in  the  Persian  Gulf,  which  remain  vital 
to  the  free  world's  energy  supply.  When 
Saudi  planes  acted,  American  planes  did 
not  have  to. 

This  war  is  again  at  a  crucial  stage. 
Violence  could  spill  across  the  Persian 
Gulf  again  at  any  time.  In  the  last 
month,  there  have  been  three  further 
Iranian  attacks  on  Saudi  tankers  in  the 
gulf  already.  The  closing  of  the  gulf 
would  "shock"  the  global  economy.  Oil 
prices  would  start  to  rise  again. 

So  when  the  Congress  acts  to 
weaken  our  close  cooperation  with  Saudi 
Arabia,  which  every  President  since 
F.D.R.  has  strongly  supported,  I  believe 
that  the  members  of  the  House  and 
Senate  ought  to  ask  themselves  some 
hard  questions. 

•  Who  is  promoting  a  sound  policy 
of  collective  security? 

•  Who  is  making  it  harder  for  the 
United  States  to  contribute  to  the  peace 
of  the  Middle  East  and  Persian  Gulf? 

•  Who,  in  short,  are  the  real  "global 
unilateralists?" 

Congress  has  also  tried  to  push  us 
further  toward  unilateralism  in  refusing 
to  provide  aid  to  the  brave  Nicaraguans 
who  are  fighting  Soviet-  and  Cuban- 
backed  communism  in  Central  America. 
When  it  refuses  to  apply  the  best  means 
we  have  to  pressure  the  communist 
government  in  Managua  to  negotiate. 
Congress  ensures  that  no  negotiated 
solution  can  be  achieved  which  would 
meet  the  concerns  of  Nicaragua's  neigh- 
bors and  of  the  United  States.  That 
makes  it  more  likely  that,  sometime  in 
the  future,  the  United  States  will  have 
to  act  by  itself-under  far  less  favorable 
circumstances  and  at  a  far  higher  cost. 
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Promoting  Negotiated  Solutions 

So  the  first  key  element  of  the  Presi- 
dent's approach  to  regional  conflict  is 
security  assistance— helping  those  who 
share  our  interests  and  principles.  And 
the  second  element  involves  the  promo- 
tion of  negotiated  solutions,  in  Central 
America  and  elsewhere.  Here,  too,  it  is 
our  beUef  that  the  most  successful  policy 
has  to  be  built  on  the  solid  foundations 
of  collective  security. 

Strong  U.S.  support  for  allies  and 
friends  means  that  they  can  have  more 
confidence  in  pursuing  any  possible  op- 
portunities for  peace.  It  also  means  that 
the  Soviet  Union  and  its  clients  cannot 
expect  time  to  be  on  their  side.  They 
cannot  comfort  themselves  with  hopes 
that  America  will  be  distracted  by  other 
concerns  and  eventually  forget  its 
friends. 

In  other  words,  regional  peacemak- 
ing is  only  possible  if  it  rests  on  collec- 
tive effort.  The  United  States  can 
hardly  impose  peace,  and  we  cannot  be 
its  only  supporter.  We  are,  after  all, 
generally  not  a  direct  participant  in  the 
talks  among  the  warring  parties.  What 
we  can  do  is  try  to  contribute  to  an  en- 
vironment favorable  to  negotiation.  We 
make  this  contribution  in  many  ways. 

In  southern  Africa,  for  example,  we 
have  worked  to  promote  a  regional 
diplomatic  settlement  involving  Angola, 
Namibia,  and  South  Africa.  Recently, 
we  saw  a  small  step  foward  when  South 
Africa,  in  response  to  an  Angolan  re- 
quest, agreed  to  set  a  date  for  Namibian 
independence. 

This  is  the  kind  of  movement,  I 
might  add,  that  would  be  much  harder 
to  bring  about  if— as  some  have 
advocated— the  U.S.  poHcy  were  simply 
to  break  off  all  contacts  with  South 
Africa.  Although  many  supporters  of 
such  a  course  might  not  like  to  think  of 
it  in  this  way,  that  would  be  "going  it 
alone."  It  might  be  a  satisfying  symbol 
of  how  strongly  we  oppose  apartheid, 
but  it  would  make  it  harder  for  us  to 
achieve  our  goals.  It  would  make  diplo- 
matic progress  harder  to  attain.  It 
would  make  regional  security  more 
shaky. 

To  take  another  example,  we  believe 
that  consistent  U.S.  backing  for 
Pakistan  is  a  prerequisite  for  progress 
in  the  talks  on  Afghanistan  that  are  now 
taking  place  in  Geneva  under  the  aegis 
of  the  United  Nations.  There  has  been 
considerable  speculation  in  the  past 
several  months  about  a  possible  change 
in  Soviet  policy  leading  to  a  withdrawal. 
We  hope  that  this  is  true  and  certainly 


believe  that  an  early  withdrawal  would 
serve  Soviet  interests  well. 

Unfortunately,  we  see  httle  evidence 
that  Moscow  is  moving  in  this  direction. 
Soviet  leaders  claim  a  sincere  desire  to 
pull  out  of  Afghanistan,  and  yet  the  war 
continues  with  increased  ferocity  and 
brutality.  If  the  Soviets  truly  desire  an 
end  to  the  war,  let  them  consider  three 
steps  that  would  do  more  to  establish 
their  true  intentions  than  any  expres- 
sions of  sincerity. 

First,  let  them  announce  a 
timeframe  for  withdrawal.  There  is  no 
reason  it  should  take  more  than  3-6 
months. 

Second,  let  them  show  that  they  un- 
derstand the  need  to  take  the  wishes  of 
the  Afghan  people  into  account.  This  is 
the  reason  that  President  Reagan,  in 
the  regional  initiative  that  he  put  for- 
ward at  the  United  Nations  last  year, 
called  for  talks  among  the  warring  par- 
ties as  the  first  step  in  resolving  re- 
gional conflicts. 

Third,  let  the  Soviets  commit  them- 
selves to  respect  fully  the  neutrality  of 
Afghanistan  in  the  future.  There  should 
be  no  search  for  pretexts  to  allow 
Soviet  forces  to  return. 

The  Soviet  Union,  if  it  moves  in  this 
direction,  can  be  sure  that  the  United 
States  will  do  nothing  to  stand  in  its 
way. 

Economic  Growth  and  Stability 

The  other  elements  of  the  Administra- 
tion's approach  to  regional  security  have 
the  same  emphasis  on  collective  meas- 
ures that  I  have  described  above. 

With  respect  to  economic  growth, 
the  United  States  has  taken  the  lead  in 
multilateral  efforts  for  coping  with  the 
debt  problems  of  the  developing  world. 
Treasury  Secretary  Jim  Baker's  initia- 
tive brings  together  the  pubhc  and  pri- 
vate sectors  of  the  world's  strongest 
economies  to  share  in  helping  debtor 
states  to  reignite  growth.  These  prob- 
lems are  not  purely  economic  in  their 
impact:  if  Brazil  and  Argentina,  for  ex- 
ample, succeed  in  putting  their  econo- 
mies back  on  the  road  to  health,  it  will 
be  a  powerful  boost  to  democracy 
throughout  our  hemisphere. 

Similarly,  the  governments  partici- 
pating in  the  Tokyo  summit  have  dis- 
cussed the  possible  advantages  of  a 
"Middle  East  economic  development 
plan."  The  drop  in  energy  prices  has 
given  a  substantial  boost  to  the  econo- 
mies of  most  of  our  summit  partners. 
Yet  all  retain  a  strong  interest  in  the 


stability  of  the  Middle  East.  We  want  to 
explore  ways  in  which  the  seven  summit 
nations  might  increase  the  resources  set 
aside  for  this  area.  Working  with  the 
governments  of  the  region,  we  would 
also  hope  to  see  private  sector  invest- 
ment increase.  The  key  will  be  to  create 
a  productive  infrastructure  and  mean- 
ingful employment  opportunities.  Given 
the  scope  of  the  problem,  a  collective  ef- 
fort has  much  to  be  said  for  it. 

Nuclear  Proliferation  and 
International  Terrorism 

I  have  spoken  of  many  dimensions  of 
collective  regional  security:  the  impor- 
tance of  democratic  partners,  the  mili- 
tary safety  that  our  friends  need,  the 
diplomatic  processes  that  can  break 
through  a  tangle  of  disputes,  and  the 
economic  foundations  of  stable  relations 
among  nations. 

Let  me  add  two  further  dimensions, 
which  cannot  be  ignored  in  this  age  of 
advanced  weaponry  and  radical  ideolo- 
gies—nuclear proliferation  and  interna- 
tional terrorism. 

Like  the  other  elements  of  regional 
security  that  I  have  mentioned,  slowing 
the  spread  of  nuclear-weapons  capabili- 
ties requires  an  effective  multilateral 
effort.  Because  the  technology  and 
materials  needed  to  manufacture  nuclear 
weapons  are  widely  available,  we  need 
agreement  among  all  potential  suppliers 
to  regulate  the  flow  of  these  items. 

Similarly,  we  believe  that  only  a 
multilateral  approach  can  increase  the 
incentives  of  potential  nuclear  powers  to 
reject  a  nuclear  course.  To  do  this,  our 
policy  realistically  addresses  the  insecu- 
rities that  drive  states  to  consider  their 
nuclear  options  in  the  first  place.  With 
this  problem  in  mind,  we  have  en- 
couraged a  process  of  reconciliation 
among  traditional  regional  adversaries 
and  urged  our  friends  to  do  likewise. 
We  believe  that  regional  reconcihation  is 
an  essential  element  of  preventing  an 
expansion  of  the  "nuclear  club." 

As  for  terrorism,  it  continues  to 
know  fewer  and  fewer  boundaries, 
either  within  or  among  regions.  In  the 
past  2  years,  a  growing  number  of  ter- 
rorist attacks  have  been  mounted  in 
Latin  America,  often  aimed  at  American 
citizens.  Our  allies  face  similar 
problems— for  example,  radical  groups  in 
Western  Europe  and  continuing  violence 
in  Northern  Ireland  threaten  all  the 
people  of  the  United  Kingdom. 

As  part  of  our  broader  effort  to  com- 
bat terrorism,  we  and  our  partners 
agreed  at  the  Tokyo  summit  to  improve 
extradition  procedures.  The  Senate  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  has  before  it 
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right  now  a  proposed  supplement  to  our 
extradition  treaty  with  the  United 
Kingdom.  It  would  remove  specific  vio- 
lent crimes  from  the  so-called  political 
offense  exception.  The  Reagan  Adminis- 
tration is  strongly  committed  to  ratifica- 
tion of  this  treaty  amendment.  Without 
it,  America  would  remain  a  safe  haven 
for  terrorists  from  Northern  Ireland. 
We  know  we  can't  fight  terrorism 
alone.  We  saw  the  value  of  Mrs.  Thatch- 
er's help  when  we  had  to  act  against 
Qadhafi,  and  we  are  seeking  to  extradite 
those  involved  in  last  year's  Achille 
Lauro  hijacking  and  the  murder  of  Leon 
Klinghoffer.  Strengthening  the  extradi- 
tion treaty  will  help  us  beat  the  ter- 
rorists. It  will  increase  our  collective 
security. 

The  Need  for 
International  Cooperation 

I  have  spoken  at  length  about  this 
Administration's  approach  to  regional 
security,  to  demonstrate  that  it  is  non- 
sense to  think  that  it  is  unilateralist. 
Our  approach  remains  multilateral  be- 
cause we  beheve  this  is  the  most 
promising  path.  No  one  country  has  the 
resources,  the  answers,  or  the  power  to 
address  all  the  issues  of  regional  securi- 
ty. And  it  is  also  multifaceted  because 
no  single  instrument  of  policy  can  cap- 
ture the  problem  of  regional  security  in 
its  complexity. 

These  are  issues  that  we  continue  to 
debate.  Our  history  suggests  that  the 
debate  will  never  end,  and  it  should  not. 
Nevertheless,  I  believe  that  there  are 
elements  of  this  debate  that  other  coun- 
tries should  also  take  very  seriously. 
Their  own  policies  shape  the  environ- 
ment in  which  we  make  our  basic  deci- 
sions about  foreign  policy.  What  they  do 
determines  how  effectively  we  can  work 
together.  Because  of  this,  our  debate  on 
the  issues  of  regional  security  cannot  be 
completely  separated  from  theirs. 

To  take  the  most  obvious  recent  ex- 
ample, it  is  hard  for  Americans  to  un- 
derstand the  attitude  of  many  countries 
toward  the  problem  of  international  ter- 
rorism. For  all  the  progress  the  leaders 
made  in  their  consultations  in  Tokyo, 
there  are  plainly  some  underlying,  con- 
tinuing differences  in  outlook  among  our 
nations.  Our  people  were  heartened 
when  Prime  Minister  Thatcher  said  that 
"to  overcome  the  threat  [of  international 
terrorism]  is  in  the  vital  interest  of  all 
countries  founded  on  freedom  and  the 
rule  of  law";  and  when  she  said:  "It  was 
inconceivable  to  me  that  we  should  re- 
fuse American  aircraft  and  pilots  the 
right  to  defend  their  own  people." 


In  all  frankness,  however,  we  were 
puzzled  and  disappointed  at  the  number 
who  objected  to  her  statements.  We 
were  troubled  by  those  who  said  that 
terrorism  is  something  we  have  to  Uve 
with;  that  opposing  it  will  only  make 
matters  worse;  that  it  is,  in  the  end, 
merely  a  pecuUar  American  obsession. 

It  is  an  American  obsession,  but 
only  in  this  sense:  we  believe  it  threat- 
ens international  peace  and  security  and 
the  abihty  of  free,  like-minded  countries 
to  work  together. 

These  differences  require  careful 
thought  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic. 
American  poUcy  remains  firmly  mul- 
tilateral, firmly  committed  to  coopera- 
tion with  others  who  share  our 
interests.  But  cooperation  and  collective 
security  don't  happen  automatically. 
And  if  allies  think  that  the  worst  thing 
that  could  happen  is  that  American  pol- 
icy would  become  unilateraUst,  they  are 
almost  certainly  mistaken. 

An  American  unilaterahst  policy 
would,  after  all,  be  one  that  continued 
to  defend  our  allies'  interests  and  be- 
hind which  they  could  hide— contributing 
little  but  benefiting  all  the  same.  The 
real  alternative  direction  for  American 
policy  is  not  unilateralism,  but 
isolationism— that  is,  increased  indiffer- 
ence to  our  friends'  interests. 

This  Administration  would  deplore 
such  a  turn.  We  believe  that  America 
also  would  suffer  from  it.  But  we  and 
our  friends  should  not  expect  to  go  too 
long  without  resolving  disagreements  on 
regional  security  issues.  If  we  do,  we 
will  doubtless  pay  the  price  of  greater 
misunderstanding  of  what  our  broad 
common  interests  really  are.  This  will 
put  us  at  odds  on  more  issues  than  just 
terrorism.  Our  friends  who  do  not  want 
this  to  happen  any  more  than  we  do 
must  begin  to  ask  how  they  can  prevent 
it  from  occurring. 

But  it  is  not  only  our  friends  in 
Western  Europe  and  East  Asia  that 
should  ask  what  kind  of  American  role 
in  the  world  they  want  to  encourage. 
There  are  other  problems  that  we 
regard  as  absolutely  central  in  shaping 
an  international  environment  in  which 
we  can  pursue  a  policy  of  true  collective 
security.  Yet  sometimes  others  see 
these  differently. 

Let  me  offer  two  examples.  To  our 
way  of  thinking,  working  against 
nuclear  proliferation  is  one  key  to 
preserving  a  stable  international  setting 
in  which  we  can  cooperate  with  those 
who  share  our  interests.  The  prospect  of 
additional  countries  acquiring  nuclear 
weapons  threatens  our  ability  to  help 


them  and  to  have  mutually  beneficial 
relationships  with  them. 

As  is  the  case  with  terrorism,  con- 
cern with  this  problem  is  not  an  Ameri- 
can obsession  or  something  that  we 
can't  quite  shake.  It  is  a  fact  of  life.  In 
opposing  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons, 
we  are  seeking  to  preserve  relationships 
that  we  value  and  that  we  consider 
mutually  beneficial.  Nations  that  expect 
to  be  our  partners  must  reckon  with 
this  resolve. 

A  second  example— less  obvious, 
perhaps— is  that  of  economic  organiza- 
tion. Before  his  departure  for  Asia,  the 
President  spoke  of  the  "winds  of  free- 
dom." He  believes  these  "winds"— 
forces  that  strengthen  free  institutions- 
carry  a  message  about  the  prosperity 
that  is  available  to  any  nation  that  lets 
loose  the  power  of  individual  initiative. 
He  has  urged  others  to  study  this  mes- 
sage and  to  adopt  policies  that  favor 
free  enterprise. 

This  is  the  President's  strong  per- 
sonal conviction;  but  it  is  much  more 
than  that.  It  is  a  judgment  about  the  fu- 
ture. It  is  very  possible  that  increasing- 
ly the  world  will  be  divided  into  those 
nations  that  have  gained  the  benefits  of 
freedom— of  economic,  pohtical,  and  per- 
sonal freedom— and  those  that  have  not. 
We  will  almost  certainly  find  it  far 
easier  to  cooperate  with  those  that 
have. 

Naturally,  we  encourage  other 
governments  to  develop  a  favorable  cli- 
mate for  investment  and  trade  because 
this  helps  promote  economic  develop- 
ment and  growth.  Yet  it  is  also  because, 
over  the  long  term,  our  political  rela- 
tions will  also  benefit  and  the  regional 
stability  in  which  such  relationships  can 
thrive  will  be  best  protected. 

Conclusion 

I  have  spoken  this  evening  of  America's 
friends  and  of  our  need  to  cooperate  in 
promoting  regional  security.  Let  me 
close  with  a  comment  about  America's 
adversaries.  Nothing  has  taken  a  great- 
er toll  on  U.S. -Soviet  relations  than 
Soviet  policies  aimed  at  exploiting  insta- 
bility in  the  developing  world.  By  the 
same  token,  nothing  can  do  more  to 
make  our  overall  competition  safer  and 
more  manageable  than  policies— ours 
and  our  allies'— that  both  reduce  this 
instability  and  counter  attempts  to 
exploit  it. 

An  American  policy  of  collective 
security  provides  our  best  guarantee  of 
safety.  We  believe  our  friends  and 
allies-and  our  Congress— will  agreed.  ■ 
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The  War  Powers  Resolution 
and  Antiterrorist  Operations 


by  Abraham  D.  Sofaer 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Arms  Control,  International  Secu- 
rity, and  Science  of  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  on  April  29,  1986. 
Mr.  Sofaer  is  the  Legal  Adviser  of  the 
Department  of  State. '^ 

I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  today  to  discuss  the 
War  Powers  Resolution  in  the  context 
of  recent  events.  I  would  like  to  begin 
by  setting  out  some  general  considera- 
tions regarding  the  resolution  and  then 
focus  on  the  apphcation  of  the  resolution 
to  specific  cases  which  are  of  particular 
interest  to  the  subcommittee. 

Basic  Framework 

The  War  Powers  Resolution  was  en- 
acted in  1973  in  order  to  ensure  con- 
gressional involvement  in  situations  in 
which  the  United  States  may  become 
engaged  in  hostilities  with  other  states. 
To  that  end,  the  resolution  contains  cer- 
tain requirements  concerning  consulta- 
tion, reporting,  and  termination  of  the 
use  of  U.S.  Armed  Forces.  Of  course, 
this  and  other  Administrations  have  ex- 
pressed serious  doubts  about  the  wis- 
dom and  constitutionality  of  various 
parts  of  the  resolution. 

Consultation  Requirement.  The 

consultation  requirement  is  contained  in 
Section  3,  which  provides: 

The  President  in  every  possible  instance 
shall  consult  with  Congress  before  introduc- 
ing United  States  Armed  Forces  into  hostili- 
ties or  into  situations  where  imminent 
involvement  in  hostilities  is  clearly  indicated 
by  the  circumstances,  and  after  every  such 
introduction  shall  consult  regularly  with  the 
Congress  until  United  States  Armed  Forces 
are  no  longer  engaged  in  hostilities  or  have 
been  removed  from  such  situations. 

The  resolution  specifies  only  that 
consultation  occur  "before  introducing" 
armed  forces  in  the  situations  specified, 
as  well  as  "after"  each  such  introduction 
until  the  situation  ends.  It  does  not 
define  the  nature  of  the  consultations 
required,  but  allows  the  President  to  de- 
termine precisely  how  such  consultations 
are  to  be  carried  out.  Significantly,  in 
making  the  requirement  applicable  only 
where  consultation  is  "possible,"  the 
resolution  expressly  contemplates  that 


consultation  in  a  particular  case  will 
depend  on  the  prevailing  circumstances. 

Over  the  years,  both  before  and 
after  the  resolution  was  adopted,  the 
executive  branch  has  engaged  in  consul- 
tations with  the  Congress  in  a  variety  of 
circumstances  involving  the  possible 
deplojrment  of  U.S.  forces  abroad.  Con- 
sultations have  occurred  in  cases  where 
the  resolution  might  have  been  thought 
to  require  them  and  in  cases  where  it 
clearly  would  not  (and  the  executive 
branch  has  typically  been  careful  to 
preserve  its  position  on  these  matters 
when  consulting).  The  purpose  of  such 
consultations  is  to  keep  the  Congress 
informed,  to  determine  whether  the 
Congress  approves  of  a  particular  action 
or  policy,  and  to  give  the  Congress  an 
opportunity  to  provide  the  President 
with  its  views,  especially  where  it  may 
disagree  with  the  policy.  Consultations 
are  not  intended  to  involve  the  Con- 
gress in  reviewing  the  detailed  plans  of 
a  military  operation.  The  degree  to 
which  the  President  is  implementing  a 
policy  of  which  the  Congress  is  well 
aware  and  which  it  has  already  ap- 
proved in  principle  is  one  important  fac- 
tor to  be  considered  in  determining  the 
nature  and  timing  of  consultations. 

In  practice,  the  form  and  substance 
of  consultations  have  depended  upon  the 
circumstances  of  each  case.  In  some  in- 
stances, such  as  the  introduction  of  U.S. 
forces  into  Egypt  to  participate  in 
peacekeeping  operations  or  the  case  of 
the  Vietnam  evacuation,  the  situation 
permitted  detailed  consultations  well  in 
advance  of  the  action  contemplated.  In 
the  case  of  the  Tehran  rescue  mission, 
prior  consultation  was  not  possible 
because  of  extraordinary  operational 
needs. 

Reporting  Requirement.  Section  4 
of  the  resolution  requires  that  the  Presi- 
dent submit,  vidthin  48  hours  after  the 
introduction  of  U.S.  forces,  a  written 
report  to  the  Congress  in  three  circum- 
stances. A  report  must  be  submitted 
when  U.S.  forces  are  introduced  "into 
hostilities  or  into  situations  where  immi- 
nent involvement  in  hostilities  is  clearly 
indicated  by  the  circumstances."  In 
addition,  a  report  must  be  submitted 
when  U.S.  forces  are  introduced  "into 
the  territory,  airspace  or  waters  of  a 
foreign  nation,  while  equipped  for  com- 
bat" (with  certain  specified  exceptions) 
or  when  such  forces  are  introduced  "in 


numbers  which  substantially  enlarge 
United  States  Armed  Forces  equipped 
for  combat  already  located  in  a  foreign 
nation. ..." 

Both  Republican  and  Democratic 
presidents  have  provided  written 
reports  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to 
U.S.  deployments  abroad  as  a  means  of 
keeping  the  Congress  informed,  while 
reserving  the  executive  branch's  posi- 
tion on  the  technical  applicability  and 
constitutionality  of  the  resolution. 
Reports  were  submitted  by  President 
Ford  in  connection  with  the  Indochina 
evacuations  and  the  Mayaguez  incident 
and  by  President  Carter  in  connection 
with  the  Tehran  rescue  mission.  During 
the  Reagan  Administration,  reports 
were  submitted  with  respect  to  U.S. 
participation  in  the  multinational  force 
and  observers  in  the  Sinai  and  the 
multinational  force  in  Lebanon,  the 
deployment  of  U.S.  aircraft  in  connec- 
tion with  the  situation  in  Chad,  and  the 
introduction  of  U.S.  forces  into  Grenada. 
More  recently,  a  report  was  submitted 
concerning  the  encounter  with  Libyan 
forces  during  U.S.  military  exercises  in 
and  near  the  Gulf  of  Sidra  in  late 
March,  and  a  report  was  submitted  with 
respect  to  the  April  14  operation  against 
Libya.  Indeed,  the  executive  branch  has 
provided  information  to  the  Congress  in 
many  cases  where  no  relevant  statutory 
requirement  existed. 

Termination  of  Use  of  U.S.  Forces. 

Section  5  of  the  resolution  provides  that, 
within  60  days  after  a  report  is  sub- 
mitted or  required  to  be  submitted,  the 
President  must  terminate  the  use  of 
U.S.  forces  unless  the  Congress  has 
declared  war  or  specifically  authorized 
the  use  of  such  forces,  has  extended  the 
60-day  period,  or  is  physically  unable  to 
meet  as  a  result  of  an  armed  attack  on 
the  United  States.  The  section  also  pro- 
vides that  the  President  must  remove 
U.S.  forces  from  engagement  in  hostili- 
ties abroad  "if  the  Congress  so  directs 
by  concurrent  resolution."  The  legisla- 
tive veto  provision  of  the  resolution  can- 
not stand  in  the  face  of  the  Supreme 
Court's  1983  decision  in  INS  v.  Chadha. 
The  executive  branch  has  historically 
differed  with  the  Congress  over  the 
wisdom  and  constitutionality  of  the 
60-day  provision  of  Section  5.  As  Presi- 
dent Reagan  made  clear  in  signing  the 
multinational  force  in  Lebanon  resolu- 
tion on  October  12,  1983,  the  imposition 
of  such  arbitrary  and  inflexible  dead- 
lines creates  unwise  Umitations  on 
presidential  authority  to  deploy  U.S. 
forces  in  the  interests  of  U.S.  national 
security.  Such  deadlines  can  undermine 
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foreign  policy  judgments  and  adversely 
affect  our  ability  safety  and  effectively 
to  deploy  U.S.  forces  in  support  of  those 
judgments. 

Moreover,  the  President's  constitu- 
tional authority  cannot,  in  any  event,  be 
impermissibly  infringed  by  statute.  Sec- 
tion 8(d)  of  the  resolution  itself  makes 
clear  that  the  resolution  was  not  in- 
tended to  alter  the  constitutional 
authority  of  the  President.  The  Presi- 
dent has  constitutional  power,  as  Com- 
mander in  Chief  and  as  the  nation's 
principal  authority  for  the  conduct  of 
foreign  affairs,  to  direct  and  deploy  U.S. 
forces  in  the  exercise  of  self-defense,  in- 
cluding the  protection  of  American 
citizens  from  attacks  abroad.  From  the 
time  of  Jefferson  to  the  present,  presi- 
dents have  exercised  their  authority  un- 
der the  Constitution  to  use  military 
force  to  protect  American  citizens 
abroad. 

I  would  also  mention  that  serious 
constitutional  problems  exist  with 
respect  to  Section  8(a)  of  the  resolution, 
which  purports  to  limit  the  manner  in 
which  the  Congress  may,  in  the  future, 
authorize  the  use  of  U.S.  forces.  I  do 
not  believe  that  one  Congress  by  statute 
can  so  limit  the  constitutional  options  of 
future  Congresses.  Nor  can  Congress 
control  the  legal  consequences  of  its  own 
actions.  If  a  particular  congressional  ac- 
tion constitutes  legal  authority  for  the 
President  to  undertake  a  specific  opera- 
tion, I  doubt  that  one  Congress  can 
change  that  fact  for  all  future  times  by 
requiring  a  specific  form  of  approval. 

Recent  Cases 

The  War  Powers  Resolution  was  en- 
acted in  the  shadow  of  U.S.  involvement 
in  the  Vietnam  war  and  of  the  so-called 
Watergate  scandals.  In  more  recent 
years,  however,  issues  have  been  raised 
under  the  resolution  in  situations  that 
bear  no  resemblance  to  the  Vietnam 
war  and,  in  fact,  may  not  have  been 
contemplated  at  the  time  of  its  adoption. 
Deployment  of  Antiterrorist  Units. 
It  is  a  regrettable  reality  in  today's 
world  that  Americans  abroad  are 
increasingly  subjected  to  murder,  kid- 
napings,  and  other  attacks  by  terrorists 
who  seek  to  further  their  political  ends 
through  such  means.  The  hijacking  last 
year  of  TWA  Flight  847,  with  the 
murder  of  Navy  diver  Stethem,  is  a 
well-known  recent  example.  In  that 
case,  we  had  no  reason  to  believe  that 
the  Government  of  Lebanon  had  encour- 
aged or  otherwise  supported  the  ter- 
rorists; it  was  simply  unable  to  control 


them.  In  such  a  situation,  the  President 
may  decide  to  deploy  specially  trained 
antiterrorist  units  in  an  effort  to  secure 
the  release  of  the  hostages  or  to  capture 
the  terrorists  who  perpetrated  the  act. 
Does  the  War  Powers  Resolution  re- 
quire consultation  and  reporting  in  this 
kind  of  situation? 

We  have  substantial  doubt  that  the 
resolution  should,  in  general,  be  con- 
strued to  apply  to  the  deployment  of 
such  antiterrorist  units,  where  opera- 
tions of  a  traditional  military  character 
are  not  contemplated  and  where  no  con- 
frontation is  expected  between  our  units 
and  forces  of  another  state.  To  be  sure, 
the  language  of  the  resolution  makes  no 
explicit  exception  for  activities  of  this 
kind,  but  such  units  can  reasonably  be 
distinguished  from  "forces  equipped  for 
combat"  and  their  actions  against  ter- 
rorists differ  greatly  from  the  "hostili- 
ties" contemplated  by  the  resolution. 
Nothing  in  the  legislative  history 
indicates,  moreover,  that  the  Congress 
intended  the  resolution  to  cover  deploy- 
ments of  such  antiterrorist  units.  These 
units  are  not  conventional  military 
forces.  A  rescue  effort  or  an  effort  to 
capture  or  othervdse  deal  with  ter- 
rorists, where  the  forces  of  a  foreign  na- 
tion are  not  involved,  is  not  a  typical 
military  mission,  and  our  antiterrorist 
forces  are  not  equipped  to  conduct  sus- 
tained combat  with  foreign  armed 
forces.  Rather,  these  units  operate  in 
secrecy  to  carry  out  precise  and  limited 
tasks  designed  to  liberate  U.S.  citizens 
from  captivity  or  to  attack  terrorist  kid- 
napers and  killers.  When  used,  these 
units  are  not  expected  to  confront  the 
military  forces  of  a  sovereign  state.  In  a 
real  sense,  therefore,  action  by  an  anti- 
terrorist  unit  constitutes  a  use  of  force 
that  is  more  analogous  to  law  enforce- 
ment activity  by  police  in  the  domestic 
context  than  it  is  to  the  "hostilities"  be- 
tween states  contemplated  by  the  War 
Powers  Resolution. 

I  might  note,  in  this  connection,  that 
other  types  of  cases  involving  military 
deployments— such  as  the  movement  of 
warships  into  or  through  foreign  ter- 
ritorial waters,  the  deployment  abroad 
of  security  personnel  such  as  Marine 
embassy  guards,  and  transits  of  combat 
aircraft  through  foreign  airspace— have 
generally  been  considered  to  be  outside 
the  scope  of  the  resolution.  The  ration- 
ale for  regarding  the  resolution  inap- 
plicable is  at  least  as  strong  in  the  case 
of  limited,  antiterrorist  deployments  as 
it  is  in  these  other  cases,  absent  the  in- 
volvement of  the  armed  forces  of  a 
foreign  state. 


Even  assuming  the  resolution  were 
applicable  to  the  deployment  of  special 
antiterrorist  units,  the  fact  is  that  con- 
sultations may  not— and  generally  will 
not— be  possible  in  such  cases.  The 
existence  and  purpose  of  these  units  is 
well  known  to  the  Congress.  The  need 
for  swiftness  and  secrecy  inherent  in  the 
nature  of  those  activities  is  so  extraordi- 
nary that  consultations  prior  to  deploy- 
ment might  well  jeopardize  the  lives  of 
our  units  and  the  hostages  they  may 
seek  to  liberate. 

Engagement  During  Military  Exer- 
cises. Issues  under  the  War  Powers 
Resolution  have  also  been  raised  where 
U.S.  forces  have  engaged  in  a  military 
exercise  in  conformity  with  international 
law.  The  incident  in  the  Gulf  of  Sidra  in 
late  March  illustrates  the  situation. 
Does  the  resolution  require  the  Presi- 
dent to  consult  and  report  in  this  kind 
of  case? 

Some  factual  background  vrill  help  to 
put  this  question  in  perspective.  The 
United  States  is  committed  to  the  exer- 
cise and  preservation  of  navigation  and 
overflight  rights  and  freedoms  around 
the  world.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the 
freedom  of  navigation  program.  A 
deliberate  decision  was  made  during  the 
Carter  Administration  to  discourage  or 
negate  unlawful  claims  to  extended 
jurisdiction  in  the  oceans.  That  policy 
was  affirmed  in  1982  under  President 
Reagan,  and  in  1983  the  essence  of  the 
policy  became  public  in  a  statement  on 
U.S.  oceans  policy.  That  statement 
made  clear  that  the  United  States  would 
continue  to  work  with  other  countries  to 
develop  an  acceptable  oceans  regime.  It 
also  made  clear  that  the  United  States 
would  protest  the  unilateral  acts  of 
other  states  designed  to  restrict  the 
rights  and  freedoms  of  the  international 
community  in  the  use  of  the  oceans  and 
that  the  United  States  would  exercise 
and  assert  those  rights  and  freedoms  on 
a  worldwide  basis. 

The  exercise  of  our  rights  provides 
visible  and  powerful  evidence  of  our 
refusal  to  accept  unlawful  claims.  The 
United  States  has  accordingly  protested 
and  exercised  rights  and  freedoms  with 
respect  to  claims  of  various  kinds: 
unrecognized  historic  waters  claims,  ter- 
ritorial sea  claims  greater  than  12  nauti- 
cal miles,  and  territorial  sea  claims  that 
impose  impermissible  restrictions  on  the 
innocent  passage  of  any  type  of  vessels 
(such  as  requiring  prior  notification  or 
permission).  Since  the  policy  was  estab- 
hshed,  the  United  States  has  exercised 
its  rights  against  the  objectionable 
claims  of  over  35  countries,  including 
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the  Soviet  Union,  at  a  rate  of  about 
30-40  freedom  of  navigation  exercises 
per  j'ear. 

The  United  States  has  followed  this 
policy  in  connection  with  Libya.  When 
Qadhafi  came  to  power  in  Libya,  it  was 
not  long  before  private  firms  saw  their 
interests  expropriated.  Then,  on  Octo- 
ber 9,  1973,  Qadhafi  broadened  the 
scope  of  his  interest  in  expropriating  the 
rights  of  others  and  asserted  his  claim 
to  owTiership  of  the  Gulf  of  Sidra.  The 
United  States  vigorously  protested  that 
assertion  on  February  11,  1974,  and  in 
the  years  since  then,  we  have  exercised 
our  rights  in  that  area  on  numerous 
occasions. 

The  War  Powers  Resolution  was  not 
intended  to  require  consultation  before 
conducting  maneuvers  in  international 
waters  or  airspace  in  the  context  of  this 
global  freedom  of  navigation  program. 
We  are  aware  of  no  previous  suggestion 
that  the  resolution  would  require  consul- 
tation in  such  situations. 

This  question  was  carefully  consid- 
ered in  connection  with  the  Sidra  exer- 
cise in  March,  and  the  decision  was 
made  that  the  conduct  of  those  opera- 
tions did  not  place  U.S.  forces  into 
hostilities  or  into  a  situation  in  which 
imminent  involvement  in  hostilities  was 
"clearly  indicated  by  the  circum- 
stances." The  United  States  has  con- 
ducted its  exercises  not  only  in  Sidra 
but  around  the  world,  not  only  in  March 
but  for  years— and,  in  most  instances, 
without  hostile  response.  We  have,  in 
fact,  been  in  the  Gulf  of  Sidra  area  16 
times  since  1981,  and  we  have  crossed 
Qadhafi's  so-called  line  of  death  seven 
times  before  the  operation  last  March. 
Only  once  before  did  Qadhafi  respond 
with  military  action,  and,  in  that  in- 
stance, he  was  singularly  unsuccessful. 
While  we  must  always  be  aware  of 
the  risks  and  be  prepared  to  deal  with 
all  contingencies,  we  have  every  right  to 
expect  that  neither  Libya  nor  any  other 
country  will  take  hostile  action  against 
U.S.  forces  while  they  are  lawfully  in 
and  over  areas  of  the  high  seas.  The 
threat  of  a  possible  hostile  response  is 
not  sufficient  to  trigger  the  consultation 
requirement  of  Section  3,  which  refers 
only  to  actual  hostilities  and  to  situa- 
tions in  which  imminent  involvement  in 
hostilities  is  "clearly  indicated"  by  the 
circumstances. 

Where  a  peaceful,  lawful  exercise 
does,  in  fact,  result  in  hostile  action  to 
which  U.S.  forces  must  respond  in  im- 
mediate self  defense,  such  an  isolated 
engagement  should  not  normally  be  con- 
strued as  constituting  the  introduction 


of  U.S.  Armed  Forces  into  a  situation  of 
actual  or  imminent  hostihties  for  the 
purpose  of  the  reporting  requirement  of 
Section  4  of  the  resolution.  No  report 
was  submitted  in  the  case  of  the  1981 
Sidra  incident,  in  which  two  Libyan  air- 
craft were  shot  down  after  they  fired  at 
U.S.  aircraft.  Similarly,  during  the 
period  in  which  U.S.  peacekeeping 
forces  were  deployed  in  the  Beirut  area 
in  1983,  many  incidents  occurred  in 
which  hostile  forces  attacked  and  U.S. 
peacekeeping  forces  responded  in  im- 
mediate self-defense.  Yet,  no  separate 
war  powers  report  was  submitted  for 
each  of  these  incidents.  Of  course,  a 
different  situation  might  be  presented  if 
U.S.  forces  withdrew  from  an  area  and 
subsequently  returned  for  the  purpose 
of  undertaking  further  military  action. 

As  a  practical  matter,  however,  this 
question  seems  academic.  In  the  case  of 
the  March  incident  in  the  Gulf  of  Sidra, 
for  example,  regardless  of  the  applicabil- 
ity of  the  War  Powers  Resolution,  the 
Administration  provided  Congress  with 
all  the  information  it  needed  to  review 
the  incident.  As  soon  as  hostile  Libyan 
actions  occurred,  the  Administration 
took  steps  to  ensure  that  Congress  was 
informed  of  the  situation  and  was  kept 
informed  throughout  the  remainder  of 
the  exercise.  In  particular,  several  calls 
were  made  to  congressional  leaders  to 
inform  them  of  the  events;  extensive 
briefings  were  conducted  for  the  benefit 
of  all  interested  members,  at  which  ex- 
perts from  the  Departments  of  State 
and  Defense  provided  pertinent  informa- 
tion and  responded  to  all  questions 
asked  by  members;  and  the  President 
sent  a  written  report  to  Congress 
describing  the  events  of  March  24  and 
25,  the  actions  taken  by  U.S.  forces,  and 
the  legal  justification  for  those  actions. 

Military  Action  in  Self-Defense. 

The  third  kind  of  situation  in  which  war 
powers  considerations  have  been  raised 
recently  is  that  in  which  U.S.  forces 
take  legitimate  action  in  self-defense 
against  facilities  or  forces  of  another 
state  because  of  its  sponsorship  of  ter- 
rorist attacks  against  Americans.  In  the 
April  14  operation  against  Libya,  U.S. 
forces  undertook  military  action  in  self 
defense  against  five  terrorist-related  tar- 
gets in  order  to  preempt  and  deter 
Libya's  unlawful  aggression  through  ter- 
rorist force  against  the  United  States 
and  its  nationals.  Does  the  War  Powers 
Resolution  apply  to  a  case  of  this  kind? 
The  use  of  U.S.  forces  to  conduct  a 
military  strike  against  the  facilities  of  a 
hostile,  sovereign  state  in  its  own  terri- 
tory falls  within  the  specific  terms  of 


the  consultation  requirement  of  Section 
3  of  the  resolution.  In  this  context, 
however,  a  critical  element  is  flexibility. 
As  indicated  earlier,  Section  3  expressly 
envisions  the  possibility  that,  in  some  in- 
stances, the  President  might  have  to  act 
without  prior  consultations.  In  any 
event,  he  must  seek  to  consult  in  a  man- 
ner appropriate  to  the  circumstances, 
and  the  need  for  swiftness  and  secrecy 
in  carrying  out  a  military  operation  is  a 
vital  factor  to  be  weighed  in  determin- 
ing the  nature  and  timing  of  consulta- 
tions that  may  be  appropriate  in  a  given 
situation. 

In  the  case  of  the  April  14  opera- 
tion, extensive  consultations  occurred 
with  congressional  leaders.  They  were 
advised  of  the  President's  intention 
after  the  operational  deployments  had 
commenced  but  hours  before  military  ac- 
tion occurred.  This  satisfied  the  resolu- 
tion's requirement  that  consultation 
occur  "before"  the  "introduction"  of 
troops  into  hostilities  or  a  situation  of 
imminent  hostilities.  Congressional  lead- 
ers had  ample  opportunity  to  convey 
their  views  to  the  President  before  any 
irrevocable  actions  were  taken  (in  fact, 
no  one  who  was  consulted  objected  to 
the  actions  undertaken).  The  President 
took  a  serious  risk  in  conducting  these 
consultations.  The  press  observed  legis- 
lative leaders  entering  the  White  House 
for  the  consultations,  and  speculation 
about  possible  military  action  ensued. 
The  press  also  learned  immediately 
after  the  consultations  that  the  Presi- 
dent was  to  make  an  address  later  that 
evening,  and  this  led  to  rumors  of  immi- 
nent military  action  that  could  have 
jeopardized' the  success  of  the  operation. 

The  consultations  in  this  case  were 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
War  Powers  Resolution.  They  were  also 
consistent  with  and,  in  many  respects, 
exceeded  in  scope  and  depth  the  consul- 
tations conducted  on  previous  occasions. 
For  example.  President  Ford's  meeting 
with  congressional  leaders  to  discuss  the 
Mayaguez  operation  occurred  at  a  point 
in  time  much  closer  to  the  onset  of  mili- 
tary action  than  was  the  case  here. 
President  Carter,  as  I  noted  earlier,  did 
not  consult  at  all  prior  to  the  Tehran 
rescue  mission. 

Where  a  military  action  constitutes 
the  introduction  of  U.S.  forces  into 
actual  or  imminent  hostilities  for  the 
purpose  of  the  consultation  requirement 
of  Section  3  of  the  resolution,  the  action 
also  triggers  the  reporting  requirement 
of  Section  4.  In  the  case  of  the  April  14 
operation,  the  President  submitted  a  full 
report  consistent  with  the  War  Powers 
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Resolution.  As  the  President  noted  in 
his  report,  the  actions  taken  were  pur- 
suant to  his  authority  under  the  Consti- 
tution, including  his  authority  as 
Commander  in  Chief.  That  authority  is 
most  compelling  in  a  situation  such  as 
this,  where  the  use  of  force  is  essential 
to  deter  an  immediate  and  substantial 
threat  to  the  lives  of  Americans. 

In  recent  weeks,  the  question  has 
been  raised  pubUcly  as  to  the  Presi- 
dent's right  to  take  military  action 
without  the  express  approval  of  Con- 
gress. This  is  a  question  that  has  been 
addressed  by  executive  branch  officials 
on  many  occasions  over  the  years,  and 
their  statements  are  well  known  to  this 
committee.  Without  going  into  the  spe- 
cifics of  those  statements,  it  is  clear  that 
the  limited  actions  undertaken  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan  in  response  to  attacks  on 
the  United  States  and  its  citizens  fall 
well  within  the  President's  authority 
under  the  Constitution.  As  noted 
earlier,  the  War  Powers  Resolution  does 
not  confer  power  on  the  President,  but 
it  clearly  recognizes  that  the  President 
has  independent  constitutional  authority 
to  take  appropriate  military  action. 

It  is  also  important  to  note,  in  this 
regard,  that  the  President  is  not  simply 
acting  alone,  under  his  inherent  con- 
stitutional authority,  when  taking  the 
types  of  actions  we  are  discussing  today. 
The  Congress  has,  over  the  years, 
learned  of,  considered,  and  effectively 
endorsed  in  principle  the  use  of  U.S. 
forces  for  a  variety  of  purposes  through 
its  adoption  of  laws  and  other  actions. 
Most  significantly.  Congress  has  author- 
ized and  appropriated  money  for  the 
creation  of  forces  specifically  designed 
for  antiterrorist  tasks. 

For  example.  Section  1453  of  the 
1986  Department  of  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  specifically  states  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  government  to  safeguard  the 
safety  and  security  of  U.S.  citizens 
against  a  rapidly  increasing  terrorist 
threat  and  that  U.S.  special  operations 
forces  provide  the  immediate  and  pri- 
mary capability  to  respond  to  such  ter- 
rorism, and  the  Congress  has 
appropriated  funds  for  the  specific  pur- 
pose of  improving  U.S.  capabilities  to 
carry  out  such  operations.  Likewise,  the 
Congress  has  appropriated  considerable 
sums  to  create  the  naval  and  air  forces 
that  are  needed  to  respond  to  and  deter 
state-sponsored  terrorist  attacks  in  the 
manner  that  was  done  on  April  14  and 
to  carry  out  the  exercises  necessary  to 
maintain  such  capabilities  and  to  assert 
and  protect  our  rights  on  the  high  seas. 
In  this  sense.  Congress  has  participated 


Attacks  on  Persian  Gulf  Shipping 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  12,  1986» 

The  Administration  is  deeply  concerned 
over  the  increase  in  attacks  on  merchant 
shipping  in  international  waters  in  the 
lower  Persian  Gulf.  Within  the  last 
8  days,  two  Saudi  tankers  have  been 
struck  by  Iranian  aircraft  in  what  ap- 
pears to  be  an  intensification  of  strikes 
on  neutral  ships  operating  peacefully  in 
the  gulf. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  recent  ac- 
tion of  Congress  in  rejecting  an  arms 
sale  may  have  created  the  misperception 
that  the  U.S.  commitment  to  freedom  of 
navigation  in  the  gulf  and  Saudi  self- 
defense  has  diminished.  Any  such  view 
would  be  gravely  mistaken.  We  strongly 
support  Saudi  Aj-abian  self-defense. 


To  avoid  miscalculation,  we  reem- 
phasize  the  importance  we  attach  to  the 
principle  of  freedom  of  navigation  and 
the  free  flow  of  oil,  as  well  as  our  deter- 
mination to  maintain  open  access 
through  the  Strait  of  Hormuz.  Our  com- 
mitment to  this  principle  and  its  applica- 
tion to  the  gulf  remains  unchanged. 

The  United  States  continues  to  seek 
the  eariiest  possible  end  to  the  Iran-Iraq 
war.  At  the  same  time,  we  will  support 
the  individual  and  collective  self-defense 
efforts  of  our  friends  in  the  region  and 
will  continue  to  consider  expansion  of 
the  Iran-Iraq  war  to  the  Arab  gulf 
states  to  be  a  major  threat  to  our  in- 
terests. 


>Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  19,  1986. 


in  the  creation  and  maintenance  of  the 
forces  whose  function,  at  least  in  part,  is 
to  defend  Americans  from  terrorism 
through  the  measured  use  of  force. 

The  President  has  openly  discussed 
and  explained  the  need  for  and  pro- 
priety of  these  uses  of  force,  which  he 
has  correctly  assumed  are  widely  sup- 
ported by  Congress  and  the  American 
people.  All  of  the  actions  undertaken 
were  clearly  signaled  well  in  advance 
and,  therefore,  posed  no  threat  to  the 
role  of  Congress  under  the  Constitution 
in  military  and  foreign  affairs. 

Conclusion 

It  seems  fair  to  say,  in  conclusion,  that 
it  is  not  clear  how  the  War  Powers 
Resolution,  which  was  originally 
designed  to  provide  an  appropriate  role 
for  the  Congress  with  respect  to  U.S. 
involvement  in  hostilities  with  other 
states,  should  apply  to  the  use  of  U.S. 
forces  in  other  kinds  of  situations.  Some 
such  situations— the  deployment  of  anti- 
terrorist  units— would  seem  to  fall  com- 
pletely outside  the  scope  of  the 
resolution.  Other  situations— the  conduct 
of  peaceful,  lawful  exercises  which 
result  in  a  hostile  response— do  not  re- 
quire consultations  but,  some  might 
argue,  may,  in  special  situations,  require 
a  report.  Still  other  cases-the  use  of 
U.S.  forces  in  a  legitimate,  defensive 
strike  against  another  state-can  clearly 
be  said  to  fall  within  both  the  consulta- 
tion and  the  reporting  provisions  but 


with  the  form  of  consultation  neces- 
sarily varying  with  the  particular 
circumstances. 

A  consideration  of  the  appHcation  of 
the  War  Powers  Resolution  to  situations 
such  as  these  does  more  than  raise 
difficult  and  inevitably  controverisal  is- 
sues of  interpretation.  On  a  broader 
level,  it  also  highlights  some  of  the  sig- 
nificant negative  aspects  of  the  War 
Powers  Resolution,  whose  effects  on  the 
Congress  are  perhaps  even  more  pro- 
found than  on  the  Executive.  The  need 
that  some  Members  of  Congress  feel  to 
defend  the  resolution's  viability,  even  in 
situations  well  beyond  those  contem- 
plated at  the  time  of  its  adoption,  causes 
Congress  to  shift  its  concern,  delibera- 
tions, and  political  leverage  away  from 
evaluting  the  merits  of  military  actions 
to  testing  their  legality  and  to  focus  on 
formal  and  institutional  issues  rather 
than  on  the  substance  of  our  politics. 
Our  history  amply  demonstrates  that 
Congress  has  adequate  means,  through 
the  budgetary  process  and  othervnse,  to 
provide  an  effective  check  on  presiden- 
tial power  to  employ  military  force.  But 
the  War  Powers  Resolution  often  un- 
wisely diverts  our  leaders  from  issues  of 
policy  to  issues  of  law. 


iThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 
for  Narcotics  Control 


by  Ann  B.  Wrobleski 

Statement  before  the  Senate  Appro- 
priations Committee  on  April  22,  1986. 
Miss  Wrobleski  is  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  International  Narcotics 
Matters. 

The  Bureau  of  International  Narcotics 
Matters  offers  testimony  today  in  behalf 
of  its  FY  1987  appropriation  request  of 
$65,445,000.  We  will  confine  our  testi- 
mony to  the  actual  request,  with  com- 
parisons to  the  1986  budget,  and 
appropriate  comments  on  the  progress 
we  believe  has  been  made  in  interna- 
tional narcotics  control,  as  well  as  the 
problems  we  continue  to  encounter. 

The  1987  budget  would  be  an  in- 
crease of  $5.4  million  over  our  actual 
1986  budget  of  $60,044,000.  This  1986 
budget  included  a  transfer  of  $5  million 
from  the  Lebanon  support  fund  which 
we  have  allocated  to  special  emphasis 
narcotics  enforcement  programs  in  Latin 
America,  in  accord  with  the  intent 
declared  in  the  subcommittee  report. 

Before  discussing  our  1987  spending 
objectives,  let  me  briefly  report  to  the 
committee  on  how  we  absorbed  the  4.3% 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  reduction  in 
1986. 

In  FY  1986,  the  Bureau  of  Interna- 
tional Narcotics  Matters  was  required  to 
absorb  $2,485,000  in  reductions  from  a 
total  of  $62,529,000,  resulting  in  a  new 
1986  budget  level  of  $60,044,000.  The 
FY  1986  budget  consists  of  new  budget 
authority  of  $57.5  million  and  the  addi- 
tional appropriation  of  $5  million.  This 
additional  funding  resulted  in  the 
bureau  having  a  higher  base  for  1986 
than  would  have  occurred  normally, 
given  the  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
reductions.  Note  that  cuts  have  been  ab- 
sorbed in  all  line  item  activities  except 
Colombia,  Mexico,  Latin  America 
regional  and  central  program,  and  devel- 
opment. As  a  result  of  these  reductions, 
the  bureau  will  be  required  to  delay 
implementation  of  certain  program  ini- 
tiatives. For  example,  the  $460,000 
reduction  in  Burma  will  require  the 
bureau  to  postpone  until  FY  1987  cer- 
tain activities  required  to  expand  the 
fixed-wing  aerial  eradication  program. 


FY  1987  Request 

In  1987  we  propose  to  allocate  $55.2  mil- 
lion, or  84.3%  of  our  total  budget,  to  in- 
country  programs.  The  balance  will  be 
spent  on  interregional  programs,  includ- 
ing our  sponsorship  of  the  successful 
training  programs  conducted  by  the 
Drug  Enforcement  Administration 
(DEA)  and  U.S.  Customs,  as  well  as 
contributions  to  multilateral  programs 
and  to  program  development  and  sup- 
port activities. 

The  country  program  total  includes 
$37.9  million  for  Latin  America,  68.7% 
of  the  country  budget;  $13.1  million  for 
East  Asia,  or  23.7%;  and  $4.2  million  for 
Southwest  Asia,  or  7.5%  of  the  country 
budget. 

The  Department  assigns  its  highest 
priority  to  reducing  cultivation  and 
production  of  illicit  narcotics,  through 
bans  and  eradication  supported  by  inter- 
diction and  other  enforcement  programs 
operating  as  close  to  the  source  as  possi- 
ble. We  note  that  in  1981,  when  we  be- 
gan our  current  strategy,  only  two 
countries  were  eradicating  illicit  narcotic 
crops.  In  1985,  14  countries  eradicated 
narcotic  crops,  moving  us  closer  to  our 
objective  of  having  effective  eradication 
campaigns  operating  simultaneously  in 
all  key  growing  sectors.  Achieving  this 
long-term  objective  is  central  to  our  goal 
of  reducing  the  availability  of  imported 
illicit  narcotics  in  the  United  States. 

The  proposed  1987  budget,  there- 
fore, includes  a  substantial  increase  in 
funds  for  narcotic  crop  eradication  pro- 
grams, building  on  new  or  expanded 
crop  control  efforts  in  key  countries.  In- 
creased funding  for  enforcement  efforts 
are  projected  where  such  activities  sup- 
port crop  reduction  efforts  and/or  will 
directly  impact  on  the  supply  of  iUicit 
narcotics  or  precursor  chemicals. 

Results  of  Previous  Allocations 

At  the  outset  of  1985,  we  set  a  number 
of  strategic  and  tactical  goals,  and,  as 
we  stated  in  our  annual  report  to  Con- 
gress in  February,  we  believe  that  in 
most  cases  we  not  only  met  but  ex- 
ceeded those  objectives.  The  record 
shows  that  1985  was  a  very  productive 
year  for  program  expansion  and  interna- 
tionalization. We  will  do  even  more  in 
1986,  during  which  our  program  priori- 
ties include  solidifying  the  considerable 


gains  in  Colombia;  sustaining  the  in- 
creasingly effective  expansion  of  eradica- 
tion programs  in  Thailand,  Burma, 
Jamaica,  Peru,  Brazil,  Ecuador,  Panama, 
Belize,  and  Pakistan;  and  intensifying 
our  efforts  to  upgrade  the  programs  in 
Mexico  and  Bolivia.  The  diplomatic 
priority  will  be  on  continuing  the  rapid 
internationalization  of  the  global  pro- 
gram, drawing  heavily  on  such  UN 
activities  as  the  deliberations  on  a  new 
trafficking  convention  and  planning  for 
the  1987  World  Conference  on  Drugs  to 
heighten  awareness  and  participation  by 
donor  and  source  nations  alike. 

During  1986,  we  will  launch  the  spe- 
cial emphasis  Latin  American  regional 
enforcement  program  for  which  your 
committee  sought  an  additional  ap- 
propriation of  $5  million.  We  concluded 
discussions  with  our  Embassy  and  the 
Government  of  Colombia  on  Tuesday 
and  are  agreed  on  creating  an  expanded 
air  wing  in  Colombia  to  upgrade  region- 
al strike-force  capability  throughout  the 
Andean  coca  growing  region.  We  will 
utilize  a  good  part  of  the  $5  million, 
which  we  have  budgeted  under  "Latin 
American  regional  programiS,"  to  pur- 
chase two  transport  helicopters  on  an 
immediate  basis.  These  aircraft  may  be 
armed  and  armored,  drawing  upon  the 
special  account  of  $1  million  in  military 
assistance  program  (MAP)  funds  which 
Congress  made  available  to  us.  We  will 
grant  the  aircraft  to  the  National  Police 
of  Colombia,  under  an  agreement  calling 
for  Colombia,  for  a  period  of  2  years,  to 
provide  operational  support  for  special 
enforcemeht  initiatives  in  the  region.  As 
we  have  previously  reported,  there  has 
been  great  progress  in  regional  initia- 
tives, thanks  to  the  proficiency  and 
capabiHty  of  the  Colombian  National 
PoKce.  The  National  PoHce  supported  a 
cross-border  coca  and  cocaine  interdic- 
tion program  with  Peru,  which  led  to  a 
series  of  interdiction  successes  by  Peru 
in  1985.  Colombia  also  participated  in  a 
cross-border  coca  eradication  program 
with  Ecuador.  Peru,  Ecuador,  and  other 
governments  in  the  area  critically  need 
air  mobility,  and  we  think  combining  air 
mobility  with  Colombian  expertise  af- 
fords the  best  package  we  can  provide 
to  the  other  governments  in  the  coca 
belt.  The  Colombian  National  PoHce  will 
be  responsible  for  drawing  up  collabora- 
tive plans  with  other  governments  in 
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the  region.  We  are  also  allocating  a  por- 
tion of  the  1986  budget  for  maintenance 
and  operation  of  these  aircraft.  The 
balance  of  the  supplemental  funding 
which  your  committee  provided  will  be 
used  for  other  regional  initiatives.  As 
you  know,  our  Latin  American  regional 
fund  provides  the  resources  for  the 
eradication  programs  in  Jamaica,  Belize, 
and  Panama. 

Country  Programs 

Latin  America.  For  1987  the  continuing 
prominence  of  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean  in  the  production  and  export 
of  illicit  narcotics  to  the  United  States 
again  compels  us  to  allocate  the  major 
share  of  funding  (68%  of  the  country 
budget  and  59%  of  total  budget)  to  that 
region.  Discounting  the  $5  million 
transfer-in  from  1986  totals,  we  propose 
to  increase  funding  for  the  Latin  Ameri- 
can region  by  about  $6  million. 

The  breakthrough  on  aerial  eradica- 
tion of  marijuana  in  Colombia  has  not 
only  resulted  in  a  reduction  of  67%  in 
gross  cultivation  but  is  part  of  a  total 
National  Police  effort  that  has  resulted 
in  a  strong  interdiction  campaign  with 
good  results  in  seizures  of  contraband, 
laboratories,  and  precursor  chemicals. 
Importantly  Colombia  has  been  testing 
herbicides  that  could  be  effective  in 
comprehensive  programs  to  eliminate 
coca  bushes.  Thus  we  are  not  only  pro- 
posing to  center  our  regional  air-strike 
capability  in  Colombia  but  to  expand 
eradication  operations  through  increased 
funding  in  1987. 

The  1987  budget  presupposes  a  full- 
fledged  aerial  campaign  against  coca  as 
well  as  marijuana.  Indeed,  our  1987 
budget  projects  increased  funding  for 
eradication  in  all  of  our  program  coun- 
tries, as  well  as  Jamaica,  Panama,  and 
Belize  which  are  funded  from  the  re- 
gional account.  The  budget  includes  sup- 
port for  improvement  of  the  Mexican 
eradication  campaigns  against  opium 
poppy  and  marijuana.  We  have  in- 
creased 1986  funding  for  Ecuador  and  in 
1987  propose  to  support  an  aerial  eradi- 
cation program  against  coca  in  Ecuador. 
We  plan  to  expand  manual  coca  eradica- 
tion in  Peru,  including  action  on  a  sec- 
ond front.  And  we  are  hopeful  of  a  sus- 
tained eradication  program  in  Bolivia. 


Enforcement  assistance  vdll  continue 
to  play  a  significant  role  in  the  Peruvian 
and  Bolivian  programs,  where  there  is  a 
parallel  need  to  provide  security  for  the 
narcotics  control  efforts.  A  significant 
increase  in  interdiction  assistance  is 
provided  under  the  regional  account. 
Modest  amounts  are  included  in  most 
programs  to  provide  technical  assistance 
for  drug  abuse  prevention  and  education 
projects. 

Southeast  Asia.  In  Southeast  Asia, 
our  1987  budget  request  contemplates 
continuation  and  expansion  of  the  vital 
Burmese  aerial  eradication  campaign. 
More  than  33,000  hectares  of  opium 
poppy  have  been  reported  destroyed  by 
the  Burmese  Government  this  year. 
Funds  are  included  to  procure  additional 
fixed  and  rotary-wing  transport  aircraft 
which  will  enable  the  Burmese  Govern- 
ment to  carry  out  operations  aimed  at 
narcotics  trafficking  groups,  primarily 
the  Burmese  Communist  Party  and  war- 
lord organizations  operating  on  the 
border  with  Thailand.  Support  will  also 
be  provided  to  improve  the  capability  of 
the  Burmese  poUce  to  interdict  narcotics 
trafficking. 

The  Royal  Thai  Government  has 
adopted  a  policy  of  eradicating  opium 
poppy  in  areas  where  farmers  have 
benefited  from  development  assistance 
and  are  able  to  market  alternative 
crops,  or  where  farmers  have  refused  to 
participate  in  alternative  crop  programs. 
Our  annual  report  projects  that  the  Thai 
could  significantly  reduce  opium  cultiva- 
tion in  1986  and  notes  a  Thai  projection 
that  so-called  commercial  opium  produc- 
tion could  be  eliminated  in  the  next  5 
years.  Increased  funding  in  1987  will  as- 
sist the  Thai  Government  in  providing 
"bridge"  assistance  to  farmers  who 
agree  not  to  cultivate  poppy  or  whose 
crop  is  eradicated.  Funds  are  also  in- 
cluded to  continue  support  to  Thai  para- 
military forces  interdicting  trafficking 
and  refining  operations  along  the  Thai- 
Burma  border,  and  to  enhance  the  nar- 
cotics investigation  capabilities  of  Thai 
police  units. 

Southwest  Asia.  In  Southwest  Asia, 
we  plan  in  1987  to  continue  support  for 
the  establishment  of  new  Pakistani  joint 
narcotics  task  force  units  and  special 
drug  enforcement  units  of  Pakistani  cus- 
toms, while  maintaining  support  for  out- 
reach activities  to  help  farmers  switch 


to  other  crops  in  opium  growing  areas 
where  major  development  assistance 
projects  do  not  exist.  We  will  also  con- 
tinue support  for  the  enforcement  ef 
forts  of  the  Turkish  National  Police  and 
the  Jandarma. 

Organizations.  The  1987  budget  will 
fund  an  increase  of  $295,000  in  the  U.S. 
contribution  to  the  UN  Fund  for  Drug 
Abuse  Control  (UNFDAC)  which, 
among  other  activities,  funds  coca 
control-related  projects  in  South  Amer- 
ica and  coordinates  donor  support  for 
the  special  development  and  enforce- 
ment plan  in  Pakistan.  Funding  will  also 
support  Colombo  Plan  regional  narcotics 
control  activities  and  expanded  drug 
education  and  prevention  programs  in 
selected  countries. 

Finally,  funding  is  provided  to  sup- 
port the  international  narcotics  enforce- 
ment training  administered  by  the  Drug 
Enforcement  Administration  and  U.S. 
Customs.  An  estimated  2,300  individuals 
will  be  trained  through  17  specialized 
basic-  and  advance-level  courses  for  for- 
eign law  enforcement  personnel. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  draw  the  com- 
mittee's attention  again  to  the  progress 
noted  in  our  annual  report.  These  are 
substantive  gains,  and  the  prospects  for 
continued  advancement  in  1986  are  gen- 
uinely realizable.  But  let  me  also  state 
that  the  drug  situation  remains  severe. 
Production  still  outpaces  demand.  But 
there  is  a  significant  change  occurring 
and  many  of  our  hopes  ride  on  that 
change.  Drug  abuse  has  spread  to  many 
drug  producing  and  trafficking  coun- 
tries, and  narcotics  trafficking  organiza- 
tions in  some  countries  are  so  powerful 
that  they  pose  a  national  security  threat 
to  the  legitimate  government.  Narcotics- 
related  violence  is  on  the  increase. 

Narcotics  trafficking  is  a  clear  and 
present  danger.  The  change  is  that 
these  other  nations  now  realize  that  the 
danger  is  universal,  that  they  too  stand 
in  harm's  way.  With  that  realization,  we 
are  finally  beginning  to  work  together 
as  an  international  community  progress- 
ing toward  common  goals. 


iThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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Visit  of  Australia's 
Prime  IVIinister  Hawke 


Prime  Minister  Robert  J.L.  Hawke 
of  Australia  made  an  official  working 
visit  to  Washington,  D.C.,  April  15-18, 
1986,  to  meet  with  President  Reagan 
and  other  govemmerit  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by 
President  Reagan  and  Prime  Minister 
Hawke  after  their  meeting  on  April  17.^ 

President  Reagan 

I'm  pleased  to  meet  with  Prime  Minis- 
ter Bob  Hawke  today,  although  I  was 
somewhat  disappointed  he  didn't  bring 
the  America's  Cup  with  him. 

Prime  Minister  Hawke  is  a  personal 
friend  and  a  valued  counselor,  and  I 
can't  overstate  the  value  America  at- 
taches to  its  relationship  with  Australia, 
especially  as  that  nation  now  approaches 
a  very  special  year.  We  look  forward  to 
participating  in  the  festivities  of  Austra- 
lia's 1988  bicentennial. 

Our  countries  share  many  historical 
experiences:  our  love  of  democracy,  our 
frontier  heritage,  and  our  common 
defense  of  freedom  from  the  First  and 
Second  World  Wars  through  Korea  and 
Vietnam.  All  this  has  nurtured  the 
bonds  of  friendship  between  our  two 
peoples.  Today  the  United  States  and 
Australia,  as  much  as  ever,  rely  on  each 
other.  Australia  is  a  responsible 
ANZUS  [Australia,  New  Zealand,  Unit- 
ed States  security  treaty]  ally,  an  impor- 
tant trading  partner,  and  a  trusted 
friend. 


Our  discussions  in  the  White  House 
today  covered  a  variety  of  issues.  In  the 
area  of  trade,  the  United  States  will  be 
responsive  to  the  extent  we  can  to  Aus- 
tralian interests.  In  international  agri- 
culture, we  have  a  common  goal:  We'll 
continue  to  work  together  to  keep  open 
international  trade  and  export  markets. 
International  agriculture  trade  problems 
should  be  given  attention  in  upcoming 
international  economic  meetings,  includ- 
ing the  next  round  of  multilateral  trade 
negotiations.  We  seek  a  truly  free  inter- 
national agricultural  market. 

Necessary  interim  measures  to  coun- 
ter unfair  subsidization,  like  our  own  ex-' 
,  port  enhancement  program,  should  take 
account  of  the  interest  of  friends  like 
Australia.  Prime  Minister  Hawke  has 
been  assured  of  this,  and  we  will,  of 
course,  continue  our  dialogue  on  this  im- 
portant subject. 

On  other  matters,  we  reaffirmed  the 
importance  of  security  cooperation 
among  Pacific  states.  The  stabilizing 
role  that  ANZUS  plays  has  been  essen- 
tial to  the  phenomenal  growth  that  the 
Pacific  region  has  enjoyed  during  the 
last  decade.  It's  hoped  that  New  Zea- 
land will  soon  return  to  its  traditional 
role  as  a  responsible  ANZUS  member. 
We  would  greatly  regret  it  if  this 
valued  partner  declined  to  take  the  ac- 
tions that  would  permit  restoration  of 
our  normal  collaboration  and  preserva- 
tion of  our  special  relationship  as  allies. 


Whatever  New  Zealand's  decision,  how- 
ever, I  have  told  Prime  Minister  Hawke 
that  our  commitment  to  Australia  under 
ANZUS  is  firm. 

Our  discussions  today  also  focused 
on  regional  issues  and  arms  control. 
Australians  share  with  the  American 
people  a  deep  concern  about  world 
peace  and  a  desire  to  reduce  the  num- 
ber of  nuclear  weapons  threatening 
mankind. 

This  is  my  third  meeting  with  Prime 
Minister  Hawke.  Our  personal  relation- 
ship and  the  relations  of  our  countries 
remain  on  a  very  high  level.  Bob, 
smooth  sailing  on  the  rest  of  your  trip 
and  on  the  journey  home. 

Prime  Minister  Hawke 

The  warmth  of  your  welcome  and  the 
sentiments  that  you've  expressed  in 
your  statement  are  very  much  appreci- 
ated by  me.  They  reflect  not  only  the 
personal  friendship  to  which  you  refer 
and  which  I  greatly  value,  they  reflect 
also  the  close,  longstanding  association 
between  the  governments  and  the  peo- 
ples of  our  two  countries. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  main  purpose 
of  my  visit  has  been  and  remains  to  talk 
with  you,  your  colleagues,  and  Members 
of  Congress  about  agricultural  matters. 
Nevertheless,  let  me  say  this  at  the  out- 
set. We  are  at  one  in  our  determination 
to  see  an  end  to  the  scourge  of  interna- 
tional terrorism  and,  therefore,  condemn 
unequivocally  Libya's  role  in  directing, 
exporting,  and  supporting  such  ac- 
tivities. 

The  Australian  Government  does  not 
accept  that  violence— in  particular, 
terrorism— is  a  solution  to  the  complex 
problems  of  the  world  we  share.  We 
referred  in  the  UN  Security  Council  to 
a  number  of  possible  courses  open  to 
the  international  community  to  bring 
about  a  peaceful  resolution  of  the  cur- 
rent situation  in  the  Mediterranean 
region. 

We  meet  at  a  time  when  the  rural 
sectors  of  both  of  our  countries  face 
serious  difficulties.  For  us  the  corrup- 
tion of  international  markets  is  a  matter 
of  very  grave  concern.  Australia  is  an 
efficient,  nonsubsidizing  agricultural  ex- 
porter. It  exports  80%  of  its  rural  pro- 
duction. The  severe  difficulties  that  face 
Australian  and  U.S.  farming  communi- 
ties as  a  result  of  depressed  agricultural 
prices  and  our  frustrations  with  a  mar- 
ket loss  that  has  been  brought  about  by 
huge  European  Community  agricultural 
export  subsidies  are  of  critical  concern 
to  both  our  countries. 
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I  have  conveyed  Australia's  appreci- 
ation of  the  cooperation  we  have  re- 
ceived so  far  from  the  United  States  on 
those  aspects  of  the  Farm  Act  impacting 
on  Australia's  agricultural  interests. 
Australia  particularly  welcomed  the  re- 
cent amendments  to  the  Farm  Act 
which  halved  mandated  spending  under 
the  export  enhancement  program  and 
reduced  the  funds  allocated  under  the 
targeted  export  assistance  program. 

Bearing  in  mind  the  importance  to 
Australia  of  its  wheat  markets,  I  was 
encouraged  to  have  your  reassurance 
that  the  export  enhancement  program 
will  continue  on  a  targeted  basis,  aimed 
essentially  at  markets  of  subsidizing  ex- 
porters, and  that  you  will  continue  to 
encourage  export  enhancement  program 
recipients  to  maintain  their  normal  level 
of  imports  from  traditional  nonsubsidiz- 
ing  suppliers. 

We  also  welcomed  your  assurance 
that  the  implementation  of  the  Farm 
Act,  with  regard  to  export  of  beef  and 
dairy  products,  would  be  handled  in  a 
way  which  seeks  to  minimize  disruption 
in  markets  served  by  Australia.  We  also 
expect  continued  access  for  our  beef  to 
the  U.S.  market,  at  least  at  the  levels 
consistent  with  the  operation  of  the  ex- 
isting meat  import  law. 

In  relation  to  sugar  imports  to  the 
United  States,  we  are  assured  that  Aus- 
tralia's traditional  market  share  is  being 
maintained.  I  appreciate  that  you  have 
noted  our  concerns  on  the  operation  of 
the  current  cotton  and  rice  programs. 

Australia  has  appreciated  the  oppor- 
tunities we  have  had  to  consult  on  the 
administration  of  the  Farm  Act  and  of 
the  export  enhancement  program.  We 
welcome  your  agreement  that  these  op- 
portunities to  discuss  with  you  will  be 
extended  to  include  Australia's  concerns 
in  the  implementation  of  the  U.S.  export 
subsidy  and  surplus  stock  disposal  pro- 
grams. Periodic  meetings  between  our 
respective  trade  and  agricultural  minis- 
ters vdll  be  central  to  that  continuing 
process. 

We  both  share  the  commitment  to 
an  effective  September  launch  of  the 
new  multilateral  trade  negotiations.  We 
agree  on  the  need  to  have  agriculture 
accepted  as  a  key  issue  for  the  new  mul- 
tilateral trade  negotiations  round.  We 
also  agree  that  the  negotiation  of  more 
effective  GATT  [General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade]  rules  for  agricultural 
subsidies  should  be  a  specific  objective 
of  the  multilateral  trade  negotiations 
round.  The  forthcoming  Tokyo  summit 
will  be  important  in  carrying  these  mat- 
ters forward. 
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The  closeness  of  the  relations  which 
Australia  and  the  United  States  enjoys 
is  based  on  common  values  and  shared 
prospectives.  Our  history  of  cooperation 
in  peace  and  in  war,  our  shared  commit- 
ment to  democratic  values,  and  the  fun- 
damental importance  of  our  security 
relationship  under  the  ANZUS  aUiance 
have  all  served  to  strengthen  and 
broaden  our  bilateral  relationship.  The 
close  friendship  between  our  countries 
does  not  require  identical  views  on 
every  international  issue.  A  mature  rela- 
tionship involves  mutual  respect  for 
each  other's  right  to  determine  inde- 
pendent poUcies  toward  various  prob- 
lems, having  regard  to  each  other's 
concerns. 

Our  alliance  under  the  ANZUS 
treaty  is  fundamental  to  Australia's  for- 
eign and  defense  policies.  It  also  has  im- 
portant implications  for  the  security  and 
the  stability  of  our  region.  I  am  pleased 
that  in  our  discussions  today,  we  reaf- 
firmed the  importance  of  our  arrange- 
ments under  ANZUS.  We  accept  that, 
like  other  alliances,  the  ANZUS  treaty 
entails  obligations  and  responsibilities  as 
well  as  mutual  benefits.  My  government 
is  convinced  that  international  security 
is  enhanced  not  only  by  appropriate 
security  arrangements  which  contribute 
to  stable  deterrence  but  also  a  commit- 
ment to  pursue  balanced  and  verifiable 
arms  control  agreements. 

We  value  very  much,  indeed,  the 
consultations  and  exchanges  of  views 


that  take  place  at  the  highest  level  be- 
tween our  governments  on  a  range  of 
international  issues,  including  arms  con- 
trol and  disarmament.  My  discussions 
today  with  you  covered  the  prospects 
for  progress  toward  effective  arms  con- 
trol and  specific  initiatives  that  have 
been  undertaken  in  Australia's  own 
region,  including  the  South  Pacific 
Nuclear  Free  Zone  Treaty. 

Our  discussions  today  also  covered 
the  tragic  situation  in  South  Africa.  The 
efforts  of  the  Commonwealth  eminent 
persons  group  to  encourage  dialogue  be- 
tween the  government  and  the  various 
racial  groups  with  a  view  to  the  peace- 
ful estabUshment  of  a  nonracial,  demo- 
cratic, and  representative  government  in 
South  Africa  are  currently  an  important 
contribution  to  the  search  for  a  solution. 

As  our  bicentenary  in  1988  ap- 
proaches, we  are  planning  a  range  of 
celebrations,  which  we  hope  will  involve 
active  participation  by  many  countries, 
including,  of  course,  the  United  States. 
A  visit  to  Australia  around  that  time  by 
you  would  be  most  appropriate  and 
most  welcome,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that 
you  will  be  able  to  take  up  that  invita- 
tion which  I  have  extended  to  you. 

I  greatly  appreciate  the  hospitality 
that  you  have  extended  to  me  today.  I 
look  forward  to  further  valuable  ex- 
changes with  you  on  the  many  impor- 
tant issues  we  have  addressed. 


>Made  in  the  East  Room  of  the  White 
House  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Apr.  21,  1986).  I 


FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 
for  Migration  and  Refugees 


by  James  N.  Purcell,  Jr. 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  Seriate  Ap- 
propriations Committee  on  April  22, 
1986.  Mr.  Purcell  is  Director  of  the 
Bureau  for  Refugee  Programs.^ 

I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today 
to  present  the  Department  of  State's 
migration  and  refugee  assistance  appro- 
priation request  for  FY  1987. 

The  world  refugee  situation  today 
continues  to  be  one  of  great  need. 
Although  the  news  media  have  not  fo- 
cused recently  on  any  dramatic  new 
refugee  crisis,  the  number  of  refugees 
who  have  fled  strife  and  persecution  in 


their  home  countries  totals  over  8  mil- 
lion people.  Many  more  have  crossed  in- 
ternational boundaries  fleeing  famine, 
drought,  and  disease. 

The  United  States  consistently  has 
maintained  that  refugee  assistance  and 
the  search  for  solutions  to  refugee  prob- 
lems are  matters  of  international  con- 
cern and  responsibility.  Accordingly,  the 
United  States  continues  to  contribute  to 
internationally  sponsored  programs  to 
provide  relief  assistance  and  to  promote 
voluntary  repatriation  or  settlement 
within  the  region  of  origin. 

The  United  States  also  admits  for 
resettlement  refugees  who  have  no 
recourse  other  than  third  country  reset- 
tlement, especially  those  who  have  close 
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ties  to  the  United  States.  Our  refugee 
programs  are  dedicated  to  meeting  hu- 
manitarian objectives  and  are  consistent 
v\-ith  the  foreign  policy  goals  of  the 
United  States. 

In  preparing  our  appropriation  re- 
quest for  FY  1987,  we  have  been  ever 
mindful  of  the  need  for  the  Federal 
government  to  reduce  significantly  its 
overall  spending.  I  believe  that  careful 
examination  of  our  presentation  will 
show  that  the  amounts  requested  in 
every  category  are  modest  but  enough 
to  support  our  humanitarian  objectives 
and  foreign  pohcy  goals. 

The  migration  and  refugee  assist- 
ance request  for  FY  1987  totals  about 
$347.5  million,  an  increase  of  $8.6  million 
over  the  FY  1986  appropriated  amount 
and  about  $23  million  over  the  funds 
available  in  FY  1986  after  the  reduc- 
tions mandated  by  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985.  However,  this  level  of  proposed 
funding  compares  to  actual  spending  in 
FY  1985  of  about  $350  million. 

In  addition,  we  are  requesting  a  $25 
million  replenishment  of  the  emergency 
refugee  and  migration  assistance  ac- 
count, which  is  permanently  authorized 
at  $50  million  but  which  now  includes 
appropriated  funds  of  only  about  $18 
million.  This  replenishment  is  needed  if 
the  emergency  fund  is  to  be  capable  of 
fulfilling  its  purpose— that  is,  providing 
the  President  the  flexibility  to  fund 
responsive  U.S.  action  to  address  urgent 
and  unforeseen  refugee  emergencies 
which  may  arise  at  any  time. 

The  migration  and  refugee  affairs  ac- 
count is  divided  into  four  categories  of 
expenditures:  (1)  refugee  admissions  to 
the  United  States,  (2)  refugee  assistance 
overseas,  (3)  other  assistance  activities, 
and  (4)  administrative  expenses. 

My  discussion  of  these  four  cate- 
gories compares  the  amounts  requested 
for  FY  1987  with  both  the  appropriated 
FY  1986  amounts  and  the  funds  now 
available.  The  current  distribution  of 
FY  1986  funds  available  after  the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  cuts  do  not 
reflect  the  Department's  final  assess- 
ment of  priority  needs.  Rather,  the  dis- 
tribution is  in  line  with  legal  require- 
ments regarding  how  the  Department 
could  spread  the  overall  cut.  We,  there- 
fore, expect  to  seek  to  reprogram 
FY  1986  money  among  the  four  cate- 
gories in  the  third  quarter  when  assess- 
ments of  refugee  needs  for  the  year 
have  been  further  refined. 


Refugee  Admissions 

For  refugee  admissions  to  the  United 
States,  we  are  requesting  $109.1  million, 
about  30%  of  our  total  request  and  a 
decrease  of  $13  million  from  the 
FY  1986  appropriated  amount  and  of 
about  $5.5  million  from  the  revised 
level.  These  funds  will  cover  the  operat- 
ing expenses  at  modest  levels  of  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  Department 
that  support  our  overall  admissions  pro- 
gram. These  programs  include  process- 
ing, transportation  loans,  language 
training  and  orientation,  and  initial 
reception  and  placement. 

The  budgeted  admissions  level  for 
FY  1987  is  63,000  including  42,000  from 
East  Asia.  As  you  vdll  recall.  Secretary 
Shultz  last  October  appointed  a  high- 
level  advisory  panel,  headed  by  former 
Governor  Ray  of  Iowa,  to  look  into  the 
Indochinese  refugee  situation  and  to 
make  recommendations  for  U.S.  policy 
in  the  region.  We  expect  the  panel  to 
complete  its  report  in  April. 

Refugee  Assistance 

The  request  for  refugee  assistance  pro- 
grams overseas  totals  $195  million, 
about  56%  of  the  total  request,  and  is 
an  increase  of  $8.3  million  over  the 
FY  1986  appropriation  and  of  $14.5  mil- 
lion over  the  revised  level.  This  level  of 
funding  will  provide  adequate  support, 
based  on  U.S.  assessment  of  our  fair 
share,  to  the  core  program  costs  of  the 
international  organizations  and  other 
agencies  that  carry  out  relief  and  reset- 
tlement programs  overseas.  The  in- 
crease reflects  increases  in  program 
costs  due  to  inflation  and  growth  in 
recipient  populations. 

Of  this  amount  for  overseas  assist- 
ance, $29.4  million  is  requested  for  as- 
sistance to  Indochinese  refugees  in 
Southeast  Asia.  These  funds  primarily 
will  support  the  work  of  the  UN  High 
Commissioner  for  Refugees  (UNHCR), 
the  UN  Border  Relief  Operation 
(UNBRO),  the  International  Committee 
of  the  Red  Cross  (ICRC),  and  other 
agencies  that  provide  care  and  main- 
tenance services  to  refugees  in  first  asy- 
lum and  the  250,000  Cambodian 
displaced  persons  (as  of  February  1986) 
who  remain  in  camps  along  the  Thai- 
Cambodian  border.  Besides  these  pro- 
grams, $1.75  million  for  antipiracy  pro- 
grams in  the  Gulf  of  Thailand  and 
$600,000  for  the  UNHCR  orderly  depar- 
ture program  are  also  included. 


The  overseas  assistance  request  also 
includes  about  $60.5  million  for  assist- 
ance programs  in  Africa.  This  amount 
will  be  used  to  support  the  core  pro- 
grams for  material  assistance,  medical 
and  educational  aid,  and  protection  ac- 
tivities of  the  UNHCR  and  the  ICRC  in 
Africa,  as  well  as  special  projects  such 
as  refugee  scholarships  and  self-help  ac- 
tivities. The  immense  need  to  help  the 
refugees  in  Africa  is  well-known  to  us 
all. 

The  request  for  Near  East  and 
South  Asia  assistance  programs  totals 
$87.5  million.  Of  this,  $67  million  is 
budgeted  for  the  provision  of  basic 
health  and  education  programs  to  Pales- 
tine refugees  through  the  U.S.  contribu- 
tion to  the  UN  Relief  and  Works 
Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in  the 
Near  East  (UNRWA).  The  other  $20.5 
million  comprises  U.S.  contributions  to 
the  core  assistance  programs  for  the 
world's  largest  single  refugee  popula- 
tion, the  Afghans  in  Pakistan,  adminis- 
tered by  the  UNHCR  and  the  ICRC. 

The  final  part  of  the  overseas  assist- 
ance category  includes  $17.7  million  for 
relief  assistance  programs  and  limited 
repatriation  activities  in  Latin  America 
administered  by  the  UNHCR,  the 
ICRC,  and  other  agencies.  This  is  in 
response  to  the  continued  high  level  of 
refugee  needs  in  this  region. 

Other  Assistance 

The  third  category,  other  assistance,  is 
budgeted  at  $34.9  million  in  our  FY  1987 
request,  an'  increase  of  $12.9  million 
from  FY  1986  appropriations  and  $13.4 
million  from  the  revised  level.  The  larg- 
est part  of  this  request  is  a  $25  million 
contribution  to  the  United  Israel  Appeal 
for  its  program  of  assistance  to  refugees 
resettling  in  Israel,  $12.5  million  more 
than  the  appropriated  FY  1986  amount. 
This  amount  is  earmarked  for  this  pur- 
pose in  the  Foreign  Relations  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  FY  1987.  The  remainder 
includes  funding  of  the  administrative 
and  operational  budgets  of  the  Inter- 
governmental Committee  for  Migration 
(ICM)  and  the  U.S.  contribution  to  the 
ordinary  (headquarters  and  nonregional) 
budget  of  ICRC. 

Administrative  Expenses 

And  finally,  we  request  $8.5  million  for 
the  administrative  expenses  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  Bureau  for  Refugee 
Programs,  an  increase  of  $370,000  from 
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the  FY  1986  appropriations  and 
$700,000  from  the  revised  level.  Most  of 
this  increase  is  attributable  to  price  in- 
creases, although  within  this  amount  the 
Department  also  will  fund  one  new  posi- 
tion, a  second  refugee  officer  in  Islama- 
bad. This  officer  wiW  oversee  relief  pro- 
grams for  approximately  2.7  million  Af- 
ghan refugees,  with  special  emphasis  on 
monitoring  the  use  of  our  contributions 
to  UNHCR  and  voluntary  agencies. 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  express 
my  personal  appreciation  and  the  appre- 


ciation of  the  Department  of  State  for 
the  support  you  and  other  members  of 
this  committee  have  shown  toward  refu- 
gee affairs.  The  needs  are  great,  but  I 
am  confident  that  by  working  together 
we  will  be  able  to  continue  to  provide 
adequate  levels  of  support  for  these 
vital,  humanitarian  programs. 


iThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  avaikble  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


FY  1987  Security  Assistance  Requests 


by  William  Schneider,  Jr. 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  House  Ap- 
propnations  Committee  on  March  6, 
1986.  Mr.  Schneider  is  Under  Secretary 
for  Security  Assistance,  Science  and 
Technology.'^ 

The  President's  budget  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year  reflects  much  painstaking 
analysis  of  the  competing  demands  on 
limited  national  resources.  It  reflects 
rigorous  sifting  of  priorities.  And,  it 
reflects  many  hard  choices. 

As  the  Congress  begins  its  equally 
painstaking  and  thoughtful  consideration 
of  this  budget,  I  welcome  the  chance  to 
meet  with  you  today  to  discuss  our  pro- 
posals for  security  assistance  in 
FY  1987. 

Within  an  overall  budget  package 
that  we  believe  is  fully  consistent  with 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  deficit  reduc- 
tion limitations,  the  security  assistance 
program  levels  and  composition  we  are 
presenting  for  your  consideration  are 
responsive  to  the  political,  economic, 
and  military  challenges  we  face.  Our 
proposals  are  targeted  to  defined  needs 
and  goals. 

In  this  year's  supporting  documenta- 
tion, we  have  made  this  linkage  more 
explicit  than  in  years  past,  and  we  have 
tried  to  meet  some  of  the  expressed 
desires  of  committees  for  expanded  pro- 
gram and  background  data. 

The  proposed  security  assistance 
program  is  a  comprehensive  and  bal- 
anced effort  to  utilize  security  assistance 
as  an  effective  instrument  of  U.S.  for- 
eign and  defense  policies.  Significant 
reductions  in  the  program— whether  by 
direct  congressional  action  or  by  the  au- 
tomatic cuts  under  the  existing  deficit 


reduction  legislation-will  seriously  crip- 
ple our  efforts  to  meet  challenges  to  our 
vital  interests  around  the  globe. 

Rationale  for  Security  Assistance 

By  definition  "security  assistance"  bene- 
fits other  countries.  It  helps  other  coun- 
tries become  stronger  and  safer.  Secu- 
rity assistance  is  also  an  essential  part 
of  the  U.S.  effort  to  guarantee  its  own 
national  security.  It  is  an  extension  of 
the  resources  we  devote  to  our  own 
defense  forces  and  derives  inescapably 
from  our  role  as  a  superpower  and  the 
leader  of  the  free  worid.  It  serves  our 
"bottom  line"  national  interest  in  the 
survival,  integrity,  and  prosperity  of  our 
own  nation  and  society.  It  is  part  of  the 
search  for  a  world  environment  in  which 
there  is  respect  for  the  rights  both  of 
nations  and  of  individuals. 

In  the  40  years  since  World  War  II, 
our  security  assistance  effort  has 
evolved,  has  expanded,  and  has  diversi- 
fied to  meet  changing  world  conditions. 
This  process  has  been  a  cooperative  ef- 
fort between  succeeding  Administrations 
and  Congresses.  The  executive  and 
legislative  branches  recognized  that 
strong  U.S.  action  was  required  to  help 
rebuild  and  rearm  the  democracies  of 
the  West  in  the  immediate  aftermath  of 
a  global  conflict  and  under  the  growing 
shadow  of  communist  aggression  and 
subversion.  In  the  face  of  an  increased 
Soviet  threat  in  the  postwar  era  and  the 
emergence  of  other  challenges  to  world 
order,  there  has  been  essential  agree- 
ment within  our  government  on  the 
need  to  maintain  and  refine  mechanisms 
for  aid  and  cooperation  with  friendly 
countries.  Over  the  last  5  years  in  par- 
ticular, congressional  support  for  the 
expansion  of  program  levels  and  the 


legislative  changes  to  the  Foreign 
Assistance  and  Arms  Export  Control 
Acts  have  provided  a  basis  for  dealing 
more  effectively  with  current  and 
emerging  problems. 

We  have  been  able  to  maintain  and 
expand  cooperative  and  supportive  rela- 
tionships with  allies  and  friends  around 
the  world;  to  meet  our  commitments  to 
the  security  of  Israel  and  to  the  search 
for  peace  and  stabihty  in  the  volatile 
Middle  East;  to  strengthen  the  confi- 
dence and  capabilities  of  nations  facing 
aggression  and  insurgencies  waged  or 
supported  by  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
surrogates;  to  help  deter  or  contain 
regional  conflicts;  and  to  encourage  the 
development  of  democratic  institutions, 
economic  growth,  and  policies  respon- 
sive to  human  needs. 

We  have  made  progress.  But  the  job 
is  far  from  completed.  A  spectrum  of 
challenges  and  opportunities  lie  before 
us  as  we  look  ahead  to  FY  1987  and 
into  the  next  decade.  The  Administra- 
tion's budget  proposals  represent  the 
response  we  must  make  to  protect  our 
own  vital  national  interests.  The  pro- 
gram elements  are  specifically  tailored 
to  these  interests.  And  we  again  seek 
the  cooperation  and  support  of  the  Con- 
gress in  assuring  that  the  United  States 
is  able  to  do  what  must  be  done. 

The  FY  1987  Request 

Approximately  half  of  our  total  FY  1987 
security  assistance  request  is  directed  to 
encouraging  the  process  toward  peace  in 
the  Middle  East.  The  proposed  U.S.  pro- 
grams for  countries  of  this  strategic  and 
unsettled  area  will  facilitate  economic 
development,  encourage  poHtical  moder- 
ation, and  promote  regional  stability.  In 
particular  our  security  assistance  rela- 
tionships will  continue  to  be  supportive 
of  our  diplomatic  efforts  to  secure  a  just 
and  comprehensive  peace  between  Israel 
and  its  Arab  neighbors.  Our  programs 
are  tangible  signs  of  the  U.S.  determina- 
tion to  honor  its  commitments  and  are  a 
vital  factor  in  efforts  to  curb  Soviet  in- 
fluence in  the  area  and  to  deter  aggres- 
sion, subversion,  and  state-supported 
terrorism. 

A  total  of  $5.3  billion  in  economic 
support  funds  (ESF),  foreign  mihtary 
sales  (FMS)  financing,  and  international 
military  education  training  (IMET)  pro- 
gram grants  is  proposed  toward  this  im- 
portant goal.  Three  billion  dollars  in 
"forgiven"  FMS  credits  and  grant 
balance-of-payments  support  from  the 
ESF  will  help  assure  Israel's  continued 
military  preparedness  and  promote  the 
country's  economic  stability.  A  $2.1 
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billion  total  security  assistance  package 
for  Egypt  will  support  that  country's 
continuing  commitment  to  its  1979  peace 
treaty  with  Israel.  This  "forgiven"  FMS 
and  ESF  grant  financing  is  designed  to 
help  modernize  the  Egyptian  military 
and  support  needed  economic  reforms. 
For  Jordan  we  are  proposing  rela- 
tively modest  FMS  credit  and  ESF  lev- 
els focused  on  sustaining  current 
readiness  levels  without  major  force  im- 
provements and  on  supporting  ongoing 
development  projects.  Continuing  U.S. 
assistance  is  essential  to  Jordan's  ability 
to  implement  its  commitment  to  the 
peace  process.  The  remaining  proposals 
directly  supportive  of  Middle  East  peace 
will  finance  small-scale  activities- 
including  humanitarian  and  reconstruc- 
tion efforts— in  war-torn  Lebanon,  as 
well  as  economic  and  social  development 
efforts  throughout  the  area  under  the 
umbrella  of  the  Middle  East  regional 
fund. 

Strengthening  coalition  defense  capa- 
bilities and  concrete  cooperative  security 
arrangements  with  allies  and  friends  in 
strategic  points  around  the  world  is  a 
cornerstone  of  our  foreign  and  defense 
policies.  This  year's  budget  devotes 
some  $2.8  billion  to  this  essential  goal. 
The  largest  programs  under  this  rubric 
are  those  with  partners  in  the  North 
Atlantic  alliance— Spain,  Portugal, 
Greece,  and  Turkey.  These  strategically 
important  nations  are  formally  commit- 
ted to  collective  security  under  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty;  three  a  -e  par- 
ticipants in  NATO's  integrated  military 
structure.  Our  programs  enhance  their 
ability  to  contribute  to  the  alliance's 
strategy  of  deterrence  and  defense 
against  the  threat  of  Soviet  aggression— 
a  strategy  which  has  successfully  served 
the  cause  of  peace  for  40  years  and  in 
which  security  assistance  has  played  a 
pivotal  role.  In  more  specific  terms,  the 
programs  will  provide  financing  for  the 
procurement  of  major  U.S.  weapons  sys- 
tems, notably  including  the  planned 
acquisition  by  Turkey  and  Greece  of 
F-16  aircraft  and  Spain's  ongoing  pur- 
cha.se  of  F-18s. 

Our  programs  in  these  four  NATO 
nations  also  reflect  close  and  specialized 
arrangements  for  bilateral  cooperation. 
They  are  countries  in  which  we  maintain 
-significant  U.S.  military  bases  and  other 
installations.  These  facilities  not  only 
contribute  to  U.S.  ability  to  help  defend 
Western  Europe  but  are  an  essential 
element  in  our  global  defense  posture. 

In  the  Pacific,  our  proposed  pro- 
grams support  the  equally  important 
base  arrangements  we  have  with  the 


Republic  of  the  Philippines.  The  Philip- 
pine nation  is  an  old  friend  and  ally.  The 
strategic,  historical,  and  human  ties  that 
bind  us  together  are  strong.  We  have 
just  been  reminded  of  how  real  these 
ties  are,  as  we  have  witnessed  and  ad- 
mired the  courage  of  the  Philippine  peo- 
ple and  their  devotion  to  democratic 
values.  The  new  Government  of  the 
Philippines  will  need  our  continued  help 
and  support  as  it  sets  out  to  deal  with 
deep-seated  economic  and  social  prob- 
lems and  the  serious  threat  to  internal 
security  and  democratic  institutions 
posed  by  an  entrenched  communist  in- 
surgency. 

In  Djibouti,  Kenya,  Liberia, 
Morocco,  Oman,  Panama,  Somalia, 
and  Sudan,  our  proposed  programs  of 
security  assistance  are  tangible  evidence 
of  a  U.S.  commitment  to  the  integrity 
and  security  of  these  countries.  For 
their  part,  these  countries  demonstrate 
that  they  share  with  us  important  inter- 
national security  goals  by  making  availa- 
ble a  range  of  facilities  to  enhance  the 
mobility  and  strategic  reach  of  U.S. 
forces.  The  linkage  between  the  contri- 
butions on  each  side  may  not  always  be 
explicit,  but  it  is  real  and  understood. 

In  many  areas  of  the  world,  free  and 
friendly  nations  are  facing  external  ag- 
gression, the  threat  of  such  aggression, 
or  externally  supported  insurgency  or 
subversion.  These  conditions  not  only 
put  in  jeopardy  the  security  of  the  indi- 
vidual countries  but  also  undermine  the 
security  of  neighboring  areas.  They 
are  a  challenge  to  fundamental  U.S. 
interests. 

The  FY  1987  program  proposals  we 
have  submitted  to  the  Congress  will 
help  deter  North  Korean  aggression 
against  the  Republic  of  Korea  and 
strengthen  Thailand's  ability  to  deter 
and  counter  the  spread  of  Vietnamese 
aggressive  activities  across  the  Thai 
border  with  Cambodia.  The  $591  million 
combined  ESF,  FMS,  and  IMET  pro- 
gram we  are  proposing  for  Pakistan 
will  support  that  strategically  located 
country  in  its  continuing  opposition  to 
the  Soviet  invasion  and  occupation  of 
Afghanistan,  encourage  internal  eco- 
nomic and  political  development,  and 
help  provide  the  self-confidence  needed 
to  make  progress  in  the  nuclear  non- 
proliferation  area. 

Closer  to  home,  in  Central  America, 
our  programs  are  essential.  El  Salva- 
dor's efforts  to  deal  with  an  externally 
supported  guerrilla  and  terrorist  threat 
and  to  press  forward  with  political,  eco- 
nomic, and  social  reforms  to  meet  the 
underlying  causes  of  unrest  directly  de- 
pend on  these  programs.  Our  programs 


over  the  past  4  years  have  allowed  the 
Salvadorans  to  gain  the  military  initia- 
tive and  make  an  enormously  impressive 
start  toward  building  permanent  demo- 
cratic institutions.  Reducing  or  curtail- 
ing this  program  now  would  mean  the 
abandonment  of  our  considerable  invest- 
ment in  resources  and  some  blood. 
Worse,  it  would  make  a  mockery  of  the 
enormous  sacrifices  the  Salvadorans 
have  made  to  build  a  future  in  a  free  so- 
ciety. Our  proposals  will  promote  similar 
economic  and  institutional  reforms  in 
Honduras  and  sustain  the  ability  of 
both  Honduras  and  Costa  Rica  to  meet 
the  threat  posed  by  the  excessive  and 
expanding  military  forces  of  the  San- 
dinista  regime  in  Nicaragua. 

U.S.  assistance  plays  a  key  role  in 
sustaining  the  self-defense  capabilities  of 
Tunisia,  a  voice  for  moderation  in  the 
Arab  world.  This  friendly  country  faces 
a  continuing  threat  from  the  aggressive 
policies  of  its  neighbor,  Libya.  Similarly 
our  logistics  support  programs  for  Chad 
will  complement  the  direct  combat  sup- 
port efforts  of  France  and  help  strength- 
en the  hand  and  the  will  of  the  Chadian 
Government  against  the  threat  of  re- 
newed attacks  by  Libyan-supported  reb- 
els. Our  proposed  program  for  the 
Yemen  Arab  Republic  will  improve  the 
defensive  posture  of  this  buffer  state  be- 
tween a  Marxist  and  newly  unstable  and 
radicalized  South  Yemen  and  moderate 
nations  of  the  Red  Sea  littoral.  It  will 
help  balance  Soviet  influence  in  that 
country  and  region. 

In  a  large  number  of  recipient  coun- 
tries, the  broad  goal  of  our  security  as- 
sistance can  be  categorized  as  "regional 
stability."  The  program  will  help  these 
countries  to  develop  a  credible  capabiH- 
ty  for  self-defense  and  at  the  same  time 
encourage  the  implementation  of  broad 
reforms  to  address  the  imbalances  and 
injustices  which  breed  internal  unrest 
and  international  tensions. 

Among  our  neighbors  and  friends  of 
the  Caribbean,  for  example,  our  pro- 
posed programs  will  support  the  demo- 
cratic Government  of  the  Dominican 
Republic  as  it  pursues  the  difficult 
austerity  measures  of  a  comprehensive 
economic  adjustment  program.  They  will 
play  a  similar  supporting  role  in  Jamai- 
ca's ongoing  economic  reform  efforts 
and  help  sustain  the  Jamaica  Defense 
Force  as  a  major  player  in  Caribbean 
collective  security  efforts.  In  Grenada, 
and  the  six  other  ministates  of  the  east- 
em  Caribbean,  we  propose  a  carefully 
tailored  package  of  ESF,  MAP,  and 
IMET  that  will  promote  development 
and  help  these  islands  meet  minimum 
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defense  requirements  to  deter  internal 
and  external  threats. 

Complementing  our  other  programs 
in  Central  America,  we  are  proposing 
both  military  and  economic  assistance  to 
Guatemala.  We  recognize  that  the  mili- 
tary component  is  controversial.  How- 
ever, in  the  light  of  experience  in  other 
countries,  we  believe  that  such  assist- 
ance, channeled  through  civilian  authori- 
ties, can  do  much  to  help  consolidate 
respect  for  democratic  principles  and  in- 
stitutions and  contribute  overall  to  the 
stability  of  the  region. 

Our  FMS  programs  for  Indonesia 
and  Malaysia  support  the  military 
modernization  of  these  strategically  lo- 
cated countries  and  encourages  their 
continuing  roles  as  moderate  and  con- 
structive participants  in  the  nonaligned 
movement.  Our  proposed  assistance  to 
Burma  and  the  Andean  countries  of 
South  America  will  strengthen  the  re- 
spective governments  in  their  efforts 
both  to  combat  insurgencies  and  control 
narcotics  production  and  trafficking. 

Our  programs  in  many  countries  of 
sub-Saharan  Africa  seek  to  encourage 
regional  stability  primarily  through  eco- 
nomic and  social  development.  These 
country-specific  efforts  will  be  comple- 
mented by  the  Africa  economic  policy 
reform  program  which  addresses  struc- 
tural economic  problems  by  providing 
fast-disbursing  ESF  funds  as  incentives 
to  growth-oriented  changes  in  policy, 
and  it  promotes  better  coordination  with 
other  donors  of  aid  to  the  continent.  The 
southern  Africa  regional  program  in- 
cludes economic  and  developmental  as- 
sistance to  those  countries  which 
contribute  to  constructive  solutions  to 
the  problems  of  southern  Africa  and  as- 
sistance in  education  and  other  areas  for 
South  Africans  who  suffer  under 
apartheid. 

In  many  countries,  especially  those 
within  the  developing  world,  our  secu- 
rity assistance  relationship  is  essentially 
limited  to  relative  small-scale  activities 
under  the  IMET  program.  This  very 
cost-effective  vehicle  produces  immedi- 
ate gains  in  enhanced  military  skills  and 
professionalism  in  friendly  participating 
countries.  It  exposes  a  key  segment  of 
foreign  societies  to  U.S.  strategic  think- 
ing and  to  American  political  and  hu- 
manitarian values.  Most  importantly,  it 
forges  lasting  personal  ties  that  can  pro- 
vide access  to  future  leaders  and  facili- 
tate a  range  of  constructive  bilateral 
relations  through  years  to  come. 


Security  Assistance  Mechanisms 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  discuss 
briefly  a  few  of  the  more  important 
security  assistance  mechanisms  that  al- 
low us  to  maximize  the  effectiveness  of 
our  programs  in  a  way  that  does  not 
cause  long-term  economic  suffering  to 
our  security  partners. 

As  I  noted  earlier,  the  legislative 
modifications  of  recent  years  have  pro- 
vided us  with  much  greater  flexibility  to 
tailor  our  programs  to  specific  country 
situations  and  to  the  broad  policy  goals 
we  are  pursuing.  Within  the  funded  pro- 
grams, we  seek,  where  appropriate,  a 
prudent  and  effective  degree  of  conces- 
sionality  in  the  mix  of  grants  and  loans. 
Notable  among  the  innovations  that  are 
being  used  to  good  effect  are  the  "for- 
given" FMS  credits  for  Israel  and 
Egypt  and  the  ability  to  provide  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  concessional  rate  credit 
to  those  countries  which,  to  one  degree 
or  another,  can  pay  their  own  way  on 
major  defense  acquisitions  but  cannot 
undertake  the  credit  burden  represented 
by  U.S.  Treasury  rates  of  interest.  Ex- 
perience has  now  shown  that  the  conces- 
sional alternative  meets  a  genuine  need, 
but  the  availability  of  this  type  of  credit 
fell  short  of  that  need  in  FY  1986.  Our 
projections  indicate  that  requirements 
for  concessional  credit  will  grow  rather 
than  diminish  in  the  coming  year,  and  I 
strongly  urge  the  subcommittee  to  give 
favorable  consideration  to  our  request 
for  an  increase  in  the  concessional  ceil- 
ing for  FY  1987. 

We  share  the  concern  of  many  in 
Congress  that  our  security  assistance 
loans  not  add  unduly  to  the  significant 
foreign  debt  burden  already  being  sus- 
tained by  many  of  our  major  program 
participants.  It  is,  indeed,  this  concern 
that  lies  behind  our  request  for  ex- 
panded authority  for  concessional  lend- 
ing and  which  has  influenced  our  higher 
request  levels  for  the  grant  MAP.  We 
are  monitoring  the  country  impact  of 
security  assistance  loans  on  a  continuing 
basis,  and  this  impact  is  in  the  forefront 
of  the  various  considerations  we  take 
into  account  in  formulating  country  pro- 
gram proposals.  In  addition,  we  are  un- 
dertaking a  more  comprehensive  analy- 
sis of  the  foreign  debt  and  possible  solu- 
tions. Within  the  coming  months,  we 
expect  to  share  with  you  some  of  the  in- 
sights and  conclusions  that  emerge  from 
this  effort. 

It  is  clear  both  to  us  and  our  foreign 
partners  that  the  special  defense  acqui- 
sition fund  (SDAF)  is  becoming  an  effec- 
tive mechanism  for  providing  timely 


support  of  valid  defense  requirements. 
As  SDAF  items  are  now  beginning  to 
come  off  the  production  line,  we  are 
able  to  shorten  delivery  lead  time  and 
introduce  a  real  revolving  aspect  into 
SDAF.  To  ensure  that  this  trend  con- 
tinues, we  need  most  of  all  a  2-year  ob- 
ligational  authority  so  that  we  may 
better  synchronize  SDAF  procurements 
with  those  of  our  military  departments. 
In  addition  we  are  requesting  $350  mil- 
lion in  obligation  authority  for  FY  1987, 
a  level  that  can  be  supported  with  the 
capital  and  receipts  from  SDAF  sales- 
without  appropriations. 

At  the  outset  of  these  remarks  I 
cited  with  satisfaction  the  constructive 
interaction  of  the  Administration  and 
Congress  on  the  last  5  years'  security 
assistance  agenda  and  the  resulting  ex- 
pansion and  improvements  in  the  pro- 
gram. This  characterization  is  an  accu- 
rate one  in  terms  of  the  overall  picture 
and  the  prevailing  trend  line.  I  must, 
however,  underscore  with  equal  frank- 
ness that  the  FY  1986  legislation  pro- 
duced serious  shortfalls  in  funding  for 
many  of  our  major  programs. 

Earmarking,  ceilings,  and  restrictive 
provisos  further  complicate  the  problem 
posed  by  program  reductions.  While 
each  of  these  has  its  persuasive  ration- 
ale, and  often  responds  to  genuine  con- 
cerns which  the  Administration  shares 
with  the  Congress,  the  cumulative  effect 
is  a  marked  increase  in  the  legal  and 
systemic  rigidities  to  be  faced  in  making 
the  difficult  but  necessary  tradeoffs  of 
competing  demands,  in  responding  to 
unforeseen  needs,  and  in  capitahzing  on 
short-lived  opportunities. 

If  we  are  to  continue  to  utilize  secu- 
rity assistance  as  a  highly  effective  tool 
of  U.S.  foreign  and  defense  policies— and 
it  is  imperative  that  we  do— we  must 
not  only  have  adequate  resources  but  a 
legislative  mandate  that  is  sufficiently 
flexible  to  allow  efficient  management  of 
these  resources  to  meet  policy  imper- 
atives. 

Our  security  assistance  program  for 
FY  1987  was  developed  in  full  recogni- 
tion of  the  funding  constraints  that  face 
us  all.  But,  it  is  a  strong  and  assertive 
U.S.  response  to  the  serious  and  com- 
plex needs  that  must  be  addressed;  we 
cannot  walk  away  from  our  responsibili- 
ties. Like  the  defense  budget,  security 
assistance  is  an  investment  in  the  pres- 
ervation of  the  freedoms  and  well-being 
of  our  nation  and  people.  It  encourages 
and  makes  possible  other  countries'  con- 
tributions of  human  and  material  re- 
sources to  complement  U.S.  efforts  in 
the  pursuit  of  shared  goals. 
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The  problems  and  threats  that  secu- 
rity assistance  addresses  are  real  and 
cannot  be  ignored.  We  must  build  on 
past  successes  and  be  prepared  to  meet 
upcoming  challenges.  Failure  to  move 
ahead  steadily  means  losing  ground  and 
would  have  serious  consequences.  I 
strongly  urge  the  support  of  this  sub- 


committee, as  well  as  that  of  your  col- 
leagues in  the  Congress,  for  our  pro- 
gram proposals. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


FY  1987  Assistance  Requests 
for  Organizations  and  Programs 


by  Alan  L.  Keyes 

Statements  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Commerce,  Justice,  State,  and 
Judiciary  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  on  March  13,  1986,  and  be- 
fore the  Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Oper- 
ations of  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  on  May  15,  1986.  Ambas- 
sador Keyes  is  Assistant  Secretary  for 
International  Organization  Affairs.^ 


STATEMENTS  BEFORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

COMMERCE,  JUSTICE,  STATE, 

AND  JUDICIARY, 
MAR.  13,  1986 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you 
today  in  support  of  our  FY  1987  request 
of  $432,930,000  for  contributions  to 
international  organizations.  As  this  is 
my  first  appearance  before  this  subcom- 
mittee, I  would  like  to  discuss  the  goals 
and  objectives  I  will  pursue  regarding 
U.S.  participation  in  the  multilateral 
arena. 

The  progress  we  have  made  over 
the  past  4  years  in  halting  the  decline  of 
U.S.  influence  in  the  United  Nations 
gives  us  the  opportunity  to  achieve 
more  if  we  take  the  United  Nations 
seriously  in  our  foreign  policy  delibera- 
tions. Taking  the  United  Nations  seri- 
ously means  asking  how  it  can  realize 
its  original  goals  and  principles;  how  it 
can  be  more  useful  to  the  United  States 
and  to  the  peoples  around  the  globe  it 
was  founded  to  serve.  One  answer  is 
that  from  a  U.S.  perspective,  I  believe 
the  UN  system  offers  potentially  useful 
fora  for  explaining  and  promoting  U.S. 
principles,  values,  and  policies,  both 
bilateral  and  multilateral.  We  must 
emphasize  the  essential  political  issues 
of  terrorism,  regional  conflicts,  human 
rights,  and  arms  control,  as  well  as 
international  economic  policy  and  the 


proper  role  of  the  United  Nations  in 
development. 

We  must  create  in  the  United 
Nations  and  in  other  international 
organizations  a  political  environment 
that  is  conducive  to  the  pursuit  of  well- 
articulated  and  carefully  defined  U.S. 
foreign  policy  goals  and  objectives.  An 
element  in  pursuing  our  objectives  is 
the  formation  of  a  reasonable  coalition  of 
support  in  the  different  fora  of  the 
United  Nations  and  its  specialized  agen- 
cies. This  is  necessary  because  the  polit- 
ical system  at  the  United  Nations 
functions  as  a  system  of  blocs.  These 
blocs  control  the  political  dynamics  of 
the  United  Nations  and  are  key  to  the 
diverse  activities  throughout  the  entire 
system.  While  the  United  States  basic- 
ally finds  itself  outside  of  the  UN  sys- 
tem of  organized  and  informal  "blocs," 
we  can,  nonetheless,  achieve  specific  po- 
litical and  economic/social  objectives 
which  we  have  defined  and  articulated 
clearly.  We  must  stress  values  and  aspi- 
rations shared  by  Americans  and  the 
peoples  of  the  Third  World,  though  not 
always  promoted  or  respected  by  their 
governments. 

Our  approach  to  the  UN  system 
recognizes  the  clear  and  compelling  need 
for  institutional  reform  since  structural 
and  procedural  changes  within  interna- 
tional organizations  shape  substantive 
policies  and  programs.  Thus  reforms  in 
administrative  and  decisionmaking 
procedures,  particularly  those  affecting 
budgets  and  programs,  could  lead  inter- 
national organizations  into  choosing 
more  responsible  behavior  and  pro- 
grams. Conditions  today  give  us  a 
unique  opportunity  for  reformulating 
UN  system  decisionmaking  procedures 
in  significant  ways. 

Congressional  action  has  helped  us 
in  our  reform  efforts.  We  view  Section 
143  of  PL  99-93,  the  Kassebaum  amend- 
ment, as  an  opportunity  to  achieve  re- 
forms to  renew  the  efficiency  and 


effectiveness  of  the  UN  agencies.  Such 
reform  efforts  have  been  of  interest  to 
other  member  states  as  well.  The  Kasse- 
baum amendment  was  enacted  because 
Congress  beheves  the  United  Nations 
and  its  specialized  agencies  have  not 
paid  sufficient  attention  in  the  develop- 
ment of  their  programs  and  budgets  to 
the  views  of  the  major  financial  con- 
tributors to  those  budgets.  I  share 
this  view. 

Our  efforts  for  implementing  the 
Kassebaum  amendment  focused  on  the 
United  Nations  in  the  General  Assem- 
bly. We  had  hoped  that  actions  taken  at 
the  last  session  of  the  General  Assembly 
would  have  provided  sufficient  grounds 
on  which  the  Administration  could  jus- 
tify seeking  from  the  Congress  a  delay 
in  implementation  of  the  Kassebaum 
amendment.  This  was  not  the  case.  The 
General  Assembly  did  call,  however,  for 
the  establishment  of  a  group  of  high- 
level  intergovernmental  experts  to  iden- 
tify measures  for  improving  the  adminis- 
trative and  financial  functioning  of  the 
United  Nations.  Demonstrating  the 
seriousness  of  our  interest  in  the  group 
of  experts,  we  nominated,  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  General  Assembly  appointed, 
former  Ambassador  Jose  Sorzano  to 
serve  as  the  U.S.  member  of  the  group. 
We  are  fully  supporting  Ambassador 
Sorzano's  active  participation  in  the 
group.  The  group  includes  a  number  of 
impressive  individuals  and  appears  to  be 
off  to  a  good  start.  We  expect  the  group 
to  explore  many  possibilities,  some  of 
which  could  result  in  compelling  recom- 
mendations to  the  41st  General 
Assembly. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings  legislation  required 
that  we  sustain  an  appropriation  reduc- 
tion for  FY  1986  of  4.3%.  We  are  not 
able  to  allocate  the  sequestration 
against  each  organization  in  the  account 
since  some  agencies  have  been  paid  in 
full  and  others  have  outstanding 
balances  of  less  than  4.3%.  We  have 
submitted  a  reprogramming  request  to 
the  Congress  reflecting  this  fact  but  also 
our  desire  to  differentiate  among  agen- 
cies according  to  their  responsiveness  to 
U.S.  interests.  Therefore,  our 
reprogramming  request  provides  for 
reprogramming  the  reductions  in  three 
broad  categories.  Most  organizations  in 
the  appropriation  are  subject  to  the  full 
4.3%  sequestration.  However,  we  have 
reduced  the  impact  of  the  reductions  for 
those  organizations  most  responsive  to 
U.S.  interests  and  increased  the  impact 
for  those  organizations  least  responsive. 
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The  imposed  austerity  of  the  present 
period  requires  tough  decisions.  The 
United  Nations  is  not  immune  from  this 
austerity.  These  decisions  represent  an 
opportunity  to  achieve  the  important  re- 
forms needed  to  renew  the  effectiveness 
of  the  United  Nations  and  its  specialized 
agencies.  We  want  to  cooperate  with  the 
leadership  of  the  organizations,  to  strive 
for  improved  efficiency,  and  delivery  of 
results.  It  would  be  counterproductive 
for  the  organizations  to  wring  their 
hands  and  look  for  a  bailout  rather  than 
taking  the  decisions  the  times  require. 
The  basis  exists  for  a  leaner,  more  effi- 
cient UN  system,  revitalized  to  face  the 
challenges  of  the  future.  The  question  is 
whether  the  United  Nations  will  let  this 
opportunity  slip  by. 

We  see  this  situation  as  providing 
major  donors  with  the  leverage  they 
need  to  press  forcefully  for  program  and 
budget  reforms.  We  will  seek  greater 
donor  influence  at  key  points  in  the 
decisionmaking  process  and  will  enlist 
the  assistance  of  other  major  donor  na- 
tions to  help  us  in  this  effort.  We  shall 
also  insist  that  every  stage  of  the  pro- 
gram and  budget  process  be  made  more 
transparent  to  member  nations  since  the 
availability  of  this  information  is  crucial 
to  the  exercise  of  donor  influence.  Cur- 
rently in  the  United  Nations  and  most 
other  international  organizations,  the  im- 
pUcations  of  program  cost  are  not  taken 
fully  into  account  since  programs  and 
budgets  are  rarely  considered  in  the 
same  context.  If  we  change  the  program 
decisionmaking  procedure  so  that  costs 
are  taken  into  account  in  the  process  of 
making  priorities  and  selecting  pro- 
grams, we  can  force  organizations  to 
choose  between  competing  priorities. 
We  will  point  out  to  member  states  that 
it  is  in  their  selfinterest  that  the  alloca- 
tion of  limited  resources  satisfy  priori- 
ties that  vrill  produce  material  benefits 
for  them. 

I  will  turn  now  to  the  specifics  of 
our  FY  1987  request.  As  you  know, 
U.S.  assessed  contributions  may  be 
grouped  into  four  general  categories: 

United  Nations  and 

Affiliated  Agencies  $298,151,000 

Inter-American 

Organizations  89,106,000 

Regional  Organizations  37,376,000 

Other  International 

Organizations  8,297,000 

Total  $432,930,000 

Our  budget  request  of  $432,930,000 
for  FY  1987  represents  a  net  decrease 
of  6.5%,  or  $30.1  miUion  below  the  FY 
1986  appropriation.  The  $30.1  milhon  net 


decrease  results  from  increases  totaling 
$53  million,  offset  by  decreases  amount- 
ing to  $83.1  million. 

The  $298.1  million  request  for  the 
United  Nations  and  affiliated  agencies 
amounts  to  a  net  decrease  of  $49  miUion 
from  FY  1986.  This  is  a  result  of  in- 
creases totaling  $30.9  miUion,  offset  by 
$79.9  miUion  largely  attributable  to  the 
$79.1  miUion  reduction  pursuant  to  Sec- 
tion 143  of  PL  99-93.  Increases  are  the 
product  of  inflation  and  limited  program 
growth  in  the  budgets  of  the  United 
Nations  and  other  agencies. 

The  1987  request  for  the  inter- 
American  organizations  represents  a  net 
increase  of  $21.8  miUion  primarily  at- 
tributable to  the  fact  that  the  FY  1986 
appropriation  funded  only  three-quarters 
of  our  requirements  for  the  Inter- 
American  Institute  for  Cooperation  on 
Agriculture,  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States,  and  the  Pan  American 
Health  Organization. 

For  the  regional  and  other  organiza- 
tions, the  FY  1987  request  is  $45.7  mU- 
Uon,  which  represents  a  net  decrease  of 
$2.9  miUion  from  FY  1986.  The  decrease 
is  largely  attributable  to  exchange  rate 
shortfalls  in  those  organizations  where 
the  United  States  pays  its  assessment  in 
a  foreign  currency. 


I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  in  support  of  our  request  of 
$6,391,000  for  the  international  confer- 
ences and  contingencies  appropriation. 

This  appropriation  funds  official  U.S. 
participation  in  multilateral  intergovern- 
mental conferences,  contributions  for  the 
U.S.  share  of  expenses  of  new  or  provi- 
sional international  organizations,  and 
participation  of  U.S.  congressional 
groups  in  interpariiamentary  unions. 
The  FY  1987  request  is  for  $6,391,000  in 
new  budget  authority.  The  program  lev- 
el of  $7,743,000  is  partially  financed  by 
the  $1,352,000  unobligated  balance  car- 
ried forward  from  1986.  The  program 
level  consists  of  $6,951,000  for  confer- 
ence participation,  $552,000  for  contribu- 
tions, and  $240,000  for  the  participation 
of  U.S.  congressional  groups  in  inter- 
parliamentary unions.  Included  in  our 
request  for  conference  participation  is 
$1,650,000  for  continued  participation  in 
the  mutual  and  balanced  force  reduc- 
tions (MBFR)  negotiations. 

The  FY  1987  request  reflects  a  net 
increase  of  $391,000  over  the  FY  1986 
appropriation.  The  net  increase  is  the 
result  of  a  decrease  in  the  amount  of 
money  avaUable  from  prior  years,  price 
increases,  and  a  reduction  in  travel  costs 
for  FY  1987. 


It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you 
today  in  support  of  our  request  totaling 
$53,900,000  for  contributions  for  interna- 
tional peacekeeping  activities. 

As  you  know,  the  appropriation  for 
contributions  for  international  peace- 
keeping activities  provides  funding  for 
the  UN  peacekeeping  forces  on  the  Go- 
lan Heights  and  in  southern  Lebanon. 
The  UN  Disengagement  Observer  Force 
(UNDOF),  estabUshed  in  1974,  monitors 
the  disengagement  agreement  on  the 
Golan  Heights.  UNIFIL,  the  UN  In- 
terim Force  in  Lebanon,  was  established 
•  in  1978.  Its  consistent  objective  has 
been  to  aid,  where  possible,  in  restoring 
the  authority  of  the  Lebanese  Govern- 
ment in  southern  Lebanon.  Its  objec- 
tive, shared  with  others  and  consistent 
with  U.S.  poUcy  generally,  is  to  stabilize 
conditions  in  that  troubled  area.  In 
recognition  of  the  collective  financial 
responsibility  of  aU  members  for  the 
maintenance  of  peace  and  security,  the 
expenses  of  these  forces  are  apportioned 
by  the  UN  General  Assembly  in  accord- 
ance with  Article  17(2)  of  the  Charter. 
Our  FY  1987  request  of  $53,900,000  wiU 
enable  us  to  meet  our  assessed  contribu- 
tions to  support  these  forces. 

STATEMENTS  BEFORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

FOREIGN  OPERATIONS, 
MAY  15,  1986 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  present  the  Presi- 
dent's FY  1987  budget  request  of 
$186  miUion  for  the  international  organi- 
zations and  programs  account.  This 
request  will  fund  U.S.  voluntary  contri- 
butions to  development,  humanitarian, 
and  scientific  assistance  programs  of  the 
United  Nations  and  the  Organization  of 
American  States. 

Before  addressing  the  specifics  of 
our  request,  I  wish  to  comment  in 
general  on  it  and  some  of  the  key  differ- 
ences between  the  FY  1987  request  and 
previous  requests. 

First,  the  total  request  level  for  FY 
1987  is  markedly  below  the  amount  ap- 
propriated for  FY  1986,  and  even  less 
than  the  amount  requested  for  FY  1985. 
This  reflects  both  the  overaU  budget 
constraints  which  the  Administration 
and  the  Congress  recognize  must  be  ob- 
served and,  in  view  of  these  constraints, 
a  reaUstic  assessment  of  what  can  be 
achieved  by  the  programs  and  activities 
funded  through  this  account. 

At  a  time  when  the  Administration 
and  the  Congress  are  living  with 
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Gramm-Rudman-Hollings,  we  must  seek 
only  the  minimum  essential  require- 
ments to  support  multilateral  foreign 
policy  objectives.  The  U.S.  contributions 
to  these  organizations  must  be  consid- 
ered in  relation  to  all  other  claims  on 
the  Federal  budget.  When  domestic  pro- 
grams are  subject  to  severe  and  un- 
avoidable budgetary  stringencies,  we 
cannot  ask  to  exempt  multilateral  for- 
eign assistance  programs. 

The  multilateral  organizations  cov- 
ered by  this  account  have  programs  of 
technical  assistance  which  are  ad- 
ministered through  governments.  While 
these  programs  are  not  central  to  the 
development  effort,  they  can  play  an  im- 
portant catalytic  role— and  this  is  the 
way  they  can  be  most  effective.  We 
must  be  realistic  about  what  the  pro- 
grams and  activities  funded  through  this 
account  can  achieve. 

Working  within  the  severe  budget- 
ary constraints  we  face,  and  understand- 
ing the  important  but  limited  roles  these 
programs  play,  forced  us  to  make  some 
hard  choices.  No  longer  could  we  con- 
tinue business  as  usual;  with  the 
reduced  resources  available,  we  had  to 
rethink  our  priorities.  We  had  to  recog- 
nize and  tailor  our  request  to  the  fact 
that  some  programs  in  this  account 
more  directly  serve  specific  U.S. 
interests  than  others.  We  have  dis- 
tributed the  reduction  in  the  account  to 
maintain  funding  levels  for  those  pro- 
grams directly  serving  specific  U.S.  in- 
terests while  still  maintaining  an 
appropriate  U.S.  leadership  role  in  the 
other  important  programs. 

Given  the  severe  austerity  we  face, 
this  is  not  a  time  for  wringing  our 
hands.  Rather  it  provides  us  with  an  op- 
portunity to  consider  programs  in  the 
light  of  these  resource  constraints.  The 
result  is  a  request  that  seeks  to  define 
clearly  what  constitutes  our  interests 
and  to  determine  how  well  those  in- 
terests are  served. 

Having  set  forth  our  overall  con- 
cerns, I  would  now  like  to  focus  on  the 
individual  programs  within  the  account. 
The  largest  item  in  the  account  is  a 
$102.5  million  request  for  the  UN  De- 
velopment Program  (UNDP).  Although 
it  remains  the  largest,  the  amount 
represents  the  lowest  request  for 
UNDP  since  FY  1977.  Why  is  the  re- 
quest so  low  when  a  central  and  long- 
standing U.S.  policy  has  been  to 
strengthen  the  UNDP  as  the  primary 
source  of  funding  and  overall  coordina- 
tor for  technical  cooperation  activities 
conducted  by  UN  system  agencies  and 
programs?  There  are  two  reasons. 


First,  the  requested  level  of  support 
reflects  current  fiscal  reality  and  the 
size  of  the  UNDP  item  in  the  account 
means  it  has  to  bear  the  brunt  of  the 
cuts  required.  Second,  in  the  face  of  fis- 
cal reahty,  we  have  had  to  fund  activi- 
ties which  most  directly  serve  U.S. 
interests.  While  UNDP  continues  to  be 
important,  it  tends  to  serve  only  general 
U.S.  interests. 

The  second  largest  item  in  our 
request  is  $34.2  million  for  the  UN 
Children's  Fund  (UNICEF).  We  have 
increased  this  item  over  our  FY  1986 
request.  This  increase  acknowledges 
that  UNICEF's  approaches  have  gener- 
ally been  consistent  with  U.S.  develop- 
ment assistance  priorities  and  that 
UNICEF  complements  and  reinforces 
U.S.  bilateral  assistance.  Therefore, 
we  believe  UNICEF  is  deserving  of  a 
larger  allocation. 

The  third  largest  item  in  our  request 
is  $20.5  million  for  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency  (IAEA).  This 
request  level  is  the  same  as  in  FY  1986 
and  1985.  U.S.  interests  in  nuclear  non- 
proliferation  are  directly  served  by  the 
IAEA's  worldwide  safeguards  program. 
U.S.  voluntary  contributions  to 
safeguards  will  help  the  IAEA  improve 
existing  safeguard  techniques. 
Assistance  to  the  IAEA  technical 
cooperation  program  will  be  in  the  form 
of  equipment,  U.S.  expert  services,  fel- 
lowships, and  training  courses.  Our 
assistance  to  both  the  safeguards  and 
technical  cooperation  programs  directly 
strengthens  the  commitment  of  develop- 
ing countries  to  our  nonproliferation 
goals.  Direct  support  in  the  form  of 
technical  cooperation  for  those  countries 
that  are  signatories  to  the  Nonprolifera- 
tion Treaty  is  funded  through  this 
account. 

U.S.  policy  seeks  to  preserve  and 
strengthen  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Organization  of  American  States 
(OAS)  as  a  forum  for  dealing  with  issues 
important  in  this  hemisphere.  OAS 
members  look  to  the  United  States  for 
support  in  what  they  consider  to  be 
their  primary  concern— technical  as- 
sistance for  development.  Although  our 
request  of  $13.95  million  represents  a 
10%  decrease  from  our  FY  1986  re- 
quest, we  believe  it  demonstrates  the 
continued  U.S.  commitment  to  the  inter- 
American  system  and  will  influence  the 
level  of  support  which  the  United  States 
can  expect  from  other  OAS  members  on 
issues  of  concern  to  us,  including  respect 
for  human  rights  and  preservation  of  an 
environment  conducive  to  fair  trade  and 
private  investment. 


Our  request  for  $6.8  million  for  the 
UN  Environment  Program  (UNEP) 

more  than  doubles  our  FY  1986  request. 
The  increase  recognizes  that  UNEP's 
activities  parallel  U.S.  interests  and, 
therefore,  complement  and  aid  U.S.  en- 
vironmental efforts.  This  does  not  mean 
that  we  are  wholly  satisified  with  our 
relations  with  UNEP.  We  continue  to 
have  major  problems  placing  Americans 
in  key  positions  in  the  UNEP  Secretari- 
at, and  we  are  working  hard  to  improve 
that  situation.  But  we  recognize  that 
UNEP's  multilateral  program  promotes 
cooperation  in  regional  problems,  such 
as  marine  pollution  and  desertification, 
and  its  global  mandate  enables  it  to 
address  issues,  such  as  carbon  dioxide 
buildup  and  ozone  depletion.  We  believe 
that  a  contribution  of  $6.8  million, 
representing  about  24%  of  their  antici- 
pated income,  reaffirms  strong  U.S.  sup- 
port for  UNEP  while  at  the  same  time 
clearly  indicating  that  we  believe  it  is 
time  for  other  nations  to  begin  con- 
tributing a  greater  share  toward  UNEP 
programs. 

The  request  for  $2.3  million  for  In- 
ternational Convention  and  Scientific 
Organization  Contributions  (ICSOC), 
is  related  to  the  U.S.  withdrawal  from 
UNESCO.  With  the  U.S.  withdrawal, 
the  United  States  no  longer  contributes 
its  share  of  costs  for  some  specific 
activities  supported  directly  by 
UNESCO  which  significantly  benefit 
U.S.  domestic  interests.  The  programs 
proposed  for  funding  under  the  rubric. 
International  Convention  and  Scientific 
Organization  Contributions,  protect  the 
more  important,  direct  benefits  to 
American  scientific,  educational, 
cultural,  and  business  communities 
formerly  derived  through  U.S.  member- 
ship in  UNESCO.  ICSOC  will  finance 
continued  U.S.  participation  in  critical 
UNESCO  activities  such  as  the  Univer- 
sal Copyright  Convention,  the  Intergovern- 
mental Oceanographic  Commission,  and 
the  Man  and  the  Biosphere  program. 

The  World  Meteorological  Organi- 
zation's (WMO)  voluntary  cooperation 
program  enhances  the  capacity  of  de- 
veloping countries  to  participate  in  the 
World  Weather  Watch.  The  participa- 
tion of  the  developing  countries  directly 
benefits  the  United  States  because  it 
enables  the  United  States  to  obtain 
otherwise  unavailable  data  that  is  neces- 
sary for  our  national  weather  forecast- 
ing requirements.  To  assist  in  funding 
this  program,  we  are  seeking  $2  million 
for  FY  1987. 

The  UN  Capital  Development  Fund 
provides  seed  capital,  on  a  grant  basis, 
for  small  development  projects  requiring 
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only  low-  to  moderate-level  technology. 
Because  of  their  size,  these  projects 
might  not  attract  financing  by  multi- 
lateral development  banks.  Our  request 
of  $1.8  million  will  enable  the  fund  to 
continue  to  assist  in  projects  financed 
jointly  with  bilateral  agencies  and  other 
multilateral  institutions. 

The  UN  Educational  and  Training 
Program  for  Southern  Africa  is 
designed  to  provide  students  from  South 
Africa  and  Namibia  with  education  and 
training  opportunities  denied  them  in 
their  own  countries.  The  objective  is  to 
enable  these  young  people  to  play  a  full 
role  in  their  societies  as  they  become 
independent  or  as  majority  rule  is 
achieved  and  to  demonstrate  our  com- 
mitment to  the  process  of  peaceful  tran- 
sition in  southern  Africa.  We  are 
requesting  $900,000  for  this  program. 
Although  it  is  not  a  new  item,  the 
UN  Development  Fund  for  Women 
(UNIFEM)  has  a  new  name.  Formerly 
named  the  UN  Voluntary  Fund  for  the 
Decade  for  Women,  UNIFEM  provides 
financing  for  the  activities  of  the  decade 
after  its  conclusion  in  1985.  UNIFEM  is 
now  a  separate,  identifiable  entity  in  au- 
tonomous association  with  the  UNDP. 
Our  contribution  of  $450,000  will  supply 
critical  financial  support  to  enable 
UNIFEM  to  integrate  itself  into  the 
mainstream  of  development  activities, 
yet  maintain  its  autonomous  purpose 
and  identity.  We  are  working  with  the 
fund  to  strengthen  its  budgetary  prac- 
tices and  management  to  assure  that 
these  monies  will  be  used  effectively. 
Our  $300,000  request  to  help  fund 
the  UN  Industrial  Development  Or- 
ganization (UNIDO)  investment  pro- 
motion service  office  in  New  York 
represents  a  50%  increase  over  our  FY 
1986  request.  We  have  requested  this 
increase  because  promotion  of  private 
sector  development  is  a  major  U.S.  pri- 
ority both  in  international  organization 
affairs  and  in  development  assistance. 
We  beUeve  this  increase  is  essential  be- 
cause the  Congress  totally  ehminated 
this  important  activity  from  the  FY 
1986  appropriation.  UNIDO's  invest- 
ment promotion  service  represents  the 
clearest  recognition  within  the  UN  sys- 
tem of  the  importance  of  private  invest- 
ment capital  in  the  development 
process.  The  program  stimulates  the  pri- 
vate sector  in  developing  countries  vdth 
a  catalytic  impact  upon  their  domestic 
economies.  The  New  York  office  pro- 
vides a  significant  service  to  the  U.S. 
private  sector  by  providing  information 
on  investment  opportunities  in  develop- 
ing countries,  which  leads  to  increased 


markets  for  U.S.  goods  and  services.  It 
also  directly  benefits  the  U.S.  private 
sector  by  assisting  representatives  from 
developing  countries  to  establish  con- 
tacts in  U.S.  industry.  I  note  that  only 
the  United  States  among  the  seven 
countries  which  host  similar  investment 
promotion  offices  does  not  fully  fund 
those  entities.  Furthermore  following 
UNIDO's  conversion  to  specialized 
agency  status  on  January  1,  1986,  we 
are  anxious  to  encourage  opportunities 
for  the  private  sector  to  participate  in 
UNIDO  activities. 

In  1987  the  Convention  on  Interna- 
tional Trade  in  Endangered  Species 
(CITES)  will  continue  its  role  as  a 
major  contributor  to  international  con- 
servation and  the  primary  international 
mechanism  governing  international  trade 
in  wildlife.  CITES  will  continue  work  on 


major  projects  such  as  the  investigation 
of  legal  and  illegal  trade  in  key  species. 
Our  request  includes  $200,000  for  CITES. 

Although  the  UN  Voluntary  Fund 
for  Victims  of  Torture  is  not  new  to 
this  account,  this  is  the  first  time  that 
the  Administration  has  sought  funding 
for  it.  The  Board  of  Trustees  expects 
1986  to  be  the  year  when  the  fund 
comes  fully  of  age  and  1987  to  be  the 
year  when  the  fund  expands  its  activi- 
ties from  its  present  purely  medical  con- 
centration to  include  some  social 
services  to  victims  of  torture  and  their 
families.  A  U.S.  contribution  of  $100,000 
is  requested  for  this  worthy  project. 


iThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


A  Democratic  Vision  of  Security 


by  Elliott  Abrams 

Address  before  the  Inter- American 
Defense  College  on  June  IS,  1986.  Mr. 
Abrams  is  Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter- 
American  Affairs. 

Thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  address 
this  25th  commencement  of  this  institu- 
tion, which  has  rendered  outstanding 
service  in  support  of  military  profession- 
alism and  inter-American  cooperation. 


The  New  Era  of  Democracy 

We  live  in  an  extraordinary  period. 
Democracy  is  on  the  rise  in  our 
hemisphere.  It  is  transforming  political 
and  social  conditions.  The  stereotype  of 
the  Americas  as  a  hemisphere  of  mili- 
tary dictatorships  is  obsolete. 

The  democratic  tide  is  very  strong. 
Ten  years  ago,  only  30%  of  Latin 
Americans  lived  in  countries  whose 
governments  were  democratic;  today, 
90%  live  in  countries  whose  govern- 
ments honor  democratic  practices.  Nor 
is  this  change  the  result  of  exhortations 
from  the  United  States.  It  is  the 
product  of  a  uniquely  Latin  American 
experience.  The  past  40  years  of  eco- 
nomic and  poHtical  ups  and  downs  have 
given  new  force  to  aspirations  for  free- 
dom, development,  and  national  dignity. 
Latin  America  finally  has  a  real  oppor- 
tunity to  escape  the  classic  cycle  of  un- 
stable alternation  between  civilian 


governments  that  lack  the  authority  to 
govern  and  military  governments  that 
lack  the  legitimacy  to  last. 

This  historic  development  has  far- 
reaching  implications,  and  we  must  all 
adapt  to  its  new  realities.  For  the 
United  States,  we  welcome  the  trend  to 
democratic  government.  We  see  in  it  a 
basis  for  both  greater  security  and 
greater  well-being.  And  we  beheve  that 
democracy  can  both  cause  improved 
cooperation  among  our  governments  and 
be  strengthened  by  cooperation  among 
us.  We  are,  therefore,  adapting  our  ac- 
tions and  our  programs  to  support 
democratic  forces  and  institutions 
whenever  we  are  in  a  position  to  do  so. 

Democracy  and  the  Military 

For  those  of  you  who  will  now  return  to 
places  of  leadership  in  the  military  serv- 
ices of  Latin  America,  there  will  be  ad- 
justments, too.  Gone  are  the  days  when 
the  coup  d'etat  was  an  option  that  could 
be  exercised  without  local  or  interna- 
tional costs  by  military  leaders  arrogat- 
ing to  themselves  the  right  to  decide  for 
their  nation. 

Your  generation  must  be  a  genera- 
tion of  pioneers.  You  are  now  the  guard- 
ians of  the  new  democracies.  Your 
highest  calling  must  be  not  to  replace 
failed  regimes  but  to  protect  successful 
democracies.  You  must  succeed  in  the 
task  of  forging  a  new  vision  of  security 
in  which  democracy  is  the  cornerstone. 
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not  a  luxury;  where  free  and  open  politi- 
cal competition  is  an  ally,  not  an  impedi- 
ment to  peace  and  development. 

Your  success  or  your  failure  will 
matter  to  all  of  us.  No  institutions  are 
more  important  to  the  protection  of 
democracy  than  the  ones  you  represent 
as  officers  from  the  armed  forces  of  16 
different  countries  of  the  Americas. 

Dangers 

There  are  many  dangers  to  security  in 
the  hemisphere  today.  The  emergence  of 
illegal  drug  production  and  trafficking 
on  a  massive  scale  is  rapidly  becoming  a 
regionwide  menace.  The  narcotrafi- 
cantes  threaten  public  order  through 
corruption  and  violence  even  when  they 
are  not  explicitly  tied  to  terrorists  and 
other  subversives  with  political  objec- 
tives. And  their  growing  power  and  the 


corruption  it  breeds  endangers  not  only 
civilian  institutions  but  yours.  You  and 
your  fellow  military  officers  must  guard 
your  institution  against  this  cancer.  You 
must  be  relentless  in  fighting  the 
traffickers:  your  institutions,  your 
honor,  and  the  freedom  of  your  societies 
are  at  stake. 

Another  danger  is  the  use  of 
democracy  as  a  screen  behind  which  to 
protect  privilege  and  the  power  of 
minorities.  The  parading  of  democratic 
forms  without  their  substance  can  take 
many  guises.  Elections  might  be  held, 
but,  without  genuine  competition,  the 
results  are  a  foregone  conclusion.  As- 
sembhes  and  legislatures  might  meet 
but  have  no  real  power.  Constitutions 
might  be  viritten  but  never  be 
respected. 

In  1974  the  CathoHc  bishops  of 
Nicaragua  gave  a  name  to  this  kind  of 


Central 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  22,  19861 

The  United  States  has  followed  closely 
the  recent  negotiations  among  the  five 
Central  American  governments  to 
resolve  the  conflict  in  that  region.  We 
note  that  at  the  meeting  in  Panama  on 
May  16-18,  the  Governments  of  Guate- 
mala and  Costa  Rica,  with  the  support 
of  the  Governments  of  El  Salvador  and 
Honduras,  offered  constructive  proposals 
for  resolving  important  security  issues. 
We  also  note  that  representatives  of  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  stated  their 
strong  opposition  to  the  positions 
presented  by  the  four  democratic  coun- 
tries of  Central  America. 

The  position  of  the  United  States 
has  remained  constant  toward  the 
negotiations  arranged  through  the  good 
offices  of  the  Contadora  group  as  well 
as  other  efforts  to  promote  a  negotiated 
solution  in  Central  America.  It  is  an 
objective  of  U.S.  policy  in  Central 
America  to  seek  the  resolution  of 
regional  disputes  and  conflicts  through 
dialogue  and  the  achievement  through 
negotiations  of  political  settlements  with 
verifiable  agreements.  Philip  C.  Habib, 
the  President's  special  envoy  for  Cen- 
tral America,  has  been  working  to 
achieve  this  objective  through  his  con- 
sultations with  the  countries  involved. 

The  objectives  of  the  United  States 
in  Nicaragua  remain  as  follows: 


(1)  Implementation  of  the  democratic 
commitments  made  by  the  Sandinista 
movement  to  the  Organization  of  Ameri- 
can States  in  1979; 

(2)  Termination  of  Nicaragua's  sup- 
port to  Marxist/Leninist  subversion  and 
guerrilla  activity  in  any  foreign  country; 

(3)  Removal  of  Soviet  bloc  and 
Cuban  military  and  security  personnel 
and  an  end  to  Nicaraguan  military 
cooperation  with  communist  countries; 

(4)  Reduction  of  the  Sandinista  mili- 
tary apparatus  to  a  level  which  would 
restore  military  equilibrium  in  Central 
America. 

These  four  objectives  are  equal  in 
importance.  The  implementation  of  the 
21  objectives  agreed  to  by  the  five  Cen- 
tral American  countries  in  September 
1983  would  achieve  these  four  objec- 
tives. The  United  States  would  support 
a  treaty  which  would  achieve  all  21 
points  in  a  comprehensive  settlement  in 
which  all  political  and  security  commit- 
ments are  simultaneously  implemented, 
vdth  concrete  verification  procedures  to 
ensure  compliance  by  all  five  parties. 
The  United  States  would  not  consider  it- 
self bound  to  support  an  agreement 
which  failed  to  achieve  in  a  verifiable 
manner  all  the  agreed  objectives  of  the 
Contadora  Document  of  Objectives. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  26,  1986.  ■ 


abuse.  When  Anastasio  Somoza  manipu- 
lated the  constitution  and  the  laws  of 
Nicaragua  to  guarantee  his  reelection, 
the  bishops  called  his  actions  a  form  of 
"legal  war."  When  the  law  is  used  to 
oppress,  the  abuse  serves  only  the  ene- 
mies of  democracy. 

In  Nicaragua,  the  natural  inheritors 
are  the  Marxist-Leninists.  Today,  the 
Sandinistas  cynically  repeat  the  charade: 
they  clothe  their  new  dictatorship  in 
elections,  draft  constitutions,  and  other 
ostensibly  democratic  trappings  while 
moving  steadily  toward  totalitarianism. 
But  there  are  also  major  differences 
with  the  past:  their  repression  is  worse 
and  more  pervasive.  As  communists,  the 
Sandinistas  seek  not  merely  dictatorial 
power  but  the  complete  remaking  of  the 
social  order.  Their  ideology  is  also  ex- 
pansionist, and  they  operate  as  an  in- 
strument of  Soviet  power.  This  creates 
new  dangers  for  the  hemisphere. 

One  of  these  dangers  is  terrorism 
and  subversion.  The  guerrillas  in  El 
Salvador  and  their  Nicaraguan  and 
Cuban  sponsors  have  abandoned  politics 
for  armed  struggle.  They  and  others  like 
them  believe  their  swords  will  prove 
mightier  than  the  pens  wielded  by  the 
voters.  Together,  we  can  prove  them 
viTong.  We  can  use  the  pen  to  craft  laws 
and  practices  that  vdll  eliminate  the 
grounds  on  which  they  attack  us.  And 
we  must  stop  with  the  sword  those  who 
do  attack  with  the  sword. 

And  as  we  respond,  we  must  be 
careful  not  to  fall  into  the  trap  of  new 
extremisms,  whether  of  the  left  or  the 
right.  Ovferreaction  will  only  discredit 
us.  We  must  guard  against  fighting  the 
enemy  indiscriminately  with  an  excess 
of  zeal  or  an  excess  of  force.  To  lose 
sight  of  the  values  we  defend  is  to  help 
our  enemies. 

Still  other  dangers  to  democracy 
come  from  irresponsibility  and  impa- 
tience. Economic  growth  and  responsible 
democratic  government  are  not  easy.  It 
takes  time  to  produce  economic  growth 
that  will  benefit  the  society  as  a  whole. 
It  takes  time  for  democracy  to  establish 
its  roots  and  for  all  citizens  to  under- 
stand the  benefits  that  will  accrue  from 
supporting  and  participating  in  the 
democratic  system.  And  it  takes  time  to 
develop  the  solidarity  necessary  to  en- 
sure long-term  international  cooperation 
and  mutual  assistance  among  democrats. 

So  your  duty  is  to  be  patient,  to 
help  preserve  public  order  as  requested 
by  constitutional  authorities,  and  to  ad- 
minister your  own  institutions  so  as  to 
contribute  to  citizen  confidence  in  the 
fairness  and  effectiveness  of  public  ad- 
ministration. We  in  the  United  States 
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have  a  similar  duty:  we  must  remind 
ourselves  that  complicated  development 
and  security  problems  require  long-term 
solutions  that  do  not  come  overnight. 
We  must  be  persistent. 

There  is  one  final  danger  I  want  to 
mention.  It  is  the  vulnerability  created 
by  distrust  and  even  contempt  among 
the  military  toward  civilians  and  among 
civiUans  toward  you.  A  democratic 
strategy  of  national  security  requires 
the  overcoming  of  traditional  antimili- 
tary  and  anticivilian  attitudes.  Too 
often  civiUans  and  military  travel  in 
different  circles  and  lack  extensive 
cross-communication  and  awareness  of 
each  other's  concerns.  The  supremacy  of 
constitutional  authorities  must  be  accom- 
panied by  mutual  trust  and  close  cooper- 
ation. A  stable  democratic  system 
requires  increased  contact  and  communi- 
cation within  the  nation  as  well  as  with 
other  democracies. 

Responding  to  These  Challenges 

The  United  States  and  Latin  America 
share  a  common  interest  in  the  defense 
of  democracy.  The  Inter-American 
Treaty  of  Reciprocal  Assistance  affirms 
as  a  manifest  truth  that  " . .  .peace  is 
grounded  on . . .  the  international  recogni- 
tion and  protection  of  human  rights. . . 
and  on  the  effectiveness  of  democracy 
for  the  international  realization  of 
justice  and  security." 

But  while  we  have  a  common  pur- 
pose, the  requirements  of  national  secu- 
rity differ  from  state  to  state.  We  in  the 
United  States  must,  above  all,  meet  the 
threat  of  Soviet  military  power  to  global 
peace  and  development.  You  in  Latin 
America  also  face  external  enemies,  but 
they  are  often  enemies  who  fight  you 
from  vrithin,  using  communist  subver- 
sion, terrorism,  or  narcotics  production 
and  trafficking. 

How  you  respond  to  the  immediate 
and  direct  threats  of  drugs,  terrorism, 
and  subversion  vrill  determine  the  fu- 
ture of  your  institutions  and  the  sur- 
vival of  democracy  for  your  generation. 
In  fact,  the  success  of  democracy,  the 
defense  of  the  nation's  honor,  stability, 
and  economic  progress  will,  in  large 
measure,  depend  on  your  ability  to  deal 
with  these  particular  dimensions  of  secu- 
rity. Your  skill  will  be  measured  by 
your  contributions  to  saving  your  coun- 
trymen from  these  threats. 

These  are  awesome  challenges.  They 
will  require  great  professionalism.  And 
that,  in  turn,  will  require  new  equip- 
ment, better  intelligence,  and  the  train- 
ing and  education  to  use  both  effec- 
tively. Military  training  must  be  as  high 


a  priority  for  you  as  it  is  for  us.  I  hope 
you  will  all  pass  on  to  your  fellow 
officers  at  home  as  much  as  possible  of 
the  knowledge  you  have  gained  while 
you  have  been  in  Washington. 

In  strengthening  military  institu- 
tions, we  must  take  care  not  to  create 
new  threats  to  democratic  rule.  By 
necessity,  your  role  becomes  a  large  one 
when  you  are  called  upon  to  fight  guer- 
rillas, terrorists,  and  drug  traffickers. 
These  tasks  require  sizable  forces  with 
substantial  resources.  But  the  very  en- 
largement of  military  forces  to  protect 
democratic  institutions  can  threaten 
those  very  institutions  when  the  mili- 
tary dwarfs  civilian  institutions  and  as- 
sumes some  of  their  functions. 

This  paradox  poses  a  danger  that  we 
must  all  guard  against.  It  is  a  danger 
that  has  been  averted  in  Honduras  and 
El  Salvador.  In  both  these  countries, 
major  threats  to  democracy  forced  an 
expansion  of  military  size,  power,  and 
capabilities.  Yet,  in  both  cases,  military 
expansion  has  not  led  to  an  erosion  of 
civilian  authority.  In  both  countries,  the 


rule  of  law,  respect  for  institutionalism, 
effective  civil-military  coordination,  and 
the  capacity  for  international  coopera- 
tion have  been  strengthened. 

Events  in  Central  America  have 
demonstrated  that,  just  as  democracy 
must  be  defended,  so  also  must  dictator- 
ship, injustice,  or  intolerance  be  un- 
hesitatingly opposed.  Abusers  of  human 
rights  cannot  claim  that  they  are  acting 
in  the  name  of  "democracy."  Their  ac- 
tions only  help  the  violent  and  totali- 
tarian left,  the  true  enemies  of 
democracy.  Their  values  are  not  our 
values.  Their  means  leave  us  less 
secure. 

Political  authorities  have  a  special 
obligation,  too.  It  is  to  fight  subversion 
by  attacking  the  conditions  that  give  the 
enemies  of  democracy  a  fertile  environ- 
ment in  which  to  gain  adherents.  We 
must  not  allow  the  communists  to  be 
the  only  party  that  approaches  poor 
campesinos  with  a  message  of  concern 
and  respect.  Neglect  must  be  replaced 
vrith  policies  that  extend  the  benefits  of 
democracy  to  all  citizens. 


an  American  Day  am 


PROCLAMATION  5459, 
APR.  14,  19861 

The  peoples  of  the  Western  Hemisphere  are 
bound  together  by  a  shared  belief  in  peace, 
prosperity,  justice,  and  freedom. 

The  Organization  of  American  States  is 
the  embodiment  of  that  common  commitment 
to  these  basic  principles  through  its  Charter 
and  the  Rio  Treaty.  As  one  of  the  oldest 
international  organizations  in  existence,  the 
OAS  has  worked  vigorously  to  broaden 
peaceful  exchanges  between  the  peoples  it 
represents  and  the  world  community;  to 
reduce  the  tensions  and  conflicts  arising 
within  the  Hemisphere;  and  to  stoutly  resist 
aggressive  threats  from  outside.  The  record 
of  the  OAS  in  the  peaceful  settlement  of  dis- 
putes, the  promotion  of  democratic  values, 
and  the  protection  of  human  rights  has 
earned  worldwide  respect  and  admiration. 

The  Charter  of  the  OAS  clearly  expresses 
the  belief  of  the  peoples  of  the  region  in  the 
effective  exercise  of  representative  democ- 
racy. There  are  currently  more  democratic 
states  in  this  Hemisphere  than  at  any  other 
time  in  history,  an  eloquent  witness  to  the 
solid  progress  in  this  area. 

Recently,  the  OAS  began  an  effort  to 
revitalize  the  inter-American  system,  to  en- 
hance its  peacekeeping  role,  to  strengthen  its 
dedication  to  human  rights,  and  to  increase 
its  effectiveness  in  improving  living  condi- 
tions for  all  who  dwell  in  this  Hemisphere. 


On  this  Pan  American  Day  of  1986,  the 
people  of  the  United  States  extend  a  warm 
and  friendly  greeting  to  all  our  neighbors  in 
the  Americas.  We  reaffirm  our  active  support 
for  the  Organization  of  American  States  and 
the  goal  of  Hemispheric  amity  and  solidarity. 
We  renew  our  solemn  commitment  to  those 
principles  to  which  the  members  of  the  OAS 
wholeheartedly  pledged  themselves  at  the 
December  1985  General  Assembly  in  Car- 
tagena. 

Now,  Therefore,  I,  Ronald  Reagan, 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
do  hereby  proclaim  Monday,  April  14,  1986, 
as  Pan  American  Day,  and  the  week  begin- 
ning April  13,  1986,  as  Pan  American  Week. 
I  urge  the  Governors  of  the  fifty  States,  and 
the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico,  and  officials  of  other  areas  under  tlie 
flag  of  the  United  States  of  America  to  honor 
these  observances  with  appropriate  activities 
and  ceremonies. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set 
my  hand  this  fourteenth  day  of  April,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hundred  and 
eighty-six,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  two  hundred 
and  tenth.  Ronald  Reagan 


iText  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
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In  this  sense,  the  rise  of  democracy 
in  the  hemisphere  satisfies  the  impera- 
tives of  a  comprehensive  security  policy. 
We  will  find  security  in  the  construction 
of  open,  inclusive,  and  democratic  politi- 
cal orders. 

Conclusion:  A  New  Vocation 

So,  this  is  a  historic  moment,  a  moment 
that  calls  for  new  roles,  based  in  a  new 
democratic  vocation.  It  is  a  moment  that 
you  can  seize  by  acting  in  the  best  tra- 
ditions of  your  institutions— and,  in  do- 
ing so,  preserve  your  integrity,  serve 
the  people,  and  protect  their  freedom. 

Twenty -five  years  ago,  when  the 
AUiance  for  Progress  was  first  launched, 
the  entire  hemisphere  seemed  to  dis- 
cover that  there  could  be  no  long-term 
security  without  economic  development. 
Today,  we  are  learning  a  new  lesson:  in 
addition  to  the  nexus  between  security 
and  development,  there  is  a  second 
nexus— this  one  between  security  and 
democracy. 

And  the  essence  of  our  democratic 
vision  of  security  is  this:  there  is  no  con- 
tradiction between  our  Western  values 
and  our  strategic  interests.  They  are  es- 
sential to  each  other.  This  applies 
equally  to  makers  of  foreign  poHcy  and 
to  men  in  uniform;  to  the  United  States 
and  to  any  nation  in  Latin  America.  We 
are  only  able  to  defend  democracy,  and 
we  are  only  worthy  of  defending  it, 
when  we  respect  and  honor  its  basic 
principles:  the  dignity  of  the  individual 
and  the  protection  of  his  God-given 
rights.  By  joining  ranks  in  the  struggle 
for  democracy,  we  will  put  ourselves 
and  our  people  in  a  position  to  achieve 
the  hemisphere's  highest  aspirations.  ■ 


Visit  of  Honduran  President  Azcona 


President  Jose  Simon  Azcona  Hoyo 
of  the  Republic  of  Honduras  made  an 
official  working  visit  to  Washington, 
D.C.,  May  26-29,  1986,  to  meet  with 
President  Reagan  and  other  government 
officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by  the 
two  Presidents  after  their  meeting  on 
May  27  and  the  text  of  a  joint 
communique.  ^ 


REMARKS, 

MAY  27,  1986 

President  Reagan 

It's  been  my  honor  to  welcome  to 
Washington  and  to  confer  with  Presi- 
dent Azcona  of  Honduras.  And  we've 
had  extremely  useful  discussions  today. 
We  both  expressed  our  appreciation  for 
the  positive  and  solid  relationship  that 
our  two  countries  enjoy.  We  reviewed 
recent  developments  in  Central  Amer- 
ica, including  the  summit  meeting  this 
past  weekend. 

President  Azcona  and  I  are  in  full 
agreement  on  the  necessity  of  working 
for  greater  economic  growth  in  Central 


America  and  the  importance  of 
democratic  institutions  to  the  cause  of 
peace  in  the  region.  I  reaffirmed  the 
commitment  of  the  United  States  to 
cooperate'  closely  with  Honduras,  both 
in  helping  to  build  its  economy  and  in 
bolstering  its  democracy.  I  expressed  to 
President  Azcona  my  personal  thanks 
and  that  of  the  American  people  for  his 
government's  responsible  stand  on 
regional  issues. 

Our  two  governments  share  a  seri- 
ous concern  over  the  threat  to  peace, 
stability,  and  freedom  posed  by  the  com- 
munist regime  in  Nicaragua.  The 
Nicaraguan  communists,  with  extensive 
Soviet  and  Cuban  support,  persist  in 
repressing  their  own  population  and  in 
backing  the  subversion  of  their  demo- 
cratic neighbors.  This  endangers  all  of 
Latin  America  and  ultimately  the 
United  States  as  well. 

In  this  regard,  I  underscored  to  the 
President  our  promise  to  stand  by 
Honduras  in  defense  of  its  national 
sovereignty  and  territorial  integrity,  as 
is  in  accordance  with  our  reciprocal  in- 
ternational rights  and  obligations.  A 
joint  communique  will  be  issued  today 
reiterating  this  mutual  commitment. 
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President  Azcona  and  I  agree  that  our 
countries  and  the  other  democracies  in 
the  region  must  act  together  to  end  the 
conflict  that  plagues  Central  America, 
but  it's  not  just  up  to  us. 

Securing  regional  peace  will  require 
an  end  to  communist  aggression  as  well 
as  national  reconciliation  and  democrati- 
zation within  Nicaragua.  Honduras  has 
been  diligent  and  persistent  in  its  pur- 
suit of  a  comprehensive  and  verifiable 
solution  within  the  framework  of  the 
Contadora  negotiations,  and,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, you  have  our  support  in  these 
efforts. 

The  United  States  continues  to  be- 
lieve that  a  realistic  and  enforceable 
agreement,  based  on  the  full  implemen- 
tation of  the  Contadora  Document  of 
Objectives,  is  one  way  to  bring  peace  to 
Central  America. 

And  finally,  it  was  a  great  personal 
pleasure  to  meet  President  Azcona.  I 
look  forward  to  continuing  our  work  in 
the  same  spirit  of  friendship  and  respect 
that  was  so  evident  in  our  meeting 
today. 

President  Azcona^* 

It  has  been  a  great  pleasure  to  talk 
with  President  Reagan.  I  believe  that 
these  exchanges  of  views,  held  in  a  cli- 
mate of  great  cordiality  and  frankness, 
are  always  beneficial,  because  they  lead 
to  greater  understanding  and  a  better 
relationship  between  our  governments 
and  peoples. 

With  President  Reagan,  we  have 
reviewed  the  various  aspects  of  the  har- 
monious bilateral  relations  between  our 
two  countries.  I  am  happy  to  say  that  in 
the  economic  field  he  was  receptive  to 
the  points  I  made  to  him.  So,  I  am  cer- 
tain that  his  great  country  will  give 
broad  support  to  the  measures  which 
my  government  is  taking  to  reactivate 
the  Honduran  economy  and  reduce  our 
present  high  unemployment  levels,  as  a 
compUment  to  Honduran  short-  and 
medium-term  efforts,  all  without 
neglecting  our  security  needs. 

I  have  told  President  Reagan  about 
the  efforts  we  are  making  in  Honduras 
to  develop  our  country.  In  this  context, 
I  reiterated  the  fact  that  our  govern- 
ment assigns  the  highest  priority  to  for- 
eign investment,  while  at  the  same  time 
recognizing  that  at  present  we  also  re- 
quire the  participation  of  government 
and  the  cooperation  of  friendly  coun- 
tries, among  which  the  United  States  is 
one  of  our  closest. 

Because  of  the  fact  that  we  believe 
in  the  necessity  of  offering  the  foreign 


investor  a  climate  of  tranquility,  en- 
couraging his  participation  in  the  effort 
being  made  by  Hondurans  to  develop 
our  country,  and  of  offering  him  guaran- 
tees which  ensure  the  protection  of  his 
legitimate  rights,  I  have  authorized  the 
Foreign  Minister  to  sign  during  this 
visit  the  treaty  on  the  settlement  of  in- 
vestment disputes  between  states  and 
nationals  of  other  states.  This  treaty 
will  provide  the  foreign  investor  in  Hon- 
duras with  access  to  international  legal 
mechanisms  of  recognized  impartiality 
and  competence,  which  together  vrith 
those  offered  by  Honduran  law  will 
guarantee  to  him  the  full  enjoyment  of 
his  rights. 

In  the  political  field,  we  reaffirmed 
our  identity  as  a  regime  governed  by 
rule  of  law  and  based  on  the  effective 
exercise  of  democracy  and  on  respect 
for  human  rights. 

When  we  examined  the  situation  in 
Central  America,  we  noted  with  concern 
that  conditions  jeopardizing  peace  and 
security  still  exist.  We  agreed  that 
major  new  efforts  must  be  made  to  find 
a  negotiated  solution  to  the  crisis,  based 
on  concrete  actions  for  national  reconcili- 
ation, on  free  and  honest  elections,  on 
disarmament,  and  in  general,  on  the  cre- 
ation of  a  climate  in  which  freedom  and 
security  for  all  can  guarantee  the  eco- 
nomic and  social  development  of  the 
peoples  of  Central  America.  To  that 
end,  it  is  necessary  to  conclude  fully 
verifiable,  juridical  arrangements  among 
the  Central  American  States. 

President  Reagan  reiterated  to  me 
that,  in  accordance  with  the  special 
security  relationship  which  exists  be- 
tween our  two  countries,  as  long  as 
grave  threats  to  Honduras  security  and 
to  the  stability  of  our  institutions  per- 
sist, the  Government  of  the  United 
States  will  be  prepared,  in  the  case  of 
armed  aggression  against  Honduras,  to 
render  it  any  necessary  assistance  which 
the  Honduran  Government  may  request. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  say  how 
very  gratified  I  am  that  in  the  course  of 
this  visit,  the  relations  of  friendship  and 
cooperation  which  exist  between  Hon- 
duras and  the  United  States  have  been 
strengthened  within  a  framework  of 
trust  and  mutual  respect. 


JOINT  COMMUNIQUE, 

MAY  27,  1986 

The  Presidents  of  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  Republic  of  Honduras,  meet 
ing  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  May  27,  1986, 
recognizing  the  continuing  seriousness  of  the 
Central  American  crisis  and  the  need  to  take 


appropriate  measures  to  protect  the  mutual 
security  of  their  respective  countries,  issue 
the  following  communique: 

The  Presidents  reaffirmed  the  joint  com- 
munique issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  May 
21,  1985,  with  particular  reference  to  the 
review  of  the  security  relationship.  The  two 
Presidents  reiterated  their  governments' 
intention  to  continue  to  work  closely  together 
in  the  face  of  the  serious  threats  to  the  peace 
and  security  of  both  countries  through 
mutual  assistance  and  the  development  of 
defensive  capabilities.  To  this  end,  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  will  con- 
tinue to  cooperate,  as  necessary  and  appro- 
priate, in  the  strengthening  of  Honduras' 
defenses  and  the  modernization  of  its  armed 
forces. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  fur- 
ther reiterated  its  firm  and  unwavering  com- 
mitment to  cooperate  in  the  defense  of  the 
sovereignty  and  territorial  integrity  of 
Honduras  in  accordance  with  the  reciprocal 
rights  and  obligations  relating  to  legitimate 
individual  and  collective  self-defense  and  the 
use  of  armed  force,  as  expressed  in  the  Inter- 
American  Treaty  of  Reciprocal  Assistance, 
the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  and  the 
Charter  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States. 

In  view  of  the  close  cooperation  in  the 
two  countries'  political  and  security  relation- 
ships and  the  very  serious  security  threats 
that  exist  in  Central  America,  the  Govern- 
ments of  the  United  States  and  Honduras 
reaffirmed  the  rights  and  obligations  in  the 
three  above-mentioned  instruments,  including 
Article  3  of  the  Inter- American  Treaty  of 
Reciprocal  Assistance,  Article  51  of  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  and  Article 
21  of  the  Charter  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States. 

In  case  of  an  armed  attack  against 
Honduras,  the  United  States  will  take  appro- 
priate measures,  consistent  with  the  rights 
and  obligations  cited  above,  to  consult  with 
and  to  support  the  Government  of  Honduras 
in  a  timely  and  effective  manner  in  its  efforts 
to  defend  its  sovereignty  and  territorial 
integrity  against  communist  aggression. 
The  two  Presidents  recognizing  the 
importance  of  democratic  political  and  eco- 
nomic development  to  ensure  peace  and  the 
economic  and  social  well-being  of  the  region's 
people,  reaffirmed  their  intention  to  enhance 
bilateral  cooperation  to  achieve  the  economic 
prosperity  and  to  strengthen  the  democratic 
social  development  of  Honduras.  In  this 
regard,  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
reaffirms  its  intention  to  disperse  during  this 
year  the  full  $61.25  million  available  from 
1986  United  States  Economic  Support  Funds 
to  assist  the  implementation  of  the  economic 
stabilization  program  recently  announced  by 
the  Government  of  Honduras. 

The  two  Presidents  also  reaffirmed  their 
conviction  that  Central  America  can  achieve 
its  full  development  only  in  a  climate  of  peace 
and  complete  freedom.  In  this  sense,  they 
reiterated  their  firm  support  for  the  efforts 
undertaken  by  the  four  Central  American 
democracies  to  conclude  a  comprehensive  and 
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verifiable  agreement  for  peace  and  democ- 
racy in  Central  America  through  the  Con- 
tadora  process.  In  particular,  they  noted  the 
need  for  a  treaty  in  which  all  commitments 
are  fulfilled  simultaneously  and  which 
provides  for  the  clearly  verifiable  implemen- 
tation of  national  reconciliation,  democratiza- 
tion, and  the  limitation  of  armaments  and 


troops.  Such  an  agreement  would  guarantee 
the  exercise  of  democracy  in  the  five  nations 
of  the  region. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  June  2,  1986. 

^President  Azcona  spoke  in  Spanish,  and 
his  remarks  were  translated  by  an  inter- 
preter. ■ 


U.S.  Policy  on  Central  America: 
The  Need  for  Consensus 


by  James  H.  Michel 

Following  is  based  on  an  address 
for  the  ''Great  Decisions"  series  in 
Fayetteville,  North  Carolina,  on 
April  17,  1986.  Mr.  Michel  is  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter-American 
Affairs. 

Two  propositions  can  help  focus  an  anal- 
ysis of  the  making  of  U.S.  policy  toward 
Central  America. 

First,  that  the  Central  American 
democracies  are  making  impressive 
strides  toward  creating  free  and  produc- 
tive societies.  They  need  and  deserve 
our  sustained  support,  and  it  is  in  our 
national  interest  to  give  it.  A  stable 
peace  in  Central  America  is  important 
to  political,  social,  and  economic  develop- 
ment of  the  region. 

Second,  that  a  peaceful  settlement 
in  Central  America  depends  on  internal 
reconciliation  in  Nicaragua.  Unless  the 
Sandinistas  realize  that  they  cannot 
crush  their  opposition  through  political 
repression  and  force  of  arms,  internal 
reconciliation  will  be  impossible.  In 
these  circumstances,  U.S.  support  for 
the  democratic  resistance  advances  our 
interests  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
our  principles. 

There  is  a  broad  consensus  in  sup- 
port of  the  first  of  these  two  proposi- 
tions. This  second  proposition  is  more 
controversial.  Put  differently,  there  is 
growing  consensus  on  our  objectives  in 
Central  America,  but  the  means  of 
achieving  our  aims  remain  the  subject  of 
debate  in  the  Congress  and  within  the 
public.  Because  of  the  inextricable  links 
between  the  situation  in  Nicaragua  and 
all  other  Central  American  issues,  effec- 
tive and  coherent  policy  requires  that 
this  ongoing  debate  be  brought  to  a 
conclusion. 


The  Progress  of  Democracy 
in  Central  America 

First,  let's  look  at  democracy  in  Central 
America.  On  May  8,  Costa  Ricans  vdll 
celebrate  the  inauguration  of  a  newly 
elected  president.  This  is  not  an  excep- 
tional event.  Costa  Ricans  have  gone  to 
the  polls  and  elected  new  presidents 
every  4  years  for  decades.  Everyone  ex- 
pects that  their  elections  will  be  con- 
ducted fairly  and  efficiently  and  that  the 
results  vdll  be  respected.  These  expecta- 
tions have  been  regularly  fulfilled. 

More  exceptional  was  the  inaugura- 
tion on  January  27  of  an  elected  presi- 
dent in  Honduras  to  succeed  a  president 
who  had  himself  been  popularly  elected. 
Consecutive  transitions  based  on  such 
exphcitly  democratic  procedures  had  not 
occurred  in  Honduras  for  60  years. 

On  January  14,  another  exceptional 
event  occurred  in  Central  America.  A 
popularly  elected  civilian  president  was 
inaugurated  in  Guatemala  for  the  first 
time  in  20  years. 

And  in  El  Salvador  a  popularly 
elected  president  is  completing  his  sec- 
ond year  with  growing  confidence  that 
he  can  implement  his  programs,  com- 
plete his  term,  and  see  an  elected  suc- 
cessor take  office.  The  success  of 
democracy  in  El  Salvador  is  by  no 
means  assured,  but  progress  in  the  past 
2  years  has  been  impressive. 

U.S.  policy  in  Central  America  seeks 
to  support  and  encourage  just  such 
progress:  the  consolidation  of  democratic 
governments,  responsive  to  their  people 
through  regular,  periodic  elections- 
governments  that  are  more  capable  of 
meeting  demands  for  social  justice,  indi- 
vidual freedom,  equitable  economic 
development,  and  security.  In  the  past 
this  had  not  always  been  the  principal 
focus  of  U.S.  policy.  That  it  is  the  foun- 
dation of  our  policy  today  is  the 
product  of  a  process  involving  many 


participants-in  the  executive  and  legis- 
lative branches  and  outside  the 
government. 

Perhaps  most  important,  it  is  the 
basis  for  the  growing  consensus  that 
undergirds  our  policy  in  the  region. 

Democracy  and  Consensus 

We  have  learned  some  important  les- 
sons in  our  experience  with  Latin 
America.  One  of  the  most  important  is 
that  democratic  governments,  because 
they  must  be  responsive  to  their  people, 
tend  to  be  good  neighbors,  better  able 
to  achieve  domestic  stability,  and  more 
resistant  to  subversion.  Democratic 
governments  are  more  reliable  as  signa- 
tories to  agreements  because  their  ac- 
tions are  subject  to  public  scrutiny. 

We,  as  a  people,  are  more  comforta- 
ble dealing  with  democratic  govern- 
ments than  with  authoritarian  re- 
gimes—our common  interests  are  better 
understood.  A  foreign  poUcy  that  sup- 
ports democracy  is  consistent  with  our 
values  and  capable  of  garnering  broad, 
enduring  public  and  Congressional 
support. 

Just  a  few  years  ago,  many  in  this 
country  would  have  thought  a  scenario 
of  democracy  sweeping  Latin  America 
with  the  full  backing  of  the  U.S. 
Government  a  pipedream.  Even  today, 
after  all  that  has  happened,  skeptics  re- 
main. It  has  been  difficult  for  us,  as  a 
nation,  to  discern  what  was  taking  place 
in  the  hemisphere.  And  the  policy  con- 
sensus lagged,  first  in  recognizing  what 
was  happening  and  second  in  supporting 
initiatives  aimed  at  reinforcing  the 
democratic  trend. 

After  years  of  controversy,  the 
United  States  is  establishing  credibihty 
on  this  issue— in  the  hemisphere  and  at 
home.  The  Carter  Administration 
deserves  credit  for  increased  emphasis 
on  individual  human  rights.  Under 
President  Reagan,  the  effort  has 
evolved.  Active  support  for  democracy 
was  the  keynote  of  President  Reagan's 
address  to  the  British  Parliament  in 
June  1982.  The  record  of  our  relations 
with  Argentina,  Bohvia,  El  Salvador, 
Guatemala,  Honduras,  Peru,  Uruguay, 
and  most  recently  Haiti  is  clear.  We 
seek  democracy  and  not  a  return  to  dic- 
tatorship anywhere  in  Latin  America. 
This  policy  applies  with  equal  force  to 
Nicaragua. 

The  trend  toward  democracy  in 
Latin  America  gives  hope  for  achieving 
a  consensus  on  what  to  do  about 
Nicaragua.  I  think  no  one  would  quarrel 
with  the  fact  that  a  democratic 
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ficaragua  would  be  in  the  best  interests 
f  the  Nicaraguan  people,  Nicaragua's 
eighbors,  and  the  United  States.  Only 
;uba,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  their 
Jicaraguan  communist  proteges  would 
-e  disappointed. 

Competing  Perceptions  of  Reality 

)espite  increasing  agreement  on  the  im- 
(ortance  of  democracy  to  Nicaragua,  we 
itill  are  having  trouble  agreeing  on  how 
0  get  from  here  to  there  and  whether 
t  is  even  possible  to  do  so.  Why?  I  be- 
ieve  it  has  to  do  with  perceptions. 

Definition  of  the  facts  and  of  poUcy 
s  important,  because  effective,  consist- 
ent foreign  policy  requires  a  measure  of 
consensus  among  the  public  and  be- 
;ween  the  Congress  and  the  Executive, 
rhe  President  is  responsible  for  the  con- 
duct of  foreign  policy,  but  he  needs 
resources.  To  get  those  resources  and  to 
know  that  they  will  be  there  over  a 
period  of  years,  he  must  have  the  ap- 
proval of  a  majority  of  both  Houses  of 
Congress.  And  Members  of  Congress 
who  must  vote  to  grant  or  deny  that  ap- 
proval are  very  interested  in  what  their 
constituents  think. 

Perceptions  of  what  is  happening 
abroad,  of  U.S.  interests,  and  of  the  na- 
ture of  our  policies  affect  the  prospects 
for  achieving  the  consensus  needed  to 
provide  those  resources.  As  you  have 
read  in  the  "Great  Decisions"  publica- 
tion prepared  for  this  meeting,  a  range 
of  individuals  and  organizations  become 
involved  in  building  the  consensus. 
Each,  according  to  its  own  perspective, 
tends  to  assert  a  version  of  the  facts 
and  to  interpret  events  in  order  to 
influence  policy. 

Decisionmakers,  legislators,  citizens, 
and  kibitzers  are  inundated  with  infor- 
mation and  analysis.  The  President 
receives  reports  from  resident  diplomat- 
ic missions,  the  intelligence  community, 
key  advisers,  and  foreign  leaders.  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  their  staffs  travel 
frequently  to  the  region  and  receive 
visitors  from  Central  America  with 
great  frequency.  The  press  and  count- 
less private  organizations  and  individ- 
uals augment  these  official  contacts. 

And  through  the  cacophony-of  alle- 
gations, investigative  journalism,  aca- 
demic research.  State  Department 
reports,  fact-finding  missions,  Soviet- 
style  disinformation  campaigns,  expert 
testimony,  intelligence  briefings,  revela- 
tions by  exiles  and  defectors,  and  views 
of  foreign  diplomats  and  international 
bodies— there  emerges  a  picture  of  what 
is  happening. 


Because  we  have  a  free  market  of 
information  and  ideas,  sometimes  the 
picture  challenges  interpretation.  Some 
sources  of  "information"  vdsh  to  de- 
ceive. Some  are  misled.  Many  emphasize 
"facts"  which  support  prior  opinion.  It 
is  a  fundamental  tenet  of  our  free  so- 
ciety that  no  one  has  a  monopoly  on  the 
truth  and  that  allowing  the  free  flow  of 
ideas  vdll  improve  the  quality  of  deci- 
sionmaking. However,  the  wide  range  of 
interpretations  given  to  events— and,  in- 
deed, the  differences  about  what  the 
facts  are— places  a  real  burden  on  the 
citizen  and  on  those  in  government, 
elected  and  appointed,  who  have  ac- 
cepted the  responsibility  of  trying  to 
represent  and  carry  out  the  public 
interest. 

How  well  is  the  marketplace  of  ideas 
working  in  Central  America?  Does  our 
policy  protect  our  interests?  Does  it 
reflect  our  values?  And  can  it  be  sus- 
tained? Let  me  review  the  facts  that  are 
discernible  from  my  perspective. 

Foundations  for  a  New  Consensus 

The  basic  starting  point  for  developing  a 
new  consensus  is  the  reality  of  Central 
America's  importance  to  the  United 
States.  As  the  National  Bipartisan  Com- 
mission on  Central  America  succinctly 
concluded:  "Central  America  engages 
our  strategic  and  moral  interests." 

Central  America  engages  our  stra- 
tegic interests  because  it  is  close  and 
because  it  is  the  object  of  Soviet/Cuban 
strategic  designs.  If  those  designs  were 
to  become  the  reality  of  a  Soviet  base, 
the  strategic  interests  of  the  United 
States  would  require  us  to  redeploy  our 
forces  to  protect  our  southern  flank  and 
vital  Caribbean  sealanes.  In  addition, 
the  inability  of  the  United  States  to 
help  our  Central  American  neighbors 
avoid  the  consolidation  of  a  Soviet- 
aligned  state  in  their  midst,  so  close  to 
our  own  borders,  would  demonstrate  a 
national  weakness  and  lack  of  resolve 
that  would  encourage  our  adversaries 
and  undermine  the  confidence  of  more 
distant  allies. 

Central  America  engages  our  moral 
interests  because  its  people  are  our 
neighbors.  They  have  suffered  a  history 
of  political  instability,  social  and  eco- 
nomic inequities,  and  poverty.  That  his- 
tory includes  episodes  of  intense  U.S. 
involvement  interspersed  with  periods 
of  U.S.  neglect.  Yet,  Central  Americans 
identify  overwhelmingly  with  Western 
values.  They  have  demonstrated  re- 
peatedly in  recent  years  with  impressive 
turnouts  at  the  polls  that  they  want 


freedom  and  reject  tyranny.  It  would  be 
tragic  to  abandon  them  to  totalitar- 
ians-of  the  right  or  of  the  left-who 
would  impose  their  will  upon  them. 

A  second  reality-less  widely  per- 
ceived but  a  reality,  nonetheless-is  that 
we  finally  have  a  broad  stratiegy  to  ad- 
vance our  interests.  The  Bipartisan 
Commission  made  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  it  by  articulating  three  major 
elements: 

Support  for  democratic  self- 
determination,  so  that  governments 
will  be  responsive  to  the  informed  and 
freely  expressed  will  of  the  people  and 
will  be  concerned  for  the  protection  of 
their  rights  and  for  their  welfare; 

Support  for  equitable  economic 
and  social  development,  so  that  the 
human  resources  of  the  region  can  be 
developed  to  their  full  potential  and  op- 
portunities for  a  brighter  future  can  be 
sustained  without  permanent  depend- 
ence on  outside  assistance;  and 

Cooperation  in  meeting  threats  to 
the  region's  security,  so  that  reforms 
and  development  efforts  will  not  be  de- 
stroyed by  extremist  violence  and  so 
that  nations  threatened  by  externally 
supported  subversion  can  negotiate  from 
strength  for  a  secure  peace  and  internal 
reconciliation. 

An  important  aspect  of  this  strategy 
is  the  recognition  that  the  political,  eco- 
nomic, social,  and  security  dimensions  of 
the  situation  are  dynamic  and  inter- 
twined. We  have  discarded  the  notion 
that  economic  progress  engenders  social 
progress  which,  in  turn,  fosters  political 
evolution.  We  have  learned  that  if  you 
focus  on  only  one  dimension  of  the 
problem  at  a  time,  the  dynamics  of  the 
other  dimensions  will  undo  whatever 
gains  you  make. 

It  requires  a  sophisticated  policy  to 
address  simultaneously  the  range  of  po- 
litical, economic,  social,  and  security  con- 
cerns within  each  nation  and  within  the 
region.  It  means  we  can't  deal  with 
diverse  and  complex  situations  with 
single-issue  politics.  We  cannot  have  a 
policy  that  looks  only  at  the  military 
situation,  or  only  human  rights,  or  only 
economic  development,  or  only  the  East- 
West  dimension.  But  no  effective  policy 
can  disregard  any  of  these  issues. 

A  consensus  has  begun  to  develop,  I 
believe,  around  these  facts  and  around 
the  approach  recommended  by  the 
Bipartisan  Commission.  It  is  found  in 
the  President's  acceptance  of  the  Com- 
mission's recommendations,  in  the  sub- 
stantially increased  foreign  assistance 
appropriations  for  Central  America,  and 
in  the  enactment  into  law  by  the  U.S. 


August  1986 


89 


WESTERN  HEMISPHERE 


Congress  of  all  the  new  authorities 
needed  to  implement  the  Commission's 
proposals. 

The  activities  energized  by  this  con- 
sensus include  greatly  increased  eco- 
nomic assistance,  the  trade  incentives  of 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative,  security 
assistance  within  a  framework  of 
respect  for  human  rights,  and  new  in- 
itiatives in  cooperating  to  strengthen 
the  fundamental  underpinnings  of 
democracy,  such  as  improved  adminis- 
tration of  justice. 

This  emerging  consensus  is  also 
reflected  indirectly  in  the  diminished  at- 
tention to  Central  America  as  a  subject 
for  front-page  news  coverage,  except  for 
the  ongoing  debate  over  how  to  respond 
to  a  hostile  regime  in  Nicaragua  that  is 
aligned  with  Cuba  and  the  Soviet  Union. 
Progress  in  the  consohdation  of  democ- 
racy, as  exemplified  by  the  elections  and 
inaugiirations  mentioned  above,  is  still 
newsworthy.  The  emergence  of  the  new 
consensus  means  that  most  people  now 
agree  that  this  sort  of  democratic 
progress  is  good-which  ironically  also 
means  that  it  now  lacks  the  elements  of 
controversy  and  novelty  that  would 
qualify  it  as  headline  news. 

There  are,  of  course,  still  some  who 
deny  that  positive,  worthwhile  change  is 
occurring  in  El  Salvador,  Honduras,  or 
Guatemala  or  who  assert  that  the 
United  States  is  supporting  repressive 
oligarchies  in  those  countries  and  is  so 
obsessed  with  anticommunism  that  it 
focuses  only  on  military  solutions. 
It  is  more  widely  recognized, 
however,  that  democratic  leaders  in 
those  countries  are  beginning  to  succeed 
in  addressing  political,  social,  and  eco- 
nomic needs  and  that  the  support  and 
assistance  of  the  United  States  have 
been  instrumental  to  their  success. 
There  is  even  tolerance  within  the 
American  public  and  Congress  for  the 
notion  that  setbacks  will  occur,  that 
progress  will  not  always  mean  a  straight 
line  progression  of  successes,  and  that 
the  Central  Americans  are  engaged  in  a 
long-term  process. 

Recognition  that  democracy  in  Latin 
America  is  not  impossible  is  contribut- 
ing to  a  more  balanced  understanding  of 
the  nature  and  intentions  of  the  com- 
munist government  in  Nicaragua.  It  is 
now  widely  recognized  that  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  has  fundamentally 
different  objectives  than  those  we  see 
being  pursued  in  the  rest  of  Central 
America.  The  Sandinistas  have  imposed 
a  new  dictatorship,  forcing  many 
democratic  opponents  of  Somoza,  who 
had  joined  in  the  1979  revolution,  first 


to  leave  the  government,  then  to  leave 
the  country,  and  finally  to  go  into  open, 
armed  opposition. 

What  We  Ask  of  Nicaragua 

Based  upon  the  reahties  I  have  just 
described,  U.S.  policy  seeks  to  change 
Nicaragua's  policies  and  behavior  in  four 
basic  areas  of  concern. 

•  The  Sandinistas  have  aligned 
themselves  to  Cuba  and  its  patron,  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  several  thousand 
Cuban  military  advisers  in  Nicaragua 
are  increasingly  evident  in  combat  roles. 
Daniel  Ortega's  ninth  trip  to  Moscow 
last  May  was  widely  noticed  in  the 
United  States,  including  by  some  who 
claimed  to  be  surprised.  His  two  trips 
to  Havana  this  year  attracted  little  no- 
tice. We  expect  Ortega  to  visit  Havana 
and  are  no  longer  surprised  when  he 
does  so. 

Responding  to  these  facts,  we  want 
Nicaragua  to  sever  its  unnecessary  and 
dangerous  military  ties  to  Cuba  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

•  The  Sandinistas  support  a  network 
of  subversion  and  terrorism  operating 
against  the  Latin  democracies.  The 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador  maintain  com- 
mand and  control  and  communications 
operations  near  Managua  and  continue 
to  rely  on  logistics  support  from 
Nicaragua.  Communications  with  the 
kidnapers  of  President  Duarte's  daugh- 
ter were  channeled  through  Managua. 
Some  of  the  weapons  used  by  M-19  ter- 
rorists to  murder  members  of  the 
Colombian  Supreme  Court  came  from 
Nicaragua. 

Responding  to  these  facts,  we  want 
Nicaragua  to  desist  from  any  further 
support  for  such  subversion  and 
terrorism. 

•  The  Sandinistas  have  developed  a 
large  and  heavily  armed  military  force, 
wholly  disproportionate  to  Central 
American  dimensions,  including  the 
Cuban-piloted  modern  Soviet  attack 
helicopters.  Nicaragua's  neighbors— 
especially  Costa  Rica,  which  has  not  had 
an  army  since  1949-understandably 
consider  this  threatening. 

Responding  to  these  facts,  we  want 
Nicaragua  to  return  to  a  balanced,  non- 
threatening  level  of  forces. 

•  And  the  Sandinistas  have  engaged 
in  increasingly  severe  repression  of  the 
voices  of  dissent— in  the  church,  the 
labor  movement,  political  parties,  the 
business  community,  and  the  press. 
They  seek  consolidation  of  a  system  of 
party  control  and  are  determined  to 
crush  their  opposition. 


Responding  to  these  facts,  we  want 
Nicaragua  to  engage  in  a  process  of  in- 
ternal reconciliation  and  move  to 
democracy. 

This  analysis  of  the  problems  caused 
by  the  communist  Government  of 
Nicaragua,  for  us  and  for  Central 
Americans,  is  not  controversial.  Con- 
gress has  enacted  laws  and  issued 
reports  containing  findings  of  fact  that 
track  very  closely  with  this  description 
of  Sandinista  policies  and  practice  and 
has  voiced  support  for  the  changes  we 
seek. 

There  is  less  agreement  on  how  to 
achieve  these  goals  in  practice.  The  crit- 
ical argument  is  over  how  the  United 
States  should  go  about  changing 
Nicaraguan  behavior.  Some  suggest  that 
our  policy  should  be  defensive.  That  is, 
we  should  concentrate  only  on  helping 
Nicaragua's  neighbors  defend  them- 
selves against  Sandinista  subversion  and 
not  be  concerned  with  Nicaragua's  mili- 
tary estabhshment,  the  Sandinistas' 
Soviet-bloc  ties,  or  their  internal  prac- 
tices. Others  accept  the  legitimacy  of 
these  concerns  but  assert  that  they  can 
be  mitigated  by  a  treaty  in  a  form  satis- 
factory to  the  Sandinistas,  who  would 
thereby  be  constrained  in  their 
behavior. 

This  argument  overlooks  the  fact 
that  the  Sandinistas  have  shown  that 
they  do  not  want  to  be  constrained. 
They  have  embraced  the  Contadora 
process  \yhen  it  served  their  tactical  in- 
terests and  have  rebuffed  it  when  it  did 
not.  As  the  negotiations  have  become 
more  precise  and  have  appeared  to  be 
moving  toward  assuring  a  comprehen- 
sive treaty  that  would  place  effective 
constraints  on  their  behavior,  the 
Sandinistas  have  consistently  dragged 
their  heels  or  attempted  to  introduce  ex- 
traneous arguments.  This  leads  some  to 
argue  that  the  departure  of  the 
Sandinistas  is  necessary. 

Reconciliation  Among  Nicaraguans: 
The  Key  to  Peace 

Can  we  reach  a  consensus  on  remedies 
to  match  the  consensus  on  the  diagno- 
sis? One  place  to  begin  might  be  to 
acknowledge  the  need  for  a  vigorous 
diplomatic  effort  to  bridge  the  differ- 
ences between  Nicaragua  and  its  neigh- 
bors on  the  four  issues  that  have 
become  central  to  the  debate:  democrati- 
zation and  internal  reconciliation,  non- 
intervention, outside  military  presence, 
and  arms  hmitations.  The  Contadora 
process  covers  all  of  these  issues.  The 


90 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


TREATIES 


Contadora  Document  of  Objectives  ad- 
dresses each  of  them  explicitly. 

National  reconciliation  based  on 
democratic  principles  is  one  of  the  key 
points  in  the  original  1983  Contadora 
Document  of  Objectives,  and  it  was  re- 
emphasized  in  the  Statement  of 
Caraballeda  issued  in  Venezuela  by  the 
Contadora  and  Contadora  support  group 
nations  on  January  12,  1986.  Yet  the 
Sandinistas  have  systematically  rejected 
internal  dialogue  on  this  basis,  whether 
in  the  form  of  competitive  elections  or 
even  in  the  more  face-saving  forum 
offered  them  by  the  Roman  Catholic 
bishops.  Sandinista  intransigence  on  this 
issue,  evident  most  recently  in  a  meet- 
ing of  Contadora  foreign  ministers  in 
early  April,  is  a  serious  obstacle  to 
diplomatic  progress. 

Without  internal  reconciliation  in 
Nicaragua,  Contadora  cannot  work.  The 
victims  of  Sandinista  oppression  will 
continue  their  struggle,  and  their  nuni- 
bers  will  continue  to  grow.  Nicaragua's 
neighbors  will  remain  concerned  that 
without  a  free  press,  fair  elections,  and 
an  informed  electorate  in  Nicaragua,  the 
Sandinistas  will  remain  free  to  resume 
external  subversion  whenever  opportuni- 
ties arise. 

Within  the  executive  branch  we 
have  concluded  that  if  Nicaragua  is  to 
change  the  policies  and  behavior  that 
threaten  regional  security,  it  will  do  so 
only  because  it  feels  it  has  no  better 
alternative,  that  the  pressure  is  just  too 
great.  The  Sandinistas  will  realize  that 
Nicaragua  cannot  become  another  Cuba 
only  under  the  combined  impact  of  diplo- 
matic, economic,  and  political  pressure 
from  the  international  community,  and 
the  political  demands  of  the  Nicaraguan 
people  given  force  by  the  military  pres- 
sure of  a  united  Nicaraguan  opposition. 

If  this  were  to  happen,  diplomacy 
would  have  a  chance.  Without  the  pres- 
sure, the  conflict  will  continue  without 
much  hope  of  a  peaceful  resolution.  The 
Sandinistas  may  ultimately  fail  in  ex- 
tending the  Cuban  model  to  the  main- 
land. But  they  have  a  lot  of  help  from 
the  Soviet  bloc;  and,  for  as  long  as  they 
try,  they  will  pose  a  constant  threat  to 
Central  America  and  an  impediment  to 
'      the  stabihty  and  economic  recovery  that 
[      are  needed  to  help  sustain  these  fragile 
I      democracies.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
I      Sandinistas  were  to  succeed,  the  Soviet 
Union  would  be  in  a  position  of  major 
influence  in  the  region  between  Mexico 
and  the  Panama  Canal. 


The  U.S.  Role 

This  challenge  to  the  safety  and 
prosperity  of  Central  America  and  ulti- 
mately of  the  United  States  can  be  met 
without  U.S.  forces  if  we  act  in  time  to 
support  those  Latin  Americans  who 
support  democracy. 

The  President  has  proposed  further 
assistance  to  the  Nicaraguan  democratic 
resistance.  The  Senate  has  agreed,  but 
the  House  remains  engaged  in  proce- 
dural maneuvering.  As  the  legislative 
process  has  intensified,  the  Sandinistas 
and  their  Soviet-bloc  patrons,  as  should 
be  expected,  have  mounted  new  efforts 
to  refurbish  their  tarnished  image  and 
to  vilify  their  opponents.  Citizens,  legis- 
lators, bureaucrats,  and  senior  govern- 
ment officials  are  all  challenged  to  know 
what  is  true  and  what  is  significant  in 
all  the  noise. 

As  we  carry  out  this  debate,  we 
must  all  be  concerned  with  the  notori- 
ously short  attention  span  of  our  own 
poUtical  system  and  our  preoccupation 
with  the  need  to  reduce  the  budget 
deficit.  Both  pose  a  threat  to  continued 
progress  in  Central  America.  Our 
support-and  I  am  talking  about  our 
moral  and  political  support  quite  as 
much  as  economic  and  security  assist- 
ance—cannot be  allowed  to  diminish 
before  the  fragile  new  democratic  insti- 
tutions in  the  region  have  taken  firm 
root. 

Already,  economic  assistance  levels 
to  Central  America,  while  substantially 
increased  from  previous  years,  are 
several  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
behind  the  levels  recommended  by  the 
Bipartisan  Commission.  It  remains  to  be 
seen  whether  the  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  Deficit  Reduction  Act  or  the 
emergence  of  some  new  crisis  elsewhere 
in  the  world  will  undermine  the  consen- 
sus and  divert  our  attention  pre- 
maturely. 

We  have  been  making  progress 
toward  a  consensus  on  the  importance  of 
supporting  democracy,  growth,  and 
justice  in  our  immediate  neighborhood, 
but  we  have  not  decided  whether  we 
will  help  those  fighting  for  freedom  in 
Nicaragua  against  communist  forces  who 
take  a  long  view  of  history.  I  believe 
that  a  prompt  and  affirmative  decision 
on  this  issue  is  necessary  to  the  totality 
of  our  objectives  in  Central  America. 

We  have  forged  the  fundamental  ele- 
ments of  a  policy  based  on  the  realities 
and  aspirations  of  the  hemisphere.  That 
policy  is  coherent  and  comprehensive 
and  offers  the  genuine  prospect  of  help- 
ing Central  America  to  realize  the 


promise  of  the  New  World.  I  hope  that 
the  domestic  debate  over  specific  issues 
and  tactics  will  not  cause  us  to  lose 
sight  of  these  objectives  and  that  the 
result  will  be  a  stronger  consensus  that 
will  sustain  our  efforts  to  protect  impor- 
tant national  interests  and  achieve  goals 
of  which  Americans  can  be  justly 
proud.  ■ 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

International  Monetary  Fund 

Articles  of  agreement  of  the  international 
monetary  fund,  formulated  at  Bretton  Woods 
Conference  July  1-22,  1944.  Entered  into 
force  Dec.  27,  1945.  TIAS  1501. 
Signatures  and  acceptances  deposited: 
Kiribati,  June  3,  1986;  Poland,  June  12,  1986. 

Nuclear  Weapons— Nonproliferation 

Treaty  on  the  nonproliferation  of  nuclear 
weapons.  Done  at  Washington,  London,  and 
Moscow  July  1,  1968.  Entered  into  force  Mar. 
5,  1970.  TIAS  6839. 
Ratification  deposited:  Yemen  (Sanaa),  May 

14,  1986. 

Sugar 

International  sugar  agreement,  1984,  with  an- 
nexes. Done  at  Geneva  July  5,  1984.  Entered 
into  force  provisionally  Jan.  1,  1985;  defini- 
tively Apr.  4,  1985.1 
Ratification  deposited:  Colombia,  May  20, 

1986;  Egypt,  May  29,  1986. 

Timber 

International  tropical  timber  agreement, 
1983,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva  Nov.  18, 
1983.  Entered  into  force  provisionally  Apr.  1, 
1985;  for  the  U.S.  Apr.  26,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  Canada,  May  21,  1986 
Ratification  deposited:  Spain,  Apr.  1,  1986. 

BILATERAL 

African  Development  Bank 

Cooperation  agreement.  Signed  at  New  York 
May  29,  1986.  Entered  into  force  May  29, 
1986. 

Argentina 

Agreement  regarding  the  consolidation  and 
rescheduling  of  certain  debts  owed  to, 
guaranteed  by,  or  insured  by  the  U.S. 
Government  and  its  agencies,  with  annexes. 
Signed  at  Buenos  Aires  Apr.  8,  1986.  En- 
tered into  force  May  19,  1986. 


August  1986 
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Canada 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  relating 
to  the  continued  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  torpedo  test  range  in  the  Strait  of 
Georgia  and  to  authorize  the  installation  and 
utilization  of  an  advanced  underwater  acous- 
tic measurement  system  in  Jervis  Inlet 
(TIAS  8386).  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes 
at  Ottawa  and  Washington  June  3  and  17, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  June  17,  1986. 

Costa  Rica 

Agreement  for  the  exchange  of  information 
with  respect  to  taxes,  with  exchange  of 
notes.  Signed  at  San  Jose  May  5,  1986. 
Enters  into  force  upon  an  exchange  of  notes 
confirming  that  both  sides  have  met  all  con- 
stitutional and  statutory  requirements  neces- 
sary to  effectuate  the  agreement. 

European  Communities 

Agreement  concerning  exports  of  steel  pipes 
and  tubes,  with  appendix,  exchange  of  let- 
ters, and  related  letters.  Effected  by  ex- 
change of  letters  at  Brussels  and  Washington 
Jan.  10,  1985.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  10, 
1985;  effective  Oct.  1,  1984. 

Complementary  arrangement  to  the  arrange- 
ment of  Oct.  21,  1982,  concerning  trade  in 
certain  steel  products,  with  appendix.  Ef- 
fected by  exchange  of  letters  at  Brussels  and 
Washington  Aug.  9,  1985.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  9,  1985. 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  the 
agreement  of  Jan.  10,  1985,  concerning  ex- 
ports of  steel  pipes  and  tubes.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  letters  at  Brussels  and  Washing- 
ton Dec.  11,  1985.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  11 
1985. 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  the  ar- 
rangement of  Oct.  21,  1982,  concerning  trade 
in  certain  steel  products,  with  appendices  and 
agreed  minutes.  Effected  by  exchange  of  let- 
ters at  Brussels  and  Washington  Dec.  11, 

1985.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  11,  1985;  effec- 
tive Jan.  1,  1986. 

Indonesia 

Agreement  amending  the  air  transport  agree- 
ment of  Jan.  15,  1986  (TIAS  6441).  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Denpasar  May  2, 

1986.  Entered  into  force  May  2,  1986. 

Jamaica 

Agreement  concerning  the  administration  of 
income  tax  in  Jamaica  affecting  Jamaican 
citizens  who  are  employees  of  the  U.S. 
Government  and  subject  to  Jamaican  income 
tax.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  King- 
ston Apr.  3  and  May  1,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  May  1,  1986. 

Nepal 

Agreement  relating  to  trade  in  cotton  tex- 
tiles, with  annexes.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Kathmandu  May  30  and  June  1, 


1986.  Entered  into  force  June  1,  1986;  effec- 
tive for  some  categories  Oct.  1,  1985;  Jan.  1, 
1986  for  others. 

Netherlands 

Convention  regarding  consuls  in  the  colonies 

of  the  Netherlands.  Signed  at  The  Hague 

Jan.  22,  1855.  Entered  into  force  May  25 

1855.  TS  253. 

Terminated:  May  25,  1986;  effective  May  25, 

1987. 

Niger 

Agreement  regarding  the  consolidation  and 
rescheduling  of  certain  debts  owed  to, 
guaranteed  by,  or  insured  by  the  U.S. 
Government  and  its  agencies,  vdth  annexes. 
Signed  at  Niamey  Apr.  11,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  May  19,  1986. 

Peru 

Cooperative  arrangement  for  the  production 
of  topographic  maps  of  Peru.  Signed  at 
Washington  and  Lima  Apr.  25  and  May  22, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  May  22,  1986. 

Philippines 

Agreement  on  procedures  for  mutual  legal  as- 
sistance, with  related  letter.  Signed  at  Manila 
June  11,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June  11 
1986. 

Sierra  Leone 

Agreement  for  sale  of  agricultural  commodi- 
ties. Signed  at  Freetown  May  5,  1986.  En- 
tered into  force  May  5,  1986. 

Singapore 

Agreement  relating  to  trade  in  cotton,  wool, 
and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  textile 
products,  with  annexes.  Effected  by  ex- 
change of  notes  at  Singapore  May  30  and 
June  5,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June  5,  1986; 
effective  Jan.  1,  1986. 

Spain 

Memorandum  of  understanding  for  coopera- 
tion in  energy  research  and  development. 
Signed  at  Washington  June  6,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  June  6,  1986. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  for  coopera- 
tion in  energy  research  and  development 
[coal  gasification  and  geothermal  energy  tech- 
nologies]. Signed  at  Washington  June  6,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  June  6,  1986. 

United  Kingdom 

Arrangement  extending  the  arrangement  of 
May  15,  1981  (TIAS  10152),  for  the  exchange 
of  technical  information  and  cooperation  in 
nuclear  safety  matters.  Signed  at  London 
Apr.  7,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  7,  1986. 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  July 
26,  1984,  as  extended,  concerning,  the  Cay- 
man Islands  and  narcotics  activities.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Washington  May  28, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  May  28,  1986. 
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Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 


No.  Date 

121      6/2 


122  6/2 

123  6/2 

124  6/4 
*125  6/5 


126  6/11 

*127  6/11 

128  6/13 

*129  6/13 

130  6/13 

*131  6/17 


*132      6/17 


^In  force  provisionally  for  the  U.S.I 


Subject 

Shultz:  news  conference 
following  NATO 
ministerial  meeting, 
Halifax,  Nova  Scotia, 
May  30. 
Shultz:  interview  on 
NBC-TV's  "Meet  the 
Press,"  June  1. 
Shultz:  remarks  and 
question-and-answer 
session.  Conference 
on  South  Africa  for 
American  Religious 
Leaders. 
Shultz:  address  and 
question-and-answer 
session.  Foreign  Poli- 
cy Association. 
Shultz:  address  and 
question-and-answer 
session,  Atlantic  In- 
stitute for  Interna- 
tional Affairs  and 
Atlantic  Council, 
June  4. 
Foreign  Relations  of 
the  United  States, 
1952-1954,  Volume 
IX,  the  Near  and 
Middle  East, 
released. 
Shultz:  address  and 
question-and-answer 
session.  Economic 
Club  of  New  York, 
June  10. 
Shultz:  interview  on 

USIA's  "Worldnet." 
Program  for  the  state 
visit  of  President  Ju- 
lio Maria  Sanguinetti 
of  the  Oriental 
Republic  of  Uruguay, 
June  16-20. 
Shultz:  remarks  and 
question-and-answer 
session.  National  For- 
eign Policy  Confer- 
ence for  Young 
Political  Leaders. 
Shultz:  remarks  and 
question-and-answer 
session.  Foreign  Poli- 
cy Conference  for  Na- 
tional Minority  and 
Women's  Organiza- 
tions, June  16. 
Shultz:  remarks  upon 
receiving  an  honorary 
degree  of  Doctor  of 
Law  at  Northwestern 
University,  Evanston, 
Illinois,  June  14. 
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*133  6/24 

134  6/24 

*135  6/24 

*136  6/25 

*137  6/25 

*138  6/27 

*139      6/30 

*140      6/30 

141      6/30 
i       142      6/30 

143  6/30 

144  6/30 

145  6/30 


Subject 

Shultz:  arrival  state- 
ment, Singapore, 
June  23. 
Shultz:  news  conference 
upon  departure, 
Singapore. 
Shultz:  arrival  state- 
ment, Manila. 
Shultz:  interview  on 
Brunei  Television, 
Bandar  Seri  Bega- 
wan,  June  24. 
Shultz:  departure  state- 
ment, Bandar  Seri 
Begawan,  June  24. 
Vernon  D.  Penner,  Jr., 
sworn  in  as  Ambas- 
sador to  the  Republic 
of  Cape  Verde  (bio- 
graphic data). 
John  D.  Blacken  sworn 
in  as  Ambassador  to 
the  Republic  of 
Guinea-Bissau  (bio- 
graphic data). 
Armacost:  address  and 
question-and-answer 
session  before  the 
National  Foreign 
Policy  Conference  for 
Educators,  June  26. 
Shultz:  statement  at 
ASEAN  open  dia- 
logue, Manila, 
June  26. 
Shultz/Lange:  conclud- 
ing remarks  at 
bilateral  meeting, 
Manila,  June  27. 
Shultz/ASEAN  delega- 
tion heads:  joint  news 
conference  following 
the  ASEAN  post- 
ministerial  confer- 
ence, Manila,  June  27. 
Shultz:  arrival  state- 
ment, Babelthuap, 
Palau,  June  28. 
Shultz:  news  conference, 
Manila,  June  25. 


*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 
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Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available  from 
the  Correspondence  Management  Division, 
Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

Secretary  Shultz 

The  Church  as  a  Force  for  Peaceful  Change 
in  South  Africa,  Conference  on  South  Afri- 
ca for  American  Religious  Leaders,  June  2, 
1986  (Current  Policy  #841). 

Reform  in  the  Philippines  and  American  In- 
terests: The  U.S.  Role  in  Consolidating 
Democracy,  Foreign  Policy  Assoc,  New 
York  City,  June  4,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#842). 

No  Delay  for  Democracy,  National  Foreign 
Policy  Conference  for  Young  Political 
Leaders,  June  13,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#846). 

Africa 

Misconceptions  About  U.S.  Policy  Toward 
South  Africa,  June  1986  (Public  Informa- 
tion Series). 

Special  Working  Group  on  South  and 
Southern  Africa,  June  1986  (Public  Infor- 
mation Series). 

Arms  Control 

U.S.  Policy  on  Arms  Control:  Purpose, 
Prospects,  and  Process,  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Holmes,  Council  on  Foreign  Relations, 
New  York  City  (Current  Policy  #843). 

SDI,  Arms  Control,  and  Stability:  Toward  a 
New  Synthesis,  Ambassador  Nitze,  Time 
magazine  conference  on  SDI,  June  3,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #845). 

U.S.  Interim  Restraint  Policy:  Responding  to 
Soviet  Arms  Control  Violations,  May  27, 
1986  (Special  Report  #147). 


Environment 

U.S.  Policy  on  Acid  Rain,  June  1986  (Public 
Information  Series). 

Europe 

U.S.-Yugoslav  Relations,  Under  Secretary 
Armacost,  U.S.-Yugoslav  Economic  Coun- 
cil, Cavtat,  Yugoslavia,  June  2,  1986  (Cur- 
rent Policy  #848). 

Northern  Ireland  (GIST,  June  1986). 

Law  of  the  Sea  (GIST,  June  1986). 

Terrorism 

International  Terrorism  (GIST,  June  1986). 

International  Terrorism:  U.S.  Policy  on  Tak- 
ing Americans  Hostage,  June  1986  (Public 
Information  Series). 

United  Nations 

Continent  at  the  Crossroads:  An  Agenda  for 
African  Development,  Secretary  Shultz, 
UN  General  Assembly  Special  Session  on 
the  Critical  Economic  Situation  in  Africa, 
New  York  City,  May  28,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #839). 

Latin  America's  Economic  Challenge:  The 
Democratic  Response,  Assistant  Secretary 
Keyes,  21st  plenary  of  the  Economic  Com- 
mission for  Latin  America,  Mexico  City, 
Apr.  23,  1986  (Current  Policy  #840). 

UN  Genocide  Convention  (GIST,  June  1986). 

Western  Hemisphere 

A  Democratic  Vision  of  Security,  Assistant 
Secretary  Abrams,  Inter-American 
Defense  College,  June  13,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #844).  ■ 


Foreign  Relations  Volume  Released 


The  Department  of  State  on  June  11, 
1986,  released  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States,  1952-1954,  Volume  IX, 
The  Near  and  Middle  East,  Parts  1  and 
2.  This  volume  contains  documents  on 
U.S.  policy  toward  the  Middle  East 
during  the  last  year  of  the  Truman 
Administration  and  the  first  years  of  the 
Eisenhower-Dulles  period. 

In  a  policy  designed  to  counter  pos- 
sible long-term  Soviet  aggression,  the 
United  States  in  1953  embraced  a 
"northern  tier"  strategy,  including  Tur- 
key, Iraq,  Iran,  and  Pakistan,  which  laid 
the  foundations  for  the  Baghdad  Pact 
Gater,  the  Central  Treaty  Organization). 


The  policy  resulted  from  Secretary  of 
State  John  Foster  Dulles'  efforts  at 
intense  personal  diplomacy  in  the  region 
and  from  the  failure  to  gain  support  for 
an  earlier  proposal  for  a  regional 
defense  organization  centered  on  Egypt. 
The  United  States  also  perceived  insta- 
bility and  tensions  arising  from  anti- 
Western  nationalism  and  the  Arab- 
Israeli  dispute  as  threats  to  Western  in- 
terests. The  United  States  worked  ac- 
tively to  reduce  tension  between  the 
Arabs  and  the  Israelis,  especially  by 
seeking  to  ease  disputes  over  borders, 
water  rights,  and  economic  matters. 
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Elsewhere  in  the  area,  the  United 
States  also  promoted  Anglo-Egyptian 
negotiations  for  a  Suez  Canal  Base 
Agreement,  concluded  following  the 
ouster  of  the  Egyptian  monarchy,  as 
part  of  its  effort  to  protect  the  Western 
position  in  the  region.  The  United 
States  pursued  its  developing  special 
relationship  with  Saudi  Arabia,  fur- 
thered stable  oil  arrangements,  and 
encouraged  the  use  of  oil  revenues  for 
economic  development  in  both  oil- 
producing  and  transit  countries. 

Foreign  Relations,  1952-1954, 
Volume  IX,  which  comprises  over  2,600 
pages  of  previously  classified  foreign 
affairs  records,  was  prepared  in  the 
Office  of  the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  This 
authoritative  official  record  is  based 


upon  the  files  of  the  White  House,  the 
Department  of  State,  and  other  govern- 
ment agencies.  Documents  on  U.S.  pol- 
icy toward  Iran  for  1951-1954  will  be 
released  in  a  separate  and  subsequent 
volume  of  the  Foreign  Relations  series. 

Copies  of  Volume  IX  (Department  of 
State  Pubhcation  Nos.  9447  and  9448, 
GPO  Stock  No.  044-000-02115-3)  may 
be  purchased  for  $45.00  (domestic  post- 
paid) from  the  Superintendent  of  Docu- 
ments, U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.,  20402.  Checks  or 
money  orders  should  be  made  payable 
to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents. 


Press  release  126  of  June  11,  1986. 


Background  Notes 


This  series  provides  brief,  factual  summaries 
of  the  people,  history,  government,  economy, 
and  foreign  relations  of  about  170  countries 
(excluding  the  United  States)  and  of  selected 
international  organizations.  Recent  revisions 
are: 

Oman  (Jan.  (1986) 

Hungary  (Feb.  1986) 

Central  African  Republic  (Feb.  1986) 

Seychelles  (Apr.  1986) 

Costa  Rica  (May  1986) 

A  free  single  copy  of  one  of  the  above 
(and  an  index  of  the  entire  series)  may  be  ob- 
tained from  the  Correspondence  Management 
Division,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

For  about  60  Background  Notes  a  year,  a 
subscription  is  available  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S.  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C. 
20402,  for  $32.00  (domestic)  and  $40.00  (for- 
eign). Check  or  money  order,  made  payable 
to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  must 
accompany  order.  ■ 
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FEATURE 
South  Africa 


Ending  Apartheid 
in  South  Africa 


President  Reagan's  address  before 
members  of  the  World  Affairs  Council 
and  Foreign  Policy  Association 
in  the  East  Room  of  the  White  House 
on  July  22,  1986.^ 


For  more  than  a  year  now,  the  world's 
attention  has  been  focused  upon  South 
Africa— the  deepening  political  crisis 
there,  the  widening  cycle  of  violence. 
And,  today,  I'd  like  to  outline  American 
policy  toward  that  troubled  republic  and 
toward  the  region  of  which  it  is  a 
part— a  region  of  vital  importance  to  the 
West. 

The  root  cause  of  South  Africa's  dis- 
order is  apartheid— that  rigid  system  of 
racial  segregation,  wherein  black  people 
have  been  treated  as  third-class  citizens 
in  a  nation  they  helped  to  build. 

America's  view  of  apartheid  has 
been,  and  remains,  clear.  Apartheid  is 
morally  wrong  and  politically  unaccepta- 
ble. The  United  States  cannot  maintain 
cordial  relations  with  a  government 
whose  power  rests  upon  the  denial  of 
rights  to  a  majority  of  its  people  based 
on  race.  If  South  Africa  wishes  to  be- 
long to  the  family  of  Western  nations, 
an  end  to  apartheid  is  a  precondition. 
Americans,  I  believe,  are  united  in  this 
conviction.  Second,  apartheid  must  be 
dismantled.  Time  is  running  out  for  the 
moderates  of  all  races  in  South  Africa. 

But  if  we  Americans  are  agreed 
upon  the  goal,  a  free  and  multiracial 
South  Africa  associated  with  free 
nations  and  the  West,  there  is  deep  dis- 
agreement about  how  to  reach  it. 

First,  a  little  history— for  a  quarter 
century  now,  the  American  Government 
has  been  separating  itself  from  the 
South  African  Government.  In  1962, 
President  Kennedy  imposed  an  embargo 
on  military  sales.  Last  September,  I  is- 


sued an  Executive  order  further  re- 
stricting U.S.  dealings  with  the  Pretoria 
government.  For  the  past  18  months, 
the  marketplace  has  been  sending  un- 
mistakable signals  of  its  own.  U.S.  bank 
lending  to  South  Africa  has  been  vir- 
tually halted.  No  significant  new  invest- 
ment has  come  in.  Some  Western 
businessmen  have  packed  up  and  gone 
home. 

The  Call  for  Sanctions 

And  now,  we've  reached  a  critical  junc- 
ture. Many  in  Congr-ess  and  some  in  Eu- 
rope are  clamoring  for  sweeping 
sanctions  against  South  Africa.  The 
Prime  Minister  of  Gi'eat  Britain  has 
denounced  punitive  sanctions  as  "im- 
moral" and  "utterly  repugnant."  Well, 
let  me  tell  you  why  we  believe 
Mrs.  Thatcher  is  right. 

The  primary  victims  of  an  economic 
boycott  of  South  Afi-ica  would  be  the 
very  people  we  seek  to  help.  Most  of 
the  workers  who  would  lose  jobs  be- 
cause of  sanctions  would  be  black  work- 
ers. We  do  not  believe  the  way  to  help 
the  people  of  South  Africa  is  to  ci'ipple 
the  economy  upon  which  they  and  their 
families  depend  for  survival. 

Alan  Paton,  South  Africa's  great 
writer,  for  years  the  conscience  of  his 
country  has  declared  himself  emphat- 
ically: "I  am  totally  opposed  to  disinvest- 
ment," he  says.  "It  is  primarily  for  a 
moral  reason.  Those  who  will  pay  most 
grievously  for  disinvestment  will  be  the 
black  workers  of  South  Africa.  I  take 


very  seriously  the  teachings  of  the 
gospels.  In  particular,  the  parables 
about  giving  drink  to  the  thirsty  and 
food  to  the  hungi-y.  I  will  not  help  to 
cause  any  such  suffering  to  any  black 
person."  Nor  will  we. 

Looking  at  a  map,  southern  Africa  is 
a  single  economic  unit  tied  together  by 
rails  and  roads.  Zaire  and  its  southern 
mining  region  depends  upon  South  Afri- 
ca for  three-fourths  of  its  food  and 
petroleum.  More  than  half  the  electric 
power  that  drives  the  capital  of  Mozam- 
bique comes  from  South  Africa.  Over 
one-third  of  the  exports  from  Zambia 
and  65%  of  the  exports  of  Zimbabwe 
leave  the  continent  through  South 
African  ports. 

The  mines  of  South  Africa  employ 
13,000  workers  from  Swaziland,  19,000 
from  Botswana,  50,000  from  Mozam- 
bique, and  110,000  from  the  tiny,  land- 
locked country  of  Lesotho.  Shut  down 
these  productive  mines  with  sanctions, 
and  you  have  forced  black  mine  workers 
out  of  their  jobs  and  forced  their  fami- 
lies back  in  their  home  countries  into 
destitution.  I  don't  believe  the  American 
people  want  to  do  something  like  that. 
As  one  African  leader  remarked  recent- 
ly, "Southern  Africa  is  like  a  zebra.  If 
the  white  parts  are  injured,  the  black 
parts  will  die  too." 

Well,  Western  nations  have  poured 
billions  in  foreign  aid  and  investment 
loans  into  southern  Africa.  Does  it  make 
sense  to  aid  these  countries  with  one 
hand  and  with  the  other  to  smash  the 
industrial  engine  upon  which  their  fu- 
ture depends? 

Wherever  blacks  seek  e(}ual  opportu- 
nity, higher  wages,  and  better  working 
conditions,  their  strongest  allies  are  the 
American,  British,  French,  German,  and 
Dutch  businessmen  who  bring  to  South 
Africa  ideas  of  social  justice  formed  in 
their  own  countries. 

If  disinvestment  is  mandated,  these 
progressive  Western  forces  will  depart 
and  South  Afi-ican  proprietors  will  in- 
herit, at  fire  sale  prices,  their  farms  and 
factories  and  plants  and  mines.  And  how 
would  this  end  apartheid? 

Our  own  experience  teaches  us  that 
racial  progress  comes  swiftest  and  easi- 
est not  during  economic  depression  but 
in  times  of  prosperity  and  growth.  Our 
own  history  teaches  us  that  capitalism  is 
the  natural  enemy  of  such  feudal 
institutions  as  apartheid. 
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Violence  and  Change 

Nevertheless,  we  share  the  outrage 
Americans  have  come  to  feel.  Night  af- 
ter night,  week  after  week,  television 
has  brought  us  reports  of  violence  by 
South  African  security  forces,  bringing 
injury  and  death  to  peaceful  demonstra- 
tors and  innocent  bystanders.  More  re- 
cently, we  read  of  violent  attacks  by 
blacks  against  blacks.  Then,  there  is  the 
calculated  terror  by  elements  of  the 
African  National  Congress:  the  mining 
of  roads,  the  bombings  of  public  places, 
designed  to  bring  about  further 
repression— the  imposition  of  martial  law 
and  eventually  creating  the  conditions 
for  racial  war. 

The  most  common  method  of  terror 
is  the  so-called  necklace.  In  this  barbaric 
way  of  reprisal,  a  tire  is  filled  with 
kerosene  or  gasoline,  placed  around  the 
neck  of  an  alleged  "collaborator,"  and 
ignited.  The  victim  may  be  a  black 
policeman,  a  teacher,  a  soldier,  a  civil 
servant.  It  makes  no  difference.  The 
atrocity  is  designed  to  terrorize  blacks 
into  ending  all  racial  cooperation  and  to 
polarize  South  Africa  as  prelude  to  a  fi- 
nal, climactic  struggle  for  power. 

In  defending  their  society  and  peo- 
ple, the  South  African  Government  has 
a  right  and  responsibility  to  maintain 
order  in  the  face  of  terrorists.  But  by 
its  tactics,  the  government  is  only  ac- 
celerating the  descent  into  bloodletting. 
Moderates  are  being  trapped  between 
the  intimidation  of  radical  youths  and 
countergangs  of  vigilantes. 

And  the  government's  state  of  emer- 
gency next  went  beyond  the  law  of 
necessity.  It,  too,  went  outside  the  law 
by  sweeping  up  thousands  of  students, 
civic  leaders,  church  leaders,  and  labor 
leaders,  thereby  contributing  to  further 
radicalization.  Such  repressive  measures 
will  bring  South  Africa  neither  peace 
nor  security. 

It's  a  tragedy  that  most  Americans 
only  see  or  read  about  the  dead  and  in- 
jured in  South  Africa— from  terrorism, 
violence,  and  repression.  For  behind  the 
terrible  television  pictures  lies  another 
truth:  South  Africa  is  a  comple.x  and 
diverse  society  in  a  state  of  transition. 
More  and  more  South  Africans  have 
come  to  recognize  that  change  is  essen- 
tial for  survival.  The  realization  has 
come  hard  and  late;  but  the  realization 
has  finally  come  to  Pretoria  that  apart- 
heid belongs  to  the  past. 


In  recent  years,  there's  been  a  dra- 
matic change.  Black  workers  have  been 
permitted  to  unionize,  bargain  collec- 
tively, and  build  the  strongest  free 
trade  union  movement  in  all  of  Africa. 
The  infamous  pass  laws  have  been 
ended,  as  have  many  of  the  laws  denying 
blacks  the  right  to  live,  work,  and  own 
property  in  South  Africa's  cities. 
Citizenship,  wrongly  stripped  away,  has 
been  restored  to  nearly  6  million  blacks. 
Segregation  in  universities  and  public 
facilities  is  being  set  aside.  Social  apart- 
heid laws  prohibiting  interracial  sex  and 
marriage  have  been  struck  down.  It  is 
because  State  President  Botha  has 
presided  over  these  reforms  that  ex- 
tremists have  denounced  him  as  a 
traitor. 

We  must  remember,  as  the  British 
historian  Paul  Johnson  reminds  us,  that 
South  Africa  is  an  African  country  as 
well  as  a  Western  country.  And  review- 
ing the  history  of  that  continent  in  the 
quarter  century  since  independence, 
historian  Johnson  does  not  see  South 
Africa  as  a  failure:  ".  .  .only  in  South 
Africa,"  he  writes,  "have  the  real  in- 
comes of  blacks  risen  very  substantial- 
ly. ..  .  In  mining,  black  wages  have 
tripled  in  real  terms  in  the  last  dec- 
ade. .  .  .  South  Africa  is  the.  .  .  only  Afri- 
can country  to  produce  a  large  black 
middle  class.  Almost  certainly,"  he  adds, 
"there  are  now  more  black  women 
professionals  in  South  Africa  than  in  the 
whole  of  the  rest  of  Africa  put 
together." 

Despite  apartheid,  tens  of  thousands 
of  black  Africans  migrate  into  South 
Africa  from  neighboring  countries  to  es- 
cape poverty  and  take  advantage  of  the 
opportunities  in  an  economy  that  pro- 
duces nearly  a  third  of  the  income  in  all 
of  sub-Saharan  Africa. 

It's  tragic  that  in  the  current  crisis 
social  and  economic  progress  has  been 
arrested.  And,  yet,  in  contemporary 
South  Africa— before  the  state  of 
emergency— there  was  a  broad  measure 
of  freedom  of  speech,  of  the  press,  and 
of  religion  there.  Indeed,  it's  hard  to 
think  of  a  single  country  in  the  Soviet 
bloc— or  many  in  the  United  Nations— 
where  political  critics  have  the  same 
freedom  to  be  heard  as  did  outspoken 
critics  of  the  South  African  Government. 

But,  by  Western  standards,  South 
Africa  still  falls  short,  terribly  short,  on 
the  scales  of  economic  and  social  justice. 
South  Africa's  actions  to  dismantle 


apartheid  must  not  end  now.  The  state 
of  emergency  must  be  lifted.  There 
must  be  an  opening  of  the  political 
process.  That  the  black  people  of  South 
Africa  should  have  a  voice  in  their  own 
governance  is  an  idea  whose  time  has 
come.  There  can  be  no  turning  back.  In 
the  multiracial  society  that  is  South 
Africa,  no  single  race  can  monopolize 
the  reins  of  pohtical  power. 

Black  churches,  black  unions,  and, 
indeed,  genuine  black  nationalists  have  a 
legitimate  role  to  play  in  the  future  of 
their  country.  But  the  South  African 
Government  is  under  no  obligation  to 
negotiate  the  future  of  the  country  with 
any  organization  that  proclaims  a  goal  of 
creating  a  communist  state  and  uses  ter- 
rorist tactics  and  violence  to  achieve  it. 

U.S.  Ideals  and  Strategic  Interests 

Many  Americans,  understandably,  ask: 
given  the  racial  violence,  the  hatred, 
why  not  wash  our  hands  and  walk  away 
from  that  tragic  continent  and  bleeding 
country?  Well,  the  answer  is:  we  cannot. 

In  southern  Africa,  our  national 
ideals  and  strategic  interests  come 
together.  South  Africa  matters  because 
we  believe  that  all  men  are  created 
equal  and  are  endowed  by  their  creator 
with  unalienable  rights.  South  Africa 
matters  because  of  who  we  are.  One  of 
eight  Americans  can  trace  his  ancestry 
to  Africa. 

Strategically,  this  is  one  of  the  most 
vital  regions  of  the  world.  Around  the 
Cape  of  Good  Hope  passes  the  oil  of  the 
Persian  Gulf,  which  is  indispensable  to 
the  industrial  economies  of  Western  Eu- 
rope. Southern  Africa  and  South  Africa 
are  repository  of  many  of  the  vital 
minerals— vanadium,  manganese,  chro- 
mium, platinum— for  which  the  West  has 
no  other  secure  source  of  supply. 

The  Soviet  Union  is  not  unaware  of 
the  stakes.  A  decade  ago,  using  an  army 
of  Cuban  mercenaries  provided  by  Fidel 
Castro,  Moscow  installed  a  client  regime 
in  Angola.  Today,  the  Soviet  Union  is 
providing  that  regime  with  the  weapons 
to  attack  UNITA  [National  Union  for 
the  Total  Independence  of  Angola]— a 
black  liberation  movement  which  seeks 
for  Angolans  the  same  right  to  be 
represented  in  their  government  that 
black  South  Africans  seek  for 
themselves. 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


South  Africa— A  Profile 


FEATURE 
South  Africa 


Geography 

Area:  1,233,404  sq.km.  (472,359  sq.  mi.), 
including  the  enclave  of  Walvis  Bay;  about 
twice  the  size  of  Texas.  Capital:  Adminis- 
trative—Pretoria  {pop.  1.0  million). 
Legislative— Cape  Town  (1.7  million). 
JitdidaZ— Bloemfontein  (0.2  million).  Other 
Cities— Johannesburg  (1.9  million),  Durban 
(0.9  million).  Terrain:  plateau,  mountains, 
coastal  plains.  Climate:  moderate. 
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People 

Nationality:  Noun  and  adjective— South 
African(s).  Population  (1984  est.):  32.6 
million.  Annual  growth  rate:  2.5%— whites 
0.89%;  blacks*:  "coloreds"  2.28%,  Asians 
1.96%,  Africans  2.8%.  Ethnic  groups: 
W^/j/ite— English,  Afrikaner;  6/ac/f— colored, 
Asian,  African.  Languages:  English  and 
Afrikaans  (official),  Zulu,  Xhosa,  North  and 
South  Sotho,  Tswana,  others.  Religions: 
predominantly  Christian;  also  traditional  Afri- 
can, Hindu,  Muslim,  and  Jewish.  Education: 
Years  compulsory— white  and  coloreds,  ages 
7-16;  Asians,  ages  7-15;  Africans,  being  intro- 
duced. Health:  Infant  mortality  rate  (1980)— 
per  1,000  live  births:  whites  13.0;  blacks, 
coloreds  61.9;  Asians  20.4;  Africans  90.  Life 
expectancy— whites  70  yrs.;  blacks:  coloreds 
59  yrs.,  Asians  66  yrs.,  Africans  55  yrs.  Work 
force  (11.0  million):  Agriculture— S0%. 
Industry  and  commerce— 29%.  Services— M%. 
Mining— 7%. 


Government 

Type:  Executive— president,  tricameral 
Parliament  with  one  chamber  each  for  whites, 
coloreds,  and  Indians,  under  a  new  constitu- 
tion effective  September  3,  1984.  Independ- 
ence: May  31,  1910,  Union  of  South  Africa 
was  created;  became  sovereign  state  within 
British  Empire  in  1934;  May  31,  1961  became 
republic;  October  1961  left  the  British  Com- 
monwealth. Constitution:  Effective 
September  3,  1984. 

Branches:  Executive— state  president 
(chief  of  state)  elected  to  a  5-year  term  sub- 
ject to  removal  by  majority  vote  of  each  of 
the  three  Houses.  Legislative— tricamerai 
Parliament  consisting  of  308  members  in 
three  chambers:  House  of  Assembly  (white)— 
166  members  elected  directly  for  maximum  of 
5-year  term,  4  members  nominated  by  the 
president,  8  indirectly  elected  by  the 
chamber;  House  of  Representatives 
(colored)— 80  directly  elected  members, 

2  members  nominated  by  the  president,  and 

3  indirectly  elected  by  the  chamber;  House  of 
Delegates  (Indian)- 40  members  directly 
elected,  2  nominated  by  the  president,  and 

3  indirectly  elected  by  the  chamber.  Presi- 
dent's Council— 60  members,  25  appointed  by 
the  president,  20  elected  by  the  House  of 
Assembly,  10  elected  by  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, and  5  elected  by  the  House  of 
Delegates.  Members  serve  during  term  of 
Parliament.  Judicial— Supreme  Court  con- 
sisting of  Appellate  Division  in  Bloemfontein 
and  four  provincial  divisions. 

Administrative  subdivisions:  Provincial 
governments  of  the  Transvaal,  Orange  Free 
State,  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  Natal;  10 
separate  "homelands"  administered  in  areas 
set  aside  for  black  Africans. 

Political  parties:  H^/)  ite— National  Party, 
Progressive  Federal  Party,  New  Republic 
Party,  Conservative  Party,  Reconstituted 
National  Party.  Colored— Labor  Party, 
Freedom  Party,  People's  Congress  Party, 
Reformed  Freedom  Party,  New  Convention 
People's  Party,  /nrfiaw— National  People's 
Party,  Solidarity.  Suffrage:  adult  whites, 
coloreds,  and  Indians  18  and  older. 

Central  government  budget  (FY  1985-86): 
Rand  31  billion. 

Defense  (FY  1985-86):  15%  of  govern- 
ment budget. 


Flag:  Three  horizontal  bands— orange, 
white,  and  blue  from  top  to  bottom  with  the 
Union  Jack  and  the  flags  of  the  two  former 
Boer  Republics  (the  Orange  Free  State  and 
the  Transvaal  Republic)  reproduced  in 
minature  and  centered  on  a  white  band. 

Economy 

GNP:  (1985)  $51  billion.  GDP:  (1985)  $49.1 
billion.  Annual  growth  rate  (GDP):  12.6% 
nominal-.06%  real.  Per  capita  GNP:  $1,566. 
Avg.  inflation  rate  (1985):  16.2%. 

Natural  Resources:  nearly  all  essential 
minerals  except  oil. 

Agriculture:  (1985):  4.7%  of  GNP. 
Products— corr\,  wool,  dairy  products,  wheat, 
sugarcane,  tobacco,  citrus  fruits.  Cultivated 
land-12%. 

Mining:  15.1%  of  GNP. 

Manufacturing:  23%  of  GNP. 

Industry:  T^/pes- minerals,  automobiles, 
fabricated  material,  machinery,  textiles, 
chemicals,  fertilizers. 

Trade:  Exports  (1985)-$15.9  billion: 
gold,  diamonds,  corn,  wool,  sugar,  fruit,  fish 
products,  metals,  metallic  ores,  metal  prod- 
ucts, coal.  Major  markets— US,  Switzerland, 
Japan,  UK.  Imports  (1985)-$10.1  billion: 
machinery,  electrical  equipment,  transporta- 
tion, office  machinery  and  data  processing 
equipment,  metal  products.  Major 
suppliers-US,  FRG,  Japan,  UK. 

Official  exchange  rate:  one  rand  = 
US$.40. 

Fiscal  year:  April  1-March  31. 

Membership  in 
International  Organizations 

UN  and  many  of  its  specialized  agencies, 
including  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  (GATT),  INTELSAT. 


''In  South  Africa,  the  term  "black" 
embraces  the  South  African  racial  categories 
of  "colored"  (mixed  race),  Asian,  and 
African. 

Updated  from  the  Background  Notes  of  May 
1985,  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  Editor:  Juanita 
Adams.  ■ 
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Apartheid  threatens  our  vital  in- 
terests in  southern  Africa,  because  it's 
drawing  neighboring  states  into  the  vor- 
tex of  violence.  Repeatedly,  within  the 
last  18  months.  South  African  forces 
have  struck  into  neighboring  states.  I 
i-epeat  our  condemnation  of  such  be- 
havior. Also,  the  Soviet-armed  guerrillas 
of  the  African  National  Congress- 
operating  both  within  South  Africa  and 
from  some  neighboring  countries— have 
embarked  upon  new  acts  of  terrorism  in- 
side South  Africa.  I  also  condemn  that 
behavior. 

But  South  Africa  cannot  shift  the 
blame  for  these  problems  onto  neighbor- 
ing states,  especially  when  those  neigh- 
bors take  steps  to  stop  guerrilla  actions 
from  being  mounted  from  their  own 
territory. 

If  this  rising  hostility  in  southern 
Africa— between  Pretoria  and  the  front- 
line states— explodes,  the  Soviet  Union 
will  be  the  main  beneficiary.  And  the 
critical  ocean  con-idor  of  South  Africa 
and  the  strategic  minerals  of  the  region 
would  be  at  risk.  Thus,  it  would  be  a 
historic  act  of  folly  for  the  United 
States  and  the  West— out  of  anguish  and 
frustration  and  anger— to  write  off 
South  Africa. 

Key  to  the  Future 

Ultimately,  however,  the  fate  of  South 
Africa  will  be  decided  there,  not  here. 
We  Americans  stand  ready  to  help.  But 
whether  South  Africa  emerges  demo- 
cratic and  free  or  takes  a  course  leading 
to  a  downward  spiral  of  poverty  and 
repression  will  finally  be  their  choice, 
not  ours. 

The  key  to  the  future  lies  with  the 
South  African  Government.  As  I  urge 
Western  nations  to  maintain  communica- 
tion and  involvement  in  South  Africa,  I 
urge  Mr.  Botha  not  to  retreat  into  the 
laager,  not  to  cut  off  contact  with  the 
West.  Americans  and  South  Africans 
have  never  been  enemies,  and  we  under- 
stand the  apprehension  and  fear  and 
concern  of  all  of  your  people.  But  an 
end  to  apartheid  does  not  necessarily 
mean  an  end  to  the  social,  economic,  and 
physical  security  of  the  white  people  in 
this  country  they  love  and  have 
sacrificed  so  much  to  build. 


To  the  black,  "colored,"  and  Asian 
peoples  of  South  Africa,  too  long  treated 
as  second-  and  third-class  subjects,  I  can 
only  say:  in  your  hopes  for  freedom,  so- 
cial justice,  and  self-determination,  you 
have  a  friend  and  ally  in  the  United 
States.  Maintain  your  hopes  for  peace 
and  reconciliation,  and  we  will  do  our 
part  to  keep  that  road  open. 

We  understand  that  behind  the  rage 
and  resentment  in  the  townships  is  the 
memory  of  real  injustices  inflicted  upon 
generations  of  South  Africans.  Those  to 
whom  evil  is  done,  the  poet  wrote,  often 
do  evil  in  return. 

But  if  the  people  of  South  Africa  are 
to  have  a  future  in  a  free  country  where 
the  rights  of  all  are  respected,  the 
desire  for  retribution  will  have  to  be  set 
aside.  Otherwise,  the  future  will  be  lost 
in  a  bloody  quarrel  over  the  past. 

Components  for  Progress 
Toward  Peace 

It  would  be  an  act  of  arrogance  to  insist 
that  uniquely  American  ideas  and  insti- 
tutions, rooted  in  our  own  history  and 
traditions,  be  transplanted  to  South 
African  soil.  Solutions  to  South  Africa's 
political  crisis  must  come  from  South 
Africans  themselves.  Black  and  white, 
"colored"  and  Asian,  they  have  their 
own  traditions.  But  let  me  outline  what 
we  believe  are  necessary  components  of 
progress  toward  political  peace. 

First,  a  timetable  for  elimination  of 
apartheid  laws  should  be  set. 

Second,  all  political  prisoners  should 
be  released. 

Third,  Nelson  Mandela  should  be 
released— to  participate  in  the  country's 
political  process. 

Fourth,  black  political  movements 
should  be  unbanned. 

Fifth,  both  the  government  and  its 
opponents  should  begin  a  dialogue  about 
constructing  a  political  system  that  rests 
upon  the  consent  of  the  governed— 
where  the  rights  of  majorities  and 
minorities,  and  individuals  are  protected 
by  law.  And  the  dialogue  should  be  ini- 
tiated by  those  with  power  and 
authority— the  South  African  Govern- 
ment itself. 

Sixth,  if  postapartheid  South  Africa 
is  to  remain  the  economic  locomotive  of 
southern  Africa,  its  strong  and  devel- 
oped economy  must  not  be  crippled. 


And,  therefore,  I  urge  the  Congress— 
and  the  countries  of  Western  Europe— 
to  resist  this  emotional  clamor  for  puni- 
tive sanctions. 

If  Congress  imposes  sanctions,  it 
would  destory  America's  flexibihty,  dis- 
card our  diplomatic  leverage,  and 
deepen  the  crisis.  To  make  a  difference, 
Americans— who  are  a  force  for  decency 
and  progress  in  the  world— must  remain 
involved.  We  must  stay  and  work,  not 
cut  and  run. 

It  should  be  our  policy  to  build  in 
South  Africa,  not  to  bring  down.  Too 
often  in  the  past,  we  Americans— acting 
out  of  anger  and  frustration  and 
impatience— have  turned  our  backs  on 
flawed  regimes,  only  to  see  disaster 
follow. 

Those  who  tell  us  the  moral  thing  to 
do  is  to  embargo  the  South  African 
economy  and  write  off  South  Africa 
should  tell  us  exactly  what  they  believe 
will  rise  in  its  place.  What  foreign 
power  would  fill  the  vacuum  if  South 
Africa's  ties  with  the  West  are  broken? 

The  Need  for  Coordination 

To  be  effective,  however,  our  policy 
must  be  coordinated  with  our  key 
Western  aHies  and  with  the  front-line 
states  in  southern  Africa.  These  coun- 
tries have  the  greatest  concern  and 
potential  leverage  on  the  situation  in 
South  Africa.  I  intend  to  pursue  the 
following  steps. 

•  Secretary  Shultz  has  already  be- 
gxm  intensive  consultations  with  our 
Western  allies— whose  roots  and  pres- 
ence in  South  Africa  are  greater  than 
our  own— on  ways  to  encourage  internal 
negotiations.  We  want  the  process  to  be- 
gin now,  and  we  want  open  channels  to 
all  the  principal  parties.  The  key  nations 
of  the  West  must  act  in  concert.  And, 
together,  we  can  make  the  difference. 

We  fully  support  the  current  efforts 
of  the  British  Government  to  revive 
hopes  for  negotiations.  Foreign  Secre- 
tary Howe's  visits  with  South  Africa's 
leader  this  week  will  be  of  particular 
significance. 

•  And  second,  I  urge  the  leaders  of 
the  region  to  join  us  in  seeking  a  future 
South  Africa  where  countries  live  in 
peace  and  cooperation.  South  Africa  is 
the  nation  where  the  industrial  revolu- 
tion first  came  to  Africa;  its  economy  is 
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a  mighty  engine  that  could  pull  southern 
Africa  into  a  prosperous  future.  The 
other  nations  of  southern  Africa— from 
Kinshasa  to  the  Cape-are  rich  in  nat- 
ural resources  and  human  resources. 

•  Third,  I  have  directed  Secretary 
Shultz  and  AID  [Agency  for  Internation- 
al Development]  Administrator  McPher- 
son  to  undertake  a  study  of  America's 
assistance  role  in  southern  Africa  to  de- 
termine what  needs  to  be  done  and 
what  can  be  done  to  expand  the  trade, 
private  investment,  and  transport 
prospects  of  southern  Africa's  land- 
locked nations.  In  the  past  5  years,  we 
have  provided  almost  $1  billion  in  as- 
sistance to  South  Africa's  neighbors. 
And  this  year  we  hope  to  provide  an  ad- 
ditional $45  milhon  to  black  South 
Africans. 

We're  determined  to  remain  in- 
volved, diplomatically  and  economically, 
with  all  the  states  of  southern  Africa 
that  wish  constructive  relations  with  the 
United  States. 

This  Administration  is  not  only 
against  broad  economic  sanctions  and 
against  apartheid;  we  are  for  a  new 
South  Africa,  a  new  nation  where  all 
that  has  been  built  up  over  generations 
is  not  destroyed,  a  new  society  where 
participation  in  the  social,  cultural,  and 
political  life  is  open  to  all  people— a  new 
South  Africa  that  comes  home  to  the 
family  of  free  nations  where  it  belongs. 

To  achieve  that,  we  need  not  a 
Western  withdrawal  but  deeper  involve- 
ment by  the  Western  business  commu- 
nity, as  agents  of  change  and  progress 
and  growth.  The  international  business 
community  needs  not  only  to  be  sup- 
ported in  South  Africa  but  energized. 
We'll  be  at  work  on  that  task.  If  we 
wish  to  foster  the  process  of  transforma- 
tion, one  of  the  best  vehicles  for  change 
is  through  the  involvement  of  black 
South  Africans  in  business,  job-related 
activities,  and  labor  unions. 

But  the  vision  of  a  better  life  cannot 
be  realized  so  long  as  apartheid  endures 
and  instability  reigns  in  South  Africa.  If 
the  peoples  of  southern  Africa  are  to 
prosper,  leaders  and  peoples  of  the 
region— of  all  races— will  have  to  elevate 
their  common  interests  above  their 
ethnic  divisions. 

We  and  our  allies  cannot  dictate  to 
the  government  of  a  sovereign  nation. 
Nor  should  we  try.  But  we  can  offer  to 


help  find  a  solution  that  is  fair  to  all  the 
people  of  South  Africa.  We  can  volun- 
teer to  stand  by  and  help  bring  about 
dialogue  between  leaders  of  the  various 
factions  and  groups  that  make  up  the 
population  of  South  Africa.  We  can 
counsel  and  advise  and  make  it  plain  to 
all  that  we  are  there  as  friends  of  all 
the  people  of  South  Africa. 

In  that  tormented  land,  the  window 
remains  open  for  peaceful  change.  For 


how  long,  we  know  not.  But  we  in  the 
West,  privileged  and  prosperous  and 
free,  must  not  be  the  ones  to  slam  it 
shut.  Now  is  a  time  for  healing.  The 
people  of  South  Africa,  of  all  races, 
deserve  a  chance  to  build  a  better  fu- 
ture. And  we  must  not  deny  or  destroy 
that  chance. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  July  28,  1986. 


The  U.S.  Approach 
to  South  Africa 


Secretary  Shultz's  statement 
before  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
on  July  23,  1986.^ 


It  is  always  a  pleasure  for  me  to  apjjear 
before  this  committee,  and  especially 
today  when  I  have  an  opportunity  to 
expand  on  and  sup[)ort  the  President's 
ringing  denunciation  of  apartheid 
yesterday,  his  call  to  South  Africans  of 
all  races,  and  for  all  of  us  here  who  are 
interested  in  what  happens  in  that 
troubled  country,  to  have  in  our  minds  a 
vision  of  what  can  be  if  apartheid  can  be 
ended,  and  if  and  when  a  government 
where  the  rights  of  majorities,  minori- 
ties, and  individuals  are  res))ected  by 
constitutional  guarantees  and  where  full 
advantage  can  be  taken  of  the  extra- 
ordinary resources  and  talents  that  are 
there.  That  is  our  vision;  that  is  what 
we  are  trying  to  achieve.  And  third,  the 
President  called  attention  and  specified 
what  he  takes  to  get  there,  primarily 
what  it  takes  on  the  i)art  of  the  people 
of  South  Africa  to  get  there.  And  he 
talked  about  the  role  of  the  United 
States  in  helping  to  support  those 
objectives.  It  was  an  important, 
vigorous,  and  principled  statement  of 
which  we  can  be  proud. 


We  Americans  are  witness  to  a 
mounting  tragedy  in  South  Africa  that 
stirs  our  emotions  and  prompts  us  to 
ask  ourselves  those  very  American 
questions:  what  can  we  do  about 
apartheid?  What  can  we  ck)  about  the 
violence  and  destruction  it  generates 
and  about  the  spill-over  effects  of  South 
Africa's  trauma  on  its  many  neighbors? 
How  can  we  help  all  South  Africans 
build  a  just  and  prosperous  society? 
Those  are  our  questions,  and  I  recognize 
them  in  the  statements  that  have  been 
made  here. 

In  the  past  few  months,  the  situa- 
tion in  South  Africa  has  taken  a  further, 
sharp  turn  for-  the  worse.  Slender-  hopes 
for  peace  and  reconciliation  have  fallen 
victim  to  a  headlong  rush  toward 
violence.  Doors  that  need  to  be  open 
have  been  slammed  shut.  Forces  of 
political  fr-agmentation  and  racial 
polar-ization  have  been  set  loose.  They 
will  be  ver-y  difficult  to  contain. 

Our-  policy  toward  any  region  takes 
into  account  changing  facts  on  the 
ground.  While  our  goals  and  basic 
purposes  remain  constant,  U.S.  interests 
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and  values,  and  hence  our  actions,  are 
directly  affected  by  what  happens.  We 
have  reviewed  the  southern  African 
situation.  We  have  concluded  that, 
despite  narrowing  odds,  we  should  be 
doing  all  we  can  to  reverse  an 
iin]3ending  ti-agedy.  In  my  remarks  to 
you  today,  I  will  describe  the  forces  at 
work  in  South  Afiica  and  the  region, 
discuss  the  broad  approach  which 
President  Reagan  outlined  yesterday  in 
his  speech,  and  make  clear  what  actions 
we  think  make  sense  in  this  new 
situation. 

What  Must  Be  Done 

But,  first,  I  want  to  outline  the 
approach  the  President  and  I  believe  we 
must  follow. 

First,  it  is  the  leaders  of  South  and 
southern  Africa  and  their  people,  black 
and  white,  who  have  the  major  responsi- 
bility. The  fate  of  southei-n  Africa  is  in 
their  hands.  This  is  their  drama,  their 
dilemma,  their  challenge.  But  they  are 
not  alone.  We  are  prepared  to  talk  to  all 
of  them  and  to  help  them  talk  to  each 
other.  We  and  our  allies  will  engage  oui" 
influence  in  every  way  possible  to  help 
them  meet  the  challenge.  But,  most 
fundamentally,  it  is  they  who  must  I'ise 
to  it. 

Second,  the  nature  of  the  challenge 
the  South  African  Government  faces  is 
clear.  Progress  toward  peace  there 
recjuires: 

•  A  timetable  foi-  the  elimination  of 
all  ai)artheid  laws; 

•  The  release  of  all  political 
prisoners,  including— esi)ecially— Nelson 
Mandela; 

•  The  unbanning  of  black  political 
movements; 

•  An  end  to  repressive  measures, 
especially  the  state  of  emergency;  and 

•  The  urgent  beginning  of  dialogue 
among  all  parties,  leading  to  a  demo- 
cratic sy.stem  of  government  in  which 
the  rights  of  majorities,  minorities,  and 
individuals  are  i)rotected  by  a  bill  of 
rights  and  firm  constitutional 
guarantees. 

Third,  the  choices  before  black 
South  Africans  are  ecjually  clear.  We 
call  on  them: 


•  To  avoid  the  easy  descent  into  vio- 
lence, terrorism,  and  extremism; 

•  To  demonstrate  by  their  actions 
that  they  understand  the  need  for 
compromise; 

•  To  remember  that  they  may  soon 
share  the  i-esponsibility  for  governing 
and  reconstructing  South  Africa— I 
would  say  sooner  or  later,  the  sooner 
the  better,  that  they  will  share  it  and 
they  have  to  think  that  way,  that 
responsibility;  and 

•  To  seek  out  and  accept  realistic 
openings  for  dialogue  and  negotiation 
with  the  government. 

Fourth,  our  policies  and  those  of  our 
allies  should  ensure  that  expanded  polit- 
ical liberties  in  a  postapartheid  South 
Africa  are  accompanied  by  an  expansion 
of  economic  opportunities  for  all  South 
Africans.  This  will  require  an  expanding 
South  African  economy  that  is  strong- 
enough  to  meet  South  Africa's  pressing 
social  and  economic  needs,  healthy 
enough  to  raise  black  living  standards 
rapidly  toward  those  of  whites,  and 
open  and  vigorous  enough  to  spur  eco- 
nomic development  regionwide. 

Finally,  a  free  South  Africa  is 
essential  to  the  kind  of  southern  Africa 
we  and  most  southern  Africans  seek. 
Only  a  South  Africa  which  preserves 
Africa's  strongest  and  most  developed 
industrial  economy  can  galvanize  a 
dynamic  and  balanced  regional  economy, 
mobilize  capital  and  labor,  spread 
advanced  technology  and  management, 
and  strengthen  trade  and  transport  ties. 
Only  a  South  Africa  of  democratic  free- 
doms can  foster  such  freedoms  beyond 
its  borders.  In  this  connection,  there  is 
no  place  in  our  vision  for  South  African 
forces  in  Namibia  or  Cuban  forces  in 
Angola.  Both  the  South  Africans  and 
the  Cubans  must  go  home. 

These  are  the  objectives  to  which  all 
our  efforts  must  be  directed.  This  is  our 
approach.  We  commend  it  to  the  Ameri- 
can people.  We  commend  it  to  our  allies. 
And  we  commend  it  to  African  peoples 
and  their  leaders  across  the  continent. 
Let  there  be  no  doubt— no  doubt  what- 
soever—about what  the  American 
Government  and  people  stand  for.  I 
dare  say,  in  listening  to  your  comments 
and  reading  things  that  all  of  you  have 
said  from  time  to  time,  that  on  these  ob- 
jectives and  these  steps,  which  are  the 
guts  of  the  matter,  there  is  broad  bipar- 
tisan agreement. 


The  Current  Situation 
and  Its  Implications 

Now  let  me  review  the  current  situation 
and  its  implications.  It  is  essential  to  un- 
derstand the  facts  in  southern  Africa  to 
judge  what  the  results  of  various 
courses  of  action  by  the  United  States 
might  be.  I  have  said  there  is  a  bad  sit- 
uation, getting  worse.  Let  us  look  more 
deeply  at  what  is  going  on  and  what  it 
means. 

The  market  is  speaking  clearly  about 
where  the  hardening  positions  of  the 
South  African  Government  and  its  vio- 
lent opponents  are  taking  South  Africa. 
South  Africa  is  under  siege  by  self- 
imposed  economic  sanctions.  Foreign 
capital,  technology,  and  expertise  are 
pulling  out.  Currency  controls,  import 
controls,  and  import-substitution  policies 
cannot  replace  them. 

The  index  of  South  African  business 
confidence  now  stands  at  only  three- 
fourths  of  what  it  was  in  1980.  Gross 
fixed  capital  formation  fell  by  40%  in 
1985  and  is  continuing  to  decline.  Gross 
domestic  product  was  down  by  1%  in 
the  first  quarter  of  this  year.  There  is 
net  emigration  among  whites  for  the 
first  time  since  1977.  Most  significantly, 
an  increasijig  number  of  the  country's 
skilled  professionals  are  leaving. 

Over  the  past  year,  the  book  value 
of  American  investment  in  South  Africa 
has  fallen  by  about  a  third.  Investment 
from  other  countries  is  falling  by  com- 
parable orders  of  magnitude,  and  volun- 
tary disinvestment  is  accelerating. 
Nearly  200  corporations  are  in  various 
stages  of  disengagement  from  the  South 
African  economy. 

The  commercial  rand  has  depre- 
ciated to  less  than  40<E,  from  $1.28  in 
1980.  The  financial  rand,  used  for  off- 
shore transactions,  now  trades  around 
20(f.  Despite  the  government's  frequent 
and  heavy  interventions  in  the  exchange 
markets.  South  Africa's  currency  shows 
no  sign  of  recovery.  Capital  flight 
between  September  1985  and  March  of 
this  year  was  about  $1  billion,  equiva- 
lent to  more  than  a  month  of  imports. 
Sweeping  exchange  controls  have  not 
staunched  the  outflow,  which  seems  to 
be  accelerating.  There  is  no  new  lending 
from  abroad.  In  the  past.  South  African 
foreign  exchange  reserves  have  been 
sufficient  to  cover  5-6  months  of 
imports.  Now  they  barely  cover 
1  month's  imports.  Ninety-five  percent 
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of  this  year's  debt  service  payments 
have  had  to  be  rescheduled. 

The  government  is  holding  the 
prime  rate  at  an  artificially  low  14%. 
Inflation  persists  at  17.5%,  so  interest 
rates  are,  in  fact,  negative.  This  should 
stimulate  borrowing  and  investment— no 
doubt  that's  their  intent.  Nevertheless, 
real  borrowing  has  fallen  by  5%.  And 
rates  of  investment  are  now  so  low  that 
they  cannot  cover  the  depreciation  of 
plant  and  equipment.  The  wages  of 
white  workers  rose  by  10.5%  from 
mid- 1984  to  mid- 1985,  but  inflation  then 
stood  at  15%',  leaving  them  worse  off. 
The  fall  in  the  standard  of  living  for 
whites  has  since  accelerated.  Real  per 
capita  income  is  declining  even  more 
rapidly  for  blacks. 

The  turn  toward  a  siege  economy 
only  increases  the  size  and  cost  of 
government  at  the  expense  of  produc- 
tive economic  activity  and  the  tax  base. 
Three-fifths  of  employed  Afi'ikaners  and 
one-fifth  of  the  English-speaking  white 
workforce  already  work  for  the  South 
African  Government  or  its  agencies. 
Military  callups  under  the  state  of  emer- 
gency are  diverting  additional  resources 
out  of  the  productive  sector.  The  recent 
arrests  of  labor  leaders  have  brought 
chaos  to  labor-management  relations, 
adding  fuilher  to  the  economy's  woes. 

Unemployment  among  urban  blacks 
now  stands  at  25%-  and  runs  over  50% 
in  some  urban  areas.  And,  for  the  first 
time  since  the  National  Party  came  to 
power,  white  unemployment  is  a  serious 
problem.  From  March  1985  to  March  of 
this  year,  40,000  whites  lost  their  jobs. 
There  are  over  250,000  new  job  seekers 
in  South  Africa  every  year-;  the  economy 
needs  real  growth  rates  of  5%  just  to 
keep  unemployment  at  current  levels. 
With  no  gi'owth  in  pi'ospect,  the  country 
cannot  create  jobs  for  either  blacks  or 
whites. 

South  Africa  has  costly  economic 
and  social  problems  which  cry  out  to  be 
addressed.  For  example,  3-4  million  new 
housing  units  will  be  required  over  the 
next  15  years.  Public  health  demands 
immediate  attention,  with  only  1  doctor 
for  every  25,000  people  in  the  rural 
areas.  Black  education  is  grossly  under- 
funded. The  South  African  Government, 
to  its  credit,  is  trying  to  increase  the 
amounts  of  money  it  devotes  to  address- 
ing these  problems.  But  the  state  of 
emergency  is  imposing  additional  heavy 


burdens  on  the  country's  budget,  as  are 
the  government's  military  adventures  in 
the  region. 

Current  developments  ai"e,  in  fact, 
eroding  the  capacity  of  any  future  South 
African  Government  to  address  the 
country's  problems.  They  are  causing 
South  Africa's  economic  base  to  detei-i- 
orate.  Skilled  manpower  is  fleeing  the 
country.  Domestically  generated  capital 
is  bleeding  away.  These  developments 
are  looting  South  Africa  of  the  patri- 
mony on  which  its  reconstruction  in  the 
postapartheid  era  must  rest.  They 
should  be  of  concern  to  all  who  hope  to 
see  a  prosperous,  democratic  South 
Afi'ica  emerge  from  the  miseries  of 
apartheid.  They  should  be  of  as  much 
concern  to  South  African  blacks  as  to 
whites. 

Only  the  establishment  of  a  system 
that  answers  the  aspirations  of  the 
South  African  people  for  justice  and 
eciuality  and  ends  policies  and  actions 
that  put  South  Afr-ica  at  odds  with  all 
its  neighbors  can  open  the  path  to 
prosperity  and  progress  for  all,  not  just 
in  South  Afi'ica  but  throughout  the 
southei'n  African  r-egion. 

With  so  many  opponents  of  apart- 
heid in  jail  under  the  state  of  emergen- 
cy, leaders  on  both  sides  find  it  hai-d  to 
meet,  much  less  negotiate.  Politics  in 
South  Africa  is  increasingly  pohu'ized 
and  shrill;  sus])icion  and  mistrust 
abound.  The  youth,  black  and  white,  are 
being  schooled  in  a  style  of  politics  that 
sees  violent  retribution,  rather  than 
open  debate,  as  the  natural  reaction  to 
any  expression  of  views  different  fi-om 
their  own.  The  rising  violence  provokes 
teri'oi-ism  from  extremists  on  all  sides, 
which,  in  turn,  elicits  more  extreme 
measures  by  both  the  govei'nment  and 
its  opponents  in  what  is  becoming  a 
cruel  game  of  oneupmanshi]). 

These  trends  have  implications  that 
resound  well  beyond  South  Africa's 
borders  and  affect  all  of  southern  Africa. 
Until  1985,  the  regional  picture  showed 
signs  of  hope.  Our  diplomatic  efforts 
were  having  clear  success.  This  conflict- 
ridden  region  was  moving,  albeit  fitfully, 
towai'd  negotiated  solutions.  Tii-eless 
Amei'ican  diplomatic  efforts  had  brought 
South  Africa,  Angola,  and  other  parties 
within  range  of  a  possible  accor'd  on 
Namibia's  independence  under  UN 
Security  Council  Resolution  435  and  on 
a  timetable  foi'  Cuban  troop  withdr'uwal 


fi-om  Angola.  After  a  period  of  confron- 
tation, the  Nkomati  accord  between 
South  Africa  and  Mozambique  created  a 
framework  for  economic  cooperation  and 
good  neighborly  relations.  This  agree- 
ment contained  regionwide  potential  for 
leashing  the  dogs  of  war  and  ending 
Mozambique's  endless  agony  of  poverty 
and  strife.  Fragile,  but  substantive, 
exchanges  were  occurring  betwen  South 
Africa  and  other  neighbors  to  resolve 
cross-border  security  problems.  We  sup- 
port continued  efforts  by  South  Africa's 
neighbors  to  stop  guerrilla  operations 
from  their  territory. 

I  might  say  that  2  days  after  South 
Africa's  raid  into  Botswana,  the  Foreign 
Minister  of  Botswana  was  in  my  office, 
and  she  told  me  that  on  the  day  before 
the  raid  she  had  been  exchanging  telex- 
es with  the  South  African  Government 
about  still  another  meeting  on  security- 
related  matters,  having  to  do  with  cross- 
border  violence.  And  she  stated  her 
view  and  her  government's  view  that 
they  did  not  want  to  harbor  any  ter- 
rorists, and  if  South  Africa  would  tell 
them  where  they  are,  they'd  get  aftei' 
them.  And  that  night  she  was  greeted 
by  the  raid,  and  who  was  killed  in  the 
raid?  A  government  official  who  spends 
his  off  hours  teaching  school,  har-dly  a 
tei'rorist.  So  it's  a  tragedy.  Neverthe- 
less, I  think  the  efforts  of  South  Africa's 
neighbors  to  stoj)  gueri-illa  operations 
from  theii'  territory  are  essential,  and 
we  support  them. 

These  hoi)eful  beginnings  have  been 
dealt  body  blows  by  the  events  of  the 
past  18  months.  South  African  strikes 
against  Lesotho,  Zambia,  Botswana,  and 
Zimbabwe  and  Pretoria's  continued  rela- 
tionship with  the  Mozambican  i-ebel 
movement  have  shattered  the  emei-ging 
climate  of  regional  moderation.  Soviet- 
armed  ANC  [African  National  Congi-ess| 
guer'rillas  have  embarked  upon 
expanded  terrorist  violence  inside  South 
Africa,  dragging  neighboring  states 
inexorably  into  a  cauldron  of  conflict 
with  a  South  African  Government 
increasingly  eager  to  shift  the  blame  for- 
its  internal  woes  to  its  neighbor's.  The 
MPLA  (Popular  Movement  for  the 
Liberation  of  Angola |  regime  in  Angola, 
encouraged  by  massive  Soviet  arms 
shipments,  has  used  South  African 
attacks  and  internal  problems  as  an 
excuse  to  suspend  negotiations  and  pur- 
sue an  illusoi-y  militar-y  option  against 
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UNITA  (National  Union  for  the  Total 
Independence  of  Anjj:ola].  Despite  hints 
of  possible  flexibility,  the  MPLA  has 
refused  to  respond  constructively  to  our 
1985  coinpromise  pi'oposals  on  Namibia 
and  Angola  or  to  exploi-e  South  Afi'ica's 
pi-ofessed  readiness  to  begin  implemen- 
tation of  a  compT'omise  plan  now. 

This  new  shift  toward  political  con- 
frontation is  paralleled  by  economic 
trends.  South  Africa  and  its  neighbors 
are  diverting  increasingly  scarce 
resources  to  their  security  forces.  Inter- 
nal strife  and  socialist  inefficiency  in 
Angola  and  Mozambi(jue  have  severely 
damaged  oi'  destroyed  the  region's 
natural  transport  infrastructure,  render- 
ing landlocked  neighboi's  increasingly 
dependent  on  costly  long-distance  routes 
through  South  Africa.  All  you  have  to 
do  is  look  at  a  map  and  you  see  how 
nonsensical  from  a  rational  economic 
])oint  of  view  what's  happening  is.  The 
Benguela  I'ail  line— long  of  importance 
for  the  Zairian  and  Zambian  mining 
industries— is  hostage  to  Angola's  civil 
v\ai".  Rail  and  road  links  to  Tanzanian 
and  Mozambican  ports— and  the  ports 
themselves— are  functioning  at  a  mere 
fraction  of  theii'  potential  capacity.  For 
eight  of  its  neighbors,  South  Africa  now 
provides  the  outlet  for  25%- 100%  of 
theii-  export  ti'ade;  and  it  has  75%  of  the 
region's  I'ail  network;  provides  a  major 
source  of  electric  power  to  four  neigh- 
bors; and  is  the  source  of  most  neigh- 
bors' imported  chemicals,  foodstuffs, 
peti'oleum,  and  machinery.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  as  many  as  10  million  j)eople 
in  nearby  states  live  on  the  remittances 
of  foreign  worker's  in  South  Africa. 

Ap|)eals  by  Afi-ican  states  for-  man- 
datory economic  sanctions  against  South 
Africa  r-epr-esent  a  political  message  to 
us.  Yet  those  states  cannot  themselves 
implement  such  sanctions  and  would  be 
the  first  victims  of  South  African  coun- 
termeasur-es  now  being  loudly  br-an- 
dished  as  a  thr-eat  by  Pr-etoria.  Don't 
forget,  we're  not  the  only  ones  that 
can  put  on  sanctions.  And  the  declining 
l)ace  of  economic  activity  in  South  Afri- 
ca itself  will  have  direct  and  predictable 
I'esults  among  its  neighbor-s  as  caj)ital, 
expertise,  and  job  opijorlunities  ar'e  vic- 
tims of  South  Africa's  fiownwar-d  slide. 
We  need  to  under-stand  cleariy  that  the 
human  tr'agedy  in  South  Africa  is  occur-- 
ting  in  the  economic  hub  of  a  r'egion 
that  includes  a  dozen  states  with  some 


150  million  people.  The  damage  inflicted 
on  South  Africa  by  the  marketplace,  by 
political  measur-es  of  gover*nments, 
and— above  all— by  the  South  Africans 
themselves  is  rippling  across  and  dr'ag- 
ging  down  an  entire  r-egion. 

The  fundamental  cause  of  all  this 
damage  is  the  system  of  apartheid  and 
the  mounting  and  inevitable  reaction  to 
it.  Apartheid  must  be  brought  to  an  end 
and  be  r-eplaced  by  a  democratic  system 
of  government  in  which  the  rights  of 
majorities,  minorities,  and  individuals 
are  protected  by  a  bill  of  rights  and 
firm  constitutional  guarantees. 

Now,  that  is  a  rather  laborious  sum- 
mary of  some  of  the  trends  that  are  tak- 
ing place,  and  I  personally  believe  it  is 
quite  sobering.  And  I  think  it  is  quite 
clear  that  if  you  are  wondering  if  there 
is  a  message  being  sent,  it  is  being  sent. 
It's  being  sent  diplomatically,  it's  being 
sent  politically,  it's  being  sent  economi- 
cally, and  it's  being  sent  with  violence, 
unfortunately.  I  think  ther-e  is  some 
merit  to  the  ar-gument  that  the  message 
delivered  by  the  marketplace  is  a  more 
powerful  and  deeper-  message  than  a 
message  that  might  be  delivered  by 
some  action  that  would  be  taken  here.  If 
you  impose  a  political  sanction,  you  are 
in  effect,  saying  that  there  is  capital  and 
business  and  everything  that  is  just  dy- 
ing to  get  in  her-e  and  take  advantage  of 
those  oppor-tunities,  and  you  are  going 
to  stop  it  fr-om  doing  so.  It  is  mor-e 
devastating  to  realize  that  without  any 
such  interposition  capital  is  not  coming; 
capital  is  leaving,  and  the  economy  is  in 
a  rapid  downward  spiral.  That  is  a  very 
powerful  message  being  delivered,  and  I 
think  you  should  think  twice  before  you 
piggyback  on  it  and  to  a  cer-tain  extent 
distur-b  it.  Now,  let  me  tur-n  to  the  role 
of  the  United  States. 

The  Role  of  the  United  States 

South  Africa  is  now  a  society  ruled  by 
fear.  ?>ar  on  the  part  of  whites  that 
their  proper-ty  and  their  values,  which 
they  cherish,  will  be  destroyed  if  blacks 
attain  r-eal  political  power.  Fear  on  the 
par-t  of  blacks  that  they  will  be  sub- 
jected to  even  greater  violence  and 
r-epr-ession  and  despair  that  their  legiti- 
mate grievances  will  ever  be  r-edressed. 
South  Africa's  true  friends  can  and  must 
make  the  case  that  there  are  actions  to 
be  taken  to  alter  this  climate  of  fear  and 
despair. 


For  if  South  Africa  is  now  a  country 
in  torment,  it  is  also  one  of  enormous 
potential.  Both  the  South  African 
Gover-nment,  which  now  seems  so  un- 
concerned about  inter-national  opinion, 
and  its  black  opponents,  who  often  seem 
to  dismiss  the  effor-ts  of  the  outside 
world  to  help,  still  look  to  us  for  under- 
standing and  suppor-t.  South  Africans,  in 
short,  continue  to  search  for  solutions. 
We  should  help  in  this  search. 

Through  several  Administrations, 
including  this  one,  U.S.  policy  has 
sought  the  elimination  of  apar-theid  and 
rapid  peaceful  change  to  a  democratic 
system.  Our  voice  has,  of  course,  been 
only  one  of  many  urging  the  South  Afri- 
can Government  to  act.  South  Africans- 
some  inside,  many  outside  the  govern- 
ment—have expressed  quiet  appreciation 
for  the  role  we  have  played  in  opposing 
forced  r-emovals  of  populations,  deten- 
tions of  individuals,  and  abuse  of  de- 
tainees. We  believe  that  our  support  for 
an  end  to  apar-theid  has  made  it  easier 
for  the  South  African  Gover-nment  to  go 
forward  with  the  politically  divisive 
process  of  ending  the  pass  laws,  expand- 
ing rights  of  residence  and  private 
property  ownership,  and  restoring 
citizenship  to  those  from  whom  these 
rights  were'  stripped  in  an  earlier  era. 

We  ar-e  proud  to  stand  with  South 
Africans  who  feel  as  strongly  about 
what  replaces  apartheid  as  they  do 
about  the  ur-gent  need  to  end  it.  And 
our  role  has  gone  beyond  moral  suasion. 
We  and  U.S.  businesses  have  not  just 
spoken,  we  have  acted  by  bringing  black 
and  white  South  Africans  together  in 
the  workplace  and  in  our  homes  on  the 
basis  of  friendship  and  equality.  Ameri- 
can business  has  spent  over  $200  million 
outside  the  workplace  since  1977  to  pre- 
par-e  black  South  Africans  for  the 
postapar-theid  society  they  anticipate. 
The  U.S.  Government  has  allocated 
$45  million  in  this  fiscal  year  and  the 
coming  one  for  the  same  purpose.  We 
want  to  do  more.  I  might  say,  I  believe 
that  rather  than  excoriating  American 
businesses  who  are  there  in  South  Afri- 
ca, they  should  be  praised.  They  have 
performed  magnificently.  They  have  put 
into  place  in  their  workplaces  standards 
that  show  the  way,  and  they  have  acted 
as  really  good  citizens  in  the  community. 
We  can  be  proud  of  what  they  have 
done.  We  don't  want  them  to  leave 
there;  they're  a  force  for  good,  they're  a 
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force  for  progress.  But,  of  course,  they 
are  leaving. 

The  President  has  forcefully  articu- 
lated our  strategy  and  the  results  we 
seek  from  it.  Getting  there  from  here 
will  require  both  patience  and  courage 
on  our  part.  We  must  not  become  part 
of  South  Africa's  problems;  we  must 
remain  part  of  their  solution.  We  must 
not  aim  to  impose  ourselves,  our  solu- 
tions, or  our  favorites  in  South  Africa; 
such  an  intrusion  would  be  unwanted 
and  unwise  for  any  outside  party.  But 
we  must  always  be  willing  to  help  South 
Africans  in  their  search  for  their  own 
answers  to  their  country's  ills. 

Our  access  to  various  groups  and 
individuals  gives  us  openings  for  using 
diplomacy  and  political  and  moral 
persuasion— the  most  effective  tools 
available  to  us  in  these  dangerous  times. 
We  continue  to  urge  the  South  African 
Government  to  communicate  with  all 
parties,  and  it  makes  sense  for  the 
United  States  to  do  the  same,  and  we 
will.  Like  our  allies,  we  intend  to  raise 
the  level  and  the  frequency  of  our  con- 
tact with  the  South  African  Govern- 
ment's black  opposition,  including— 
among  others— the  African  National 
Congress. 

We  have  serious  questions  about  the 
ultimate  objectives  of  the  ANC,  as  well 
as  about  the  role  in  its  innei-  circles  of 
the  Soviet-controlled  South  African 
Communist  Party.  We  are  also  dis- 
turbed that  the  ANC  appears  to  be  imi- 
tating the  South  African  Government's 
preference  for  violence  and  intimidation 
rather  than  dialogue  with  its  opponents. 
But  the  ANC  has  emerged  as  an  impor- 
tant part  of  the  South  African  political 
e(]uation.  There  is  a  compelling  need  to 
ensure  that  its  leader-s— like  other  oppo- 
nents of  apartheid— hear  an  authorita- 
tive statement  of  U.S.  policies  and 
interests  and  that  we  have  equally 
authoritative  insight  into  theirs.  And,  I 
might  say,  with  Nelson  Mandela  as  their 
president— I  have  never  met  him,  but 
I've  talked  to  many  who  have,  and  uni- 
formly they  come  away  from  their  meet- 
ings with  him,  thinking  vei-y  highly  of 
him  as  an  individual. 

In  our  diplomacy,  we  are  trying  to 
assist  an  unhappy  nation  and  its  diverse 
peoples  lay  the  basis  for  a  better  future. 
Our  moral  responsibility  each  day  must 
be  to  think  through  the  results  of  our 
actions.  When  President  Reagan  signed 
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The  working  group  was  formed  at  the 
direction  of  the  President  in  the  fall  of 
1985.  It  is  an  interagency  effort  led  by 
the  Department  of  State  to  communicate 
U.S.  goals  and  objectives  in  South  Africa 
to  domestic  and  foreign  audiences.  The 
working  group  also  builds  cooperation 
among  U.S.  Government  agencies  and 
private  groups  that  seek  positive  involve- 
ment to  promote  fundamental  change  in 
South  Africa. 

Apartheid,  South  Africa's  system  of 
legally  enshrined  racism,  is  contrary  to 
the  principles  of  liberty  and  equality  of 
opportunity  on  which  the  United  States 
was  founded.  It  violates  basic  human 
rights.  The  Administration  is  categori- 
cally opposed  to  this  practice  and  has 
sought  actively  to  promote  a  process  of 
peaceful  and  rapid  change  away  from 
apartheid  toward  a  nonracial  South 
Africa. 

U.S.  influence  in  South  Africa  is  lim- 
ited, but  our  history,  our  concern  for  the 
protection  of  human  rights,  and  our  role 
as  leader  of  the  free  world  are  fully  con- 
sistent with  U.S.  involvement  to  induce 
change  toward  a  more  just  society. 

The  central  theme  of  U.S.  policy  is 
one  of  support  and  pressure  for  con- 
structive change  toward  a  postapartheid 
system  in  which  all  South  Africans  par- 
ticipate, where  the  rights  of  both  majori- 
ties and  minorities  are  respected.  In  this 
regard,  we  reject  the  premise  that  it  is 
necessary  to  destroy  South  Africa  to 
change  it.  Consequently,  U.S.  policy  is 
firmly  opposed  to  punitive  economic 
sanctions. 

As  a  nation  of  builders,  not  destroy- 
ers, a  central  element  of  the  U.S.  role 
should  include  efforts  to  prepare  South 
Africans  for  a  nonapartheid  future.  Such 
efforts  span  a  wide  range  of  fields 
through  government,  nongovernment, 
and  cooperative  programs  and  activities. 
The  Administration  does  not  believe  that 
constructive  purposes  will  be  served  by 
actions  that  could  undermine  or  destabi- 
lize the  economic  base  of  South  Africa, 
which  remains  a  source  of  hope  for  the 
future  of  its  citizens  and  its  neighbors 
throughout  southern  Africa. 


To  underscore  the  Administration's 
commitment  to  these  goals  and  beliefs, 
the  working  group  conducts  activities 
aimed  at  the  following  objectives: 

•  To  respond  to  the  American 
public's  high  level  of  interest  about  U.S. 
policy  toward  South  Africa,  through  an 
active  program  of  speeches,  seminars, 
publications,  and  press  briefings- 
ensuring  that  constructive  suggestions 
from  the  public  are  brought  promptly  to 
the  attention  of  U.S.  policymakers; 

•  To  encourage  the  private  sector- 
broadly  defined  from  businesses  to 
religious  groups— to  become  meaning- 
fully involved  in  promoting  the 
emergence  of  a  nonracial  society  in 
South  Africa  and  in  helping  the  black 
majority  to  overcome  the  legacies  of 
apartheid; 

•  To  explain  Administration  goals  to 
Congress  and  to  work  intensively  to 
develop  a  consensus  on  U.S.  policy  which 
furthers  America's  interests  and  enables 
the  United  States  to  play  a  useful  role  in 
South  Africa; 

•  When  asked,  to  serve  as  a 
resource  for  State  and  local  govern- 
ments seeking  information  about  U.S. 
policy  on  divestment  and  positive  alter- 
natives to  disengagement  and  loss  of 
American  influence  in  South  Africa; 

•  To  encourage  and  facilitate  U.S. 
Government  agencies— especially  the 
Agency  for  International  Development 
(AID),  U.S.  Information  Agency  (USIA), 
and  Department  of  Commerce— in  carry- 
ing out  programs  totaling  more  than  $50 
million  to  help  those  disadvantaged  by 
apartheid;  and 

•  To  communicate  U.S.  policy  goals 
and  programs  to  audiences  beyond  the 
United  States,  particularly  in  Europe, 
South  Africa,  and  other  parts  of  Africa. 

For  further  information  contact: 

The  Working  Group  on  South 

and  Southern  Africa 
U.S.  Department  of  State 
SAWG,  Room  3243 
2201  C  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20520  ■ 
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his  Executive  order  on  South  Africa  last 
September,  he  said  that  he  wanted  to 
work  with  Congress  to  increase  biparti- 
san sui)i)ort  foi-  U.S.  policy  toward  that 
country.  In  his  speech  yestertlay  after- 
noon, he  added: 

Amei-ica's  view  of  apartheid  has  been, 
and  remains,  clear.  Ajjailheid  is  morally 
uTonp-  and  i)olitically  unacceptable.  The 
I'nited  Stales  cannot  maintain  cordial  rela- 
tions with  a  g-overnment  whose  power  rests 
upon  the  denial  of  rights  to  a  majority  of  its 
people,  based  upon  race. 

If  South  Africa  wishes  to  belonj);  to  the 
family  of  Western  nations,  an  end  to  apai't- 
heid  is  a  pi-econdition.  Americans. .  .  are 
united  in  this  conviction. 

U.S.  policy  proceeds  from  that 
pi-emise.  Our  purpose  is  to  underscore 
our  message  to  the  South  African 
Government  that  the  United  States— its 
E.xecutive,  its  legislature,  and  most 
impoilantly,  its  people— reject  apartheid 
and  that  we,  like  growing  numbers  of 
the  South  African  peo])le,  want  it 
rei)laced  by  a  genuinely  democratic  sys- 
tem in  which  all  can  participate,  regard- 
less of  race. 


Coordination  With  Allies 

In  this  connection,  it  is  vital  to  coor- 
dinate what  we  do  with  our  principal 
allies.  American  influence  in  South 
Africa  is  limited.  But  the  influence  of 
the  industrialized  democi'acies  of  the  EC 
[European  Community],  Japan,  and  the 
United  States  as  a  group  is  significant. 
Together  we  constitute  South  Africa's 
major  trading  and  investment  partners. 
Togethei-  we  embody  the  values  of  the 
democratic  world  that  South  Africans  of 
ail  races  seek  to  join.  Together  we 
stand  a  better  chance  of  helping  them  to 
do  so. 

In  the  coming  weeks,  both  the  Com- 
monwealth nations  and  the  European 
Community  will  be  consulting  about  pos- 
sible measures  aimed  at  inducing  posi- 
tive change  in  South  Africa.  In  those 
contexts,  a  broad  range  of  measui'es  has 
been  i)ut  forwar'd.  These  include  puni- 
tive actions  such  as  commodity  im|)ort 
bans,  further  export/impoil  and  invest- 
ment resti'iclions,  curtailing  air  travel 
and  visa  facilities,  and  various  othei- 
political  sanctions.  They  include  meas- 
ures to  jjrotect  our  interests  against  the 
|K)ssibility  of  catastrophe,  such  as  coor- 
dination of  stockpiling  policies  foi-  stra- 


tegic minerals  from  South  Africa.  Let's 
not  forget  that  we  import  some  very  im- 
portant commodities  from  there.  Other 
positive  measures  have  also  been  pro- 
posed, such  as  increased  aid  to  apart- 
heid's victims.  We  have  our  own  ideas 
and  ai'e  prepai'ed  to  join  our  allies  in 
foi'mulating  a  common  approach.  As  the 
President  said  yesterday,  however,  it 
cannot  make  sense— politically,  economi- 
cally, or  morally— to  compound  the 
suffering  of  an  entire  region  and  remove 
our  remaining  influence  as  a  gesture  of 
outrage.  That  is  not  responsible. 

A  special  EC  emissary,  British  For- 
eign Secretary  Sir  Geoffrey  Howe,  has 
also  been  mandated  to  visit  the  region 
to  pursue  possibilities  for  negotiations. 
He  is  now  in  South  Africa.  He  will  meet 
today  with  State  President  Botha  and 
e.xpects  to  meet  with  him  again  on 
July  29.  The  President  and  I  conferred 
with  Sir  Geoffrey  last  week.  He  has  our 
full  support  in  the  difficult  mission  he 
has  undertaken.  His  findings  and  his 
recommendations  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  trip  will  have  a  major  bearing  on 
the  decisions  we  shall  be  considering  in 
concert  with  our  allies.  His  mission,  and 
our  diplomacy,  will  aim  at  restoring  the 
hopes  for  dialogue  first  kindled  by  the 
Eminent  Persons'  Group,  whose  negot- 
iating concept  made  more  headway  than 
many  thought  possible. 

We  cannot,  and  should  not,  attempt 
to  deal  with  the  crisis  in  South  Africa  in 
isolation  from  the  disastrous  conse- 
quences it  can  have  for  the  entire 
southern  African  region.  Accordingly,  I 
am  asking  AID  [Agency  for  Interna- 
tional Development]  to  join  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  in  our  consultations  with 
our  allies. 

We  will  consider  a  range  of  positive 
measures  that  would  give  substance  to 
the  President's  wish  to  promote  eco- 
nomic progress  throughout  the  southern 
African  region.  South  Africa  now 
dominates  an  economically  irrational 
regional  transport  network  that  pro- 
vides high-cost  outlets  for  all  of  its 
neighl)ors  except  Angola,  and  which 
renders  them  vulnerable  to  retaliation 
and  economic  penalties.  These  front-line 
states  have  shorter,  more  economic 
alternatives,  but  these  routes  have 
deteriorated  over  the  years,  are  ineffi- 
cient, and  require  upgrading.  We  and 
our  allies  have  already  begun  to  work 
on  a  program  of  rehabilitating  some 


transportation  links.  Similarly,  we 
intend  to  pursue  ways  of  opening  the 
region  to  more  commerce,  developing 
transportation  routes  and  industry  along 
the  major  alternative  corridors,  adding 
to  the  locomotive  and  rolling  stock  of 
the  front-line  states,  and  stimulating 
more  trade  between  South  Africa's 
neighbors. 

For  example,  the  Beira  corridor 
through  Mozambique  is  a  natural  egress 
to  the  sea  for  many  of  the  landlocked 
southern  African  states.  It  is  an  eco- 
nomic, if  partial,  alternative  to  depend- 
ence on  South  Africa  for  states  as  far 
away  as  Zaire,  which  now  sends  43%  of 
its  mineral  and  metal  exports  through 
the  South  African  road  and  railway  sys- 
tem. Development  of  the  Beira  corridor 
could  be  vital  to  the  future  economic 
growth  of  the  region,  lowering  export 
costs,  and  improving  terms  of  trade, 
regardless  of  what  happens  in  South 
Africa.  Support  for  this  project  would 
lay  a  more  balanced  foundation  for  eco- 
nomic relations  between  the  front-line 
states  and  a  postapartheid  South  Africa. 

Investments  in  regional  transporta- 
tion and  trade  development  projects  are 
not  simply  gestures  against  South 
African  domination  of  the  economies  of 
its  neighbors.  These  are  solid  founda- 
tions for  the  future  of  the  regional 
economy. 

These  investments  would  also  reduce 
the  extent  to  which  we  depend  on  South 
Africa  for  access  to  the  region's  mineral 
supplies.  U.S.  participation  in  these 
positive,  forward-looking  programs 
demonstrates  to  all  the  front-line  states 
our  commitment  to  the  region's  post- 
apartheid  future.  They  are  subjects  of 
vital  interest  to  everyone  concerned 
about  what  happens  in  southern  Africa 
after  apartheid  has  passed  into  history. 
We  intend  to  consult  closely  with  Con- 
gress on  these  and  other  proposals  that 
address  the  problems  of  the  region. 

The  Role  of  Congress 

Here  I  want  to  point  out  the  obligation 
we  all  share  toward  Africa,  the  poorest 
continent.  We  all  know  the  grim  statis- 
tics of  Africa's  economic  crisis.  But 
there  is  also  a  message  of  hope  as 
nation  after  nation  discards  discredited 
statist  economic  development  policies. 
African  leaders  have  joined  a  growing 
chorus— heard  loud  and  clear  at  the  UN 
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Special  Session  on  Africa  in  May,  which 
I  attended  and  found  to  be  an  inspiring- 
event,  as  you  see  that  change  in  think- 
ing that's  going  on  throughout  that 
continent— that  recogiiizes  that  free  mar- 
ket forces  are  the  key  to  ending  the 
continent's  economic  tailspin.  Now  is  the 
time  for  Americans  to  be  at  Africa's 
side  economically.  This  Administration 
has  played  a  leading  international  role  in 
helping  shape  the  new  policy  consensus 
on  Africa.  Resource  flows  have 
expanded  to  enable  us  to  back  Africa's 
winhers  and  support  the  politically 
costly  process  of  policy  reform. 

But  congressional  foreign  assistance 
levels  threaten  this  important  Amei'ican 
achievement.  We  have  many  important 
priorities  and  responsibilities  around  the 
globe,  including  in  Africa.  To  be  effec- 
tive, our  foreign  policy  and  national 
strategy  must,  I  repeat,  must  be  ade- 
quately funded.  And,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men, it  is  not  being  adeciuately  funded 
in  the  kind  of  budget  numbers  that  are 
being  talked  about.  It  is  being  cut  to 
ribbons,  and  our  ability  to  do  anything 
constructive  in  the  area  we're  focusing 
on  today,  let  alone  other  areas,  is  being- 
reduced  to  a  shambles.  And  so  I  wonder 
when  I  hear  of  all  the  calls  for  economic 
sanctions  against  South  Africa  whether 
people  have  thought  of  the  economic 
price  tag  for  southern  Africa.  Instead  of 
focusing-  on  how  much  damage  we  can 
do  in  sending  a  message,  let's  send  a 
message  to  South  Africa's  neighbors  of 
our  support  for  their  economies,  their 
infrastructures,  and  their  independence. 
But  it  costs  money,  and  we  don't  have  it. 

Meanwhile,  I  know  this  committee 
has  before  it  several  legislative 
proposals  designed  to  send  messages  to 
the  South  African  Government.  These 
proposals  include  the  House  bill,  which 
amounts  to  a  declaration  of  economic 
war  on  the  people  of  southern  Africa. 
Its  passage  would  end  our  capacity  to 
have  any  positive  influence  on  the  strug- 
gle foi'  justice  and  human  I'ights  in 
southern  Africa.  Other-  legislation, 
although  less  extreme,  would  similarly 
weaken  our  ability  to  have  a  positive 
effect  on  what  happens  in  South  Africa. 
The  President  and  I  share  the  sense 
of  outrage  at  the  situation  in  South 
Africa  that  has  led  you  and  your  col- 
leagues in  the  House  to  consider  these 
actions.  We  are  pre])ared  to  take  action, 
with  our  allies,  to  change  the  mix  of  our 


pressures— positive  and  negative— to 
meet  the  rapidly  changing  course  of 
events  in  South  Africa  and  to  play  an 
essential  supporting  role  in  advancing 
South  Africans  toward  the  objective  of  a 
decent,  democratic,  prosperous,  and 
civilized  society  for  all  who  live  there. 

But  I  want  forcefully  to  underscore 
the  need  for  us  to  have  maximum  flexi- 
bility to  carry  out  our  diplomacy.  This  is 
not  a  situation  in  which  we  can  afford  to 
be  locked  in  the  straitjacket  of  rigid 
legislation,  no  matter  how  well  intended 
or  carefully  drafted  to  anticipate  events 
that  may  or  may  not  occur.  There's  a 
lot  taking  place  right  now  and  over  the 
next  month  or  so,  and  you  can't  foretell 
it.  We  need  the  authority  to  act. 
Presidential  discretion  is  necessary  to 
introduce  new  measures  if  we  conclude 
that  they  are  necessary,  or— equally 
important— to  lift  some  should  real 
progress  be  made.  Remember,  we're  not 
talking  about  whether  measures  should 
be  taken  or  not.  There  are  lots  of  things 
in  place.  They  go  back  to  the  early 
1960s  when  President  Kennedy  joined 
other  countries  in  embargoing  shipment 
of  arms  to  South  Africa,  and  they've 
continued  since,  including  the  Presi- 
dent's Executive  order.  So  there  are 
lots  of  things  there.  The  (question  you 
have  before  you  is  whether  you'i'e  going 
to  pull  the  final  pin  and  leave. 

We  feel  strongly  that  the  way  to 
proceed  is  not  to  take  actions  that 
assuage  oui-  indignation  but  aggravate 
the  currently  deteriorating  situation  in 
South  Africa.  And,  as  I've  said,  from 
the  standpoint  of  economic  sanctions 
they're  doing  it  to  themselves.  And  it's 
a  very  powerful  message  to  them  to 
say,  look,  the  way  you're  conducting 
yourself,  never  mind  what  anybody  else 
thinks,  you're  ruining  yourself.  There's 
no  hope  for  your  economy  unless  you 
turn  it  around.  It's  not  what  somebody 
else  is  doing  to  you;  it's  what  you  are 
doing  to  yourself,  which,  of  course,  is 
saying  if  you  want  to  change,  you  can 
change.  We  need  to  maintain  our  capaci- 
ty to  play  a  role  in  the  emergence  of  a 
new  South  Africa.  We  must  not  con- 
demn the  inhabitants  of  the  South  Afri- 
ca of  the  future  to  a  life  of  economic 
stagnation.  The  way  to  proceed  is  not  to 
punish  those  South  Africans  persecuted 
by  apartheid  but  to  target  pressure  on 
those  who  defend  and  enforce  apartheid. 
The  way  to  proceed  is  not,  in  short,  to 


add  to  the  misery  of  South  Africans  but 
to  set  about  helping  them  solve  South 
Africa's  problems  and  to  build  a  society 
of  expanding  liberties  and  economic 
opportunities. 

Conclusion 

Let  me  sum  up.  The  South  African 
Government  has,  by  its  policies,  isolated 
itself  politically  and  diplomatically.  Its 
most  recent  actions  are  having  the 
effect  of  isolating  it  economically  as 
well.  If  current  trends  continue,  the  out- 
look for  South  Africa  is  dismal.  In  such 
a  South  Africa,  there  will  be  no  win- 
ners, only  losers.  We  have  a  different 
vision  of  South  Africa's  future.  We  want 
a  democratic  and  prosperous  South  Afri- 
ca, where  all  races  participate  politically 
and  economically,  at  the  center  of  a 
peaceful  and  rapidly  developing 
souther-n  African  region.  To  achieve 
this,  apartheid  must  go.  All  South 
Africans  need  to  be  represented  in 
negotiations  to  determine  the  system  of 
government  that  will  replace  it.  Such 
negotiations  are  urgent.  We  cannot 
prescribe  their  outcome.  But  our  policies 
and  actions  must  be  calculated  to 
encoui'age  the  process  of  peaceful 
change  and  hel})  it  along. 

And  to  do  this,  we  must,  as  I  have 
indicated,  coordinate  with  oui'  allies  for 
maximum  effect.  The  international  con- 
sultations we  have  begun  and  our-  own 
review  process,  as  well  as  our  gauging 
of  South  African  Government  intentions, 
will  all  come  to  a  conclusion  in  Septem- 
ber, when  further  exchanges  with  our 
key  allies  will  cap  the  process  of  coordi- 
nation between  us.  We  will  be  coming  to 
you  for  your  support  and  will  consult 
closely  with  you  as  we  examine  how  we 
can  best  achieve  the  results  we  all  want. 

Upcoming  events  give  State  Presi- 
dent Botha  ample  opportunities  to  set 
out  on  a  path  that  would  take  South 
Africa  out  of  its  present  stalemate.  He'll 
be  speaking  to  his  party  convention,  as 
I  understand  it,  on  August  12.  We  urge 
him  to  seize  such  opportunities.  The 
responsibility  to  save  South  Africa  from 
the  violence,  impoverishment,  and  hope- 
lessness into  which  it  is  slipping  rests 
first  and  foremost  with  the  South  Afri- 
can Government.  It  is  that  simple.  If 
courageous  and  far-sighted  decisions  are 
taken.  South  Africans  will  find  us  ready 
to  join  with  our  allies  in  helping  them  to 
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build  a  better  future  for  all  the  people 
of  their  country.  The  industrialized 
democracies  must  be  prepared  to  take 
actions  to  help  South  Africans  hasten 
apartheid  to  an  early  end  and  to  help 
them  i-ejjlace  it  with  a  democratic  socie- 
ty in  which  the  rights  of  all  are  respect- 
ed and  protected. 


'Press  release  149. 


Misconceptions 
About  U.S.  Policy 
Toward  South  Africa 


During  the  past  year  and  a  half, 
apartheid— the  system  of  legally 
entrenched  racism  long  practiced  in 
South  Africa— has  emerged  as  a  highly 
sensitive  political  issue  in  the  United 
States.  Americans  have  been  bombarded 
with  news  about  South  Africa,  as  tele- 
vised scenes  of  racial  conflict  have 
entered  American  living  rooms.  But 
South  Africa  also  has  captured  the  atten- 
tion of  many  Americans  because  of  the 
antiapartheid  actions  of  black  South 
African  leaders  such  as  Bishop  Desmond 
Tutu,  who  was  awarded  the  Nobel  Peace 
Prize  in  1984  for  his  role  in  the  struggle. 
In  the  United  States,  many  citizens  have 
chosen  to  engage  in  nonviolent  protest 
against  apartheid  in  front  of  the  South 
African  Embassy  and  its  consular  offices 
throughout  the  country.  Other  Ameri- 
cans have  demonstrated  in  favor  of 
stockholder  divestment  and  corporate 
disinvestment  from  South  Africa.  South 
Africa  not  only  has  dramatically  cap- 
tured the  attention  of  the  media  but  con- 
tinues to  be  an  intensely  debated  issue  in 
Congress,  in  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  on  many  university  campuses 
and  elsewhere. 

The  purpose  of  this  article  is  to  put 
the  debate  over  U.S.  policy  in  factual 
perspective.  Public  interest  in  and 
debate  on  foreign  policy  issues  are  a  cen- 
tral ingredient  of  a  healthy  democracy. 
As  public  awareness  grows  of  the  com- 
plexity of  the  South  African  drama,  it  is 
important  that  it  be  based  on  facts.  Mis- 
conceptions regarding  U.S.  policy,  goals. 


and  objectives  have  clouded  clear  under- 
standing of  the  issues  and  needlessly 
polarized  our  public  discourse.  This 
article  addresses  some  of  the  common 
misconceptions. 

Misconception:  U.S.  policy  props  up 
apartheid  and  the  white  minority  gov- 
ernment in  South  Africa  at  the  expense 
of  the  black  majority. 

Facts:  U.S.  officials  over  several  Admin- 
istrations repeatedly  and  consistently 
have  stated  this  country's  strong  opposi- 
tion to  apartheid.  On  September  9,  1985, 
President  Reagan  stated  the  following: 

The  system  of  apartheid  means 
deliberate,  systematic,  institutionalized  racial 
discrimination  denying  the  black  majority 
their  God-given  rights.  America's  view  of 
apartheid  is  simple  and  straightforward:  we 
believe  it's  wrong.  We  condemn  it.  And  we're 
united  in  hoping  for  the  day  when  apartheid 
will  be  no  more. 

The  explicit  aim  of  U.S.  policy  is  to 
end  apartheid.  The  U.S.  Government 
uses  all  its  influence  and  urges  private 
American  citizens  with  influence  in 
South  Africa  to  press  the  South  African 
Government  to  take  immediate  steps  to 
dismantle  apartheid.  We  attempt  to  per- 
suade the  South  African  Government  to 
open  talks,  without  preconditions,  with 
the  full  range  of  leaders— black  and 
white— and  to  negotiate  the  establish- 
ment of  a  political  system  that  would 
enable  all  South  Africans  to  participate 
in  a  government  based  on  the  consent  of 
the  governed. 

As  we  continue  to  encourage  accel- 
erated, peaceful  change  in  South  Africa, 
we  have: 

•  Maintained  public  and  strong 
private  pressure  on  the  South  African 
Government  to  translate  into  concrete 
actions  its  statements  of  intent  to  aban- 
don apartheid; 

•  Worked  aggressively  through 
diplomatic  and  public  channels  to  curtail 
human  rights  abuses,  obtain  releases  of 
political  prisoners,  cease  "forced 
removals"  of  settled  black  communities, 
extend  civil  rights  to  black  victims  of 
apartheid  laws  and  policies,  and  promote 
the  abandonment  of  those  laws; 

•  Worked  as  closely  as  possible  with 
those  inside  and  outside  South  Africa 
who  are  actively  seeking  peaceful 
change; 


•  Sent  clear  signals  to  the  South 
African  Government  in  the  President's 
Executive  order  of  September  9,  1985, 
and  in  private  communications,  that  the 
pace  of  reform  must  be  accelerated;  and 

•  Initiated  an  impressive  range  of 
assistance  programs  targeted  to  help 
black  victims  of  apartheid  in  the  fields  of 
education,  trade  unionism,  small 
business  development,  human  rights, 
and  legal  defense.  Funding  for  such  proj- 
ects in  FY  1986  will  total  $20  million 
compared  to  $4.2  million  in  FY  1982. 
From  1981  through  1985,  the  United 
States  provided  assistance  amounting  to 
$27.9  million. 

Misconception:  The  Reagan  Administra- 
tion has  no  consistent  policy  toward 
southern  Africa  in  general  or  South 
Africa  in  particular. 

Facts:  Upon  taking  office  in  January 
1981,  the  Reagan  Administration  deter- 
mined to  focus  on  the  many  threats  to 
stability  in  southern  Africa  and 
developed  a  policy  toward  the  region 
that  seeks  to: 

•  End  the  unjust  policy  of  apartheid 
in  South  Africa  and  promote  a  system  of 
government  based  on  the  consent  of  all 
the  governed; 

•  Diminish  regional  and  cross- 
border  violence  and  promote  negoti- 
ations as  a  means  of  settling  differences; 

•  Bring  about  Namibian  independ- 
ence based  on  UN  Security  Council 
Resolution  435  and,  in  that  context,  the 
withdrawal  of  Cuban  and  other  foreign 
troops  from  Angola;  and 

•  Reassert  U.S.  influence  in  the 
region. 

These  objectives  have  been  consist- 
ent over  several  past  Administrations. 
Although  U.S.  leverage  is  limited, 
Americans  can  make  and  have  made  a 
difference. 

In  South  Africa,  the  United  States 
has  the  best  chance  of  all  outside  parties 
to  help  South  Africans  move  toward 
peaceful  and  positive  change  and  to 
overcome  the  disabilities  imposed  by 
apartheid.  We  maintain  contact  and  have 
credibility  with  all  parties— blacks  and 
whites.  Just  as  we  engage  in  dialogue 
with  other  governments  whose  form  and 
policies  we  disagree  with,  we  must  con- 
tinue to  communicate  our  views  to  the 
South  African  Government.  The  United 
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States  must  continue  to  be  a  force  for 
peaceful  change  in  South  Africa  and  for 
a  reduction  of  regional  violence.  We 
need  to  use  all  the  influence  we  have  to 
work  for  change.  We  cannot  hope  to 
influence  South  Africa  unless  we  remain 
involved  there  and  continue  to  use  our 
leverage  wisely  to  promote  reform. 

Moreover,  we  must  recognize  that 
South  Africa  is  an  integral  part  of  and 
major  player  in  southern  Africa.  Our 
influence  with  South  Africa  on  ending 
apartheid  is  related  to  the  success  of  our 
efforts  in  the  region  as  a  whole.  A 
climate  of  regional  insecurity  and  armed 
conflict  damages  hopes  for  peaceful 
change  in  South  Africa. 

Misconception:  "Constructive  engage- 
ment" is  merely  engagement  with  the 
white  minority  in  South  Africa  and  a 
means  of  allying  the  U.S.  Government 
with  the  South  African  Government. 

Facts:  Constructive  engagement  has 
been  maligned  because  it  has  been 
misunderstood  or  misperceived,  both 
within  South  Africa  and  without.  The 
policy  has  promoted  continuing  contact 
with  all  peoples  in  South  Africa,  black 
and  white,  and  indeed,  with  the  govern- 
ments and  peoples  of  neighboring  states. 
The  U.S.  Ambassador  and  his  staff  have 
been  and  are  in  touch  with  a  wide  spec- 
trum of  people  from  all  South  African 
communities,  including  black  leaders 
representing  a  number  of  political 
organizations.  We  also  have  consistently 
urged  the  South  African  Government  to 
enter  into  meaningful  negotiations  with 
black  leaders  looking  toward  develop- 
ment of  a  government  based  on  the  con- 
sent of  all  the  governed. 

Although  the  policy  occasionally  has 
been  criticized,  no  responsible  entity 
either  within  South  Africa  or  without 
has  ever  asked  that  the  United  States 
discontinue  its  involvement  in  efforts  to 
promote  stability  and  positive  change  in 
the  region.  U.S.  influence  is  limited,  but 
it  is  still  significant,  and  we  intend  to 
apply  it  where  it  may  be  most  effective. 
Meanwhile,  we  will  continue  to  carry  on 
a  dialogue  with  all  South  Africans  in  an 
effort  to  move  forward  the  process  of 
change  now  underway. 


Misconception:  The  U.S.  Government 
has  done  nothing  to  demonstrate  its 
opposition  to  apartheid,  and  its  relation- 
ship with  the  South  African  Government 
has  always  been  business  as  usual. 

Facts:  The  U.S.  Government  consist- 
ently has  spoken  out  against  the  apart- 
heid system  and  repeatedly  protested 
specific  human  rights  abuses  in  South 
Africa.  The  U.S.  Government  has 
adopted  many  restrictive  measures  to 
dissociate  itself  from  apartheid  and  to 
help  the  black  majority. 

•  Exports  to  South  Africa  of  U.S. 
arms,  ammunition,  and  equipment  for 
their  manufacture  and  maintenance 
were  unilaterally  embargoed  by  the 
United  States  in  1963.  The  U.S. 
embargo  is  broader  than  the  later  1977 
UN  Security  Council  embargo  to  which 
the  United  States  also  subscribes. 

•  Since  1978  the  U.S.  Government 
has  prohibited  the  export  of  computers 
to  the  South  African  military  and  police. 
From  1978  to  1982,  the  United  States 
also  banned  the  export  of  computers  that 
would  be  used  to  enforce  apartheid. 
Since  1982  the  ban  has  precluded 
exports  of  computers  for  any  purpose  to 
all  "apartheid-enforcing"  entities  of  the 
South  African  Government. 

•  Since  1978  the  United  States  has 
prohibited  Export-Import  Bank  support 
of  exports  to  the  South  African  Govern- 
ment or  its  agencies.  In  addition  the 
United  States  has  prohibited  such  export 
assistance  to  private  individuals  or  cor- 
porations in  South  Africa,  unless  they 
have  endorsed  and  implemented  employ- 
ment practices  that  promote  racial 
equality. 

•  The  Overseas  Private  Investment 
Corporation  (OPIC)  does  not  provide 
guarantees  for  South  Africa,  and  since 
1983  the  U.S.  representative  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF) 
must  "actively  oppose  any  facility  involv- 
ing use  of  fund  credit  by  any  country 
practicing  apartheid"  unless  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  makes  certain 
certifications  to  Congress. 

•  In  December  1984,  the  United 
States  joined  with  other  UN  Security 
Council  members  in  voting  for  an 
embargo  on  imports  of  arms  and  ammu- 
nition produced  in  South  Africa. 


•  Since  1985  the  United  States  has 
prohibited  the  export  of  all  items  to  the 
South  African  military  and  police.  The 
only  exceptions  to  this  ban  are  medical 
supplies  and  items  used  to  prevent 
unlawful  interference  with  international 
civil  aviation. 

•  The  United  States  rejects  the 
South  African  Government's  policy  of 
granting  "independence"  to  the  so-called 
black  "homelands"  of  Transkei,  Venda, 
Ciskei,  and  Bophuthatswana  in  South 
Africa;  refuses  to  recognize  their  inde- 
pendence or  that  of  any  other  South 
African  "homeland"  in  the  future;  and 
continues  to  hold  the  South  African  Gov- 
ernment responsible  for  human  rights 
abuses  and  other  developments  in  the 
"homelands." 

On  September  9,  1985,  the  President 
issued  Executive  Order  12532  imposing 
carefully  targeted  sanctions  against 
South  Africa.  The  President's  action  was 
designed  not  to  destabilize  the  South 
African  economy  but  to  send  a  clear 
signal  to  the  South  African  Government 
that  official  repression  of  protest  is  an 
unacceptable  response  and  that  acceler- 
ated change  is  essential.  These  measures 
include: 

•  A  tightening  of  restrictions  on 
computer  exports  to  the  South  African 
military,  police,  and  apartheid-enforcing 
entities; 

•  A  specific  prohibition  on  exports 
of  nuclear  goods  and  technology  to 
South  Africa,  except  those  necessary  to 
implement  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency  (IAEA)  nuclear  proliferation 
safeguards,  or  those  exempted  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  humanitarian 
reasons  to  protect  health  and  safety. 
These  1985  restrictions  tightened  the 
prohibitions  on  most  nuclear  trade  and 
exports  to  South  Africa  which  had  been 
implemented  as  a  function  of  U.S. 
general  nonproliferation  policy  since 
1978; 

•  An  express  prohibition  on  the 
import  of  arms,  ammunition,  and 
military  vehicles  produced  in  South 
Africa.  This  import  ban  implemented  the 
provisions  of  the  voluntary  arms 
embargo  established  by  the  UN  Security 
Council  in  1984; 
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•  A  ban  on  loans  by  U.S.  financial 
institutions  to  the  South  African  Govern- 
ment, its  agencies  and  institutions, 
except  in  exceptional  cases  when  a  loan 
is  deemed  to  improve  economic  oppor- 
tunities for  black  South  Africans,  or  for 
educational,  housing,  and  health  facilities 
that  are  open  and  accessible  to  South 
Africans  of  all  races; 

•  A  ban  on  U.S.  Government  mar- 
keting export  assistance  to  any  U.S. 
firm  employing  at  least  25  persons  that 
does  not  adhere  to  certain  labor  stan- 
dards which  promote  racial  equality;  and 

•  A  ban  on  the  import  of  Kruger- 
rands,  the  gold  coin  minted  in  South 
Africa. 

The  Executive  order  also  directs  a 
substantial  increase  in  funding  of 
scholarships  for  South  Africans  disad- 
vantaged by  apartheid  and  for  the  pro- 
motion of  human  rights  activities  in 
South  Africa,  such  as  legal  assistance  to 
political  detainees  and  support  for 
antiapartheid  organizations. 

Misconception:  The  United  States 
claims  it  opposes  apartheid  in  South 
Africa  but  has  virtually  no  programs  to 
aid  blacks  disadvantaged  by  that  system. 

Facts:  An  essential  part  of  U.S.  policy 
toward  South  Africa  involves  programs 
aimed  at  improving  the  quality  of  life  for 
black  South  Africans.  Since  1981  the 
Reagan  Administration  has  directed  the 
U.S.  p]mbassy  in  Pretoria  and  its 
Agency  for  International  Development 
(AID)  mission  to  develop  and  fund  pro- 
grams that  address  problems  of  inferior 
education,  unemployment,  and  human 
rights  protection  for  black  South 
Africans. 

In  FY  1986,  the  U.S.  Government 
will  finance,  through  AID,  projects  in 
South  Africa  amounting  to  about  $20 
million.  AID  works  directly  with  private 
voluntary  organizations,  local  com- 
munity-based groups,  and  concerned 
individuals  in  South  Africa  to  address 
needs  in  the  fields  of  education,  labor 
relations,  legal  defense,  private  enter- 
prise, community  development,  and 
employment.  These  programs  include: 


•  The  external  and  internal  scholar- 
ship programs,  to  finance  undergraduate 
and  professional  study  in  the  United 
States  and  university  training  within 
South  Africa  for  disadvantaged  black 
South  Africans.  In  FY  1986,  AID  will 
spend  about  $12  million  on  these 
programs; 

•  The  entrepreneurial  training  proj- 
ect, to  provide  training  for  black  owners 
and  operators  of  small  businesses.  AID 
has  committed  $3  million  to  this  3-year 
project; 

•  A  grant  of  $1.5  million  in  FY  1986 
to  the  African-American  Labor  Center 
of  the  AFL-CIO  to  continue  funding 
training  programs  for  black  South 
African  trade  unionists  in  the  areas  of 
collective  bargaining  and  grievance 
procedures; 

•  A  human  rights  fund  of  up  to  $1.5 
million  in  FY  1986  administered  by  the 
U.S.  Embassy  to  support  antiapartheid 
groups  inside  South  Africa  working  to 
promote  economic,  social,  juridical,  and 
political  change.  Among  the  activities 
supported  is  direct  legal  assistance  to 
victims  of  apartheid  and  their  families; 

•  A  special  fund  supporting  self-help 
projects  within  black  townships  and 
rural  areas  to  ameliorate  social  and 
economic  problems.  In  FY  1986, 
$275,000  has  been  allocated  to  this  pro- 
gram which,  because  of  its  matching 
character,  has  significant  impact  at  the 
local  level;  and 

•  Through  the  community  outreach 
and  leadership  development  program, 
AID  will  obligate  $2.5  million  for  the 
initial  phase  of  a  5-year  program  to  help 
new  community  organizations  develop 
leaders  and  established  community 
organizations  to  expand  their  operations. 

The  U.  S.  Information  Agency  will 
spend  $1.7  million  in  FY  1986  on 
exchange  programs  such  as  the  interna- 
tional visitors  program,  Fulbright 
scholarships,  and  journalist  training  pro- 
gram for  South  Africans  working  to 
change  the  status  of  blacks,  "colored," 
and  Asians  through  university  programs, 
teacher  training,  labor  unions,  or  black 
commercial  enterprise-building. 


The  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 
has  implemented  a  series  of  programs  in 
FY  1986  to  assist  black-owned  busi- 
nesses in  South  Africa,  including  a 
"Matchmaker  Fair"  (held  April  24-26, 
1986,  near  Johannesburg)  aimed  at 
increasing  sales  of  black  manufacturing 
and  service  companies  to  U.S.  and  other 
firms  operating  in  South  Africa;  helping 
the  South  Africa  Urban  Foundation  to 
publish  a  directory  of  black  businesses; 
and  counseling  U.S.  firms  seeking  to 
enter  into  business  relationships  with 
black-owned  companies  in  South  Africa. 

Misconception:  U.S.  policy  toward 
South  Africa  has  been  ineffective  in 
dismantling  apartheid  and  achieving 
political  equality  for  blacks.  The  South 
African  Government  won't  make  signifi- 
cant changes  until  "forced"  to  do  so  by 
punitive  economic  sanctions. 

Facts:  Though  American  leverage  to 
bring  about  change  in  South  Africa  is 
limited,  we  strongly  oppose  apartheid 
and  are  committed  to  its  abolition  and 
the  right  of  blacks  to  full  political, 
economic,  and  social  participation  in 
South  African  society.  The  South 
African  Government  is  in  no  doubt  about 
our  convictions  on  the  matter.  U.S. 
policy  is  to  urge  the  South  African 
Government  to  end  apartheid  and 
negotiate  a  system  of  governance  based 
on  the  consent  of  all  the  governed.  We 
are  not  satisfied  with  the  current  pace  of 
change  and  recognize  that  much  remains 
to  be  done.  We  do  note  that  some  impor- 
tant changes  have  taken  place  in  recent 
years.  We  will  judge  the  South  African 
Government  by  how  completely  it  im- 
plements these  changes,  which  are 
described  below. 

•  Public  acknowledgment  by  the 
South  African  Government  that  discrimi- 
nation on  racial  grounds  cannot  be 
justified  and  that  it  intends  to  end  such 
discrimination; 

•  Abolition  of  numerous  "influx  con- 
trol" laws  which  had  restricted  the 
employment  and  residence  of  blacks  and 
were  enforced  through  the  "pass" 
system.  Their  abolition  will  result  in 
greater  freedom  of  movement  for  many 
blacks  residing  in  townships  outside  of 
urban  areas.  This  includes  abolition  of 
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the  old  pass  book  and  its  replacement 
with  a  uniform  identity  document  issued 
to  all  South  Africans  regardless  of  race 
and  since  April  18,  1986,  the  cessation  of 
arrests  for  violation  of  influx  control 
laws  and  the  release  of  thousands 
detained  or  serving  sentences  for  such 
offenses.  We  have  urged  the  South 
African  Government  to  apply  the  princi- 
ple of  freedom  of  movement  to  all  South 
Africans  irrespective  of  race; 

•  Limited  restoration  of  South 
African  citizenship  to  blacks  dena- 
tionalized by  the  independence  of  the 
"homelands."  It  has  been  estimated  that 
1.75  million  black  township  residents  of 
5-years  standing  who  are  permanently 
employed  have  acquired  housing  and 
now  reside  with  their  families  in  urban 
areas.  We  have  pressed  the  South 
African  Government  to  extend  such 
citizenship  to  all  9  million  who  are  now 
considered  citizens  of  the  so-called  inde- 
pendent homelands,  consistent  with 
State  President  Botha's  earlier  accep- 
tance of  the  principle  of  universal 
citizenship; 

•  Virtual  abolition  of  job  reservation 
formerly  restricting  26  categories  of 
employment  to  "whites  only"; 

•  Recognition  of  the  freedom  of  any 
individual,  regardless  of  race,  to  form 
and  bargain  in  free  trade  unions,  and  the 
elimination  of  all  references  to  race  in 
labor  legislation; 

•  Permission  for  universities  to 
admit  students  on  the  basis  of  academic 
qualifications  only,  rather  than  race; 
private  primary  and  secondary  schools 
are  now  eligible  for  government  sub- 
sidies without  reference  to  the  racial 
composition  of  their  student  bodies; 

•  Opening  of  central  business 
districts  to  black  entrepreneurs  in  most, 
if  not  all,  major  metropolitan  areas; 

•  Acceptance  of  the  permanence  of 
blacks  in  urban  areas.  Black  South 
Africans  may  now  purchase  property  in 
designated  black  urban  areas; 

•  Elimination  of  the  Colored 
Preference  Area  in  the  Western  Cape, 
recognizing  the  claims  of  blacks  there  to 
residence  rights  and  employment; 

•  Repeal  of  the  Political  Inter- 
ference Act,  which  prevented  different 
racial  groups  from  belonging  to  the  same 
political  party; 


•  Desegregation  in  national  sports. 
All  races  may  now  actively  participate 
together  in  such  sports  as  cricket,  soc- 
cer, track  and  field,  and  boxing; 

•  Repeal  of  laws  requiring  segrega- 
tion of  hotels,  restaurants,  cinemas, 
beaches,  and  public  transport  facilities. 
The  right  of  admission  is  now  reserved 
to  the  individual  proprietor; 

•  Repeal  of  the  Immorality  and 
Mixed  Marriages  Acts,  which  formerly 
made  interracial  sex  and  marriage  a 
criminal  offense. 

The  United  States  is  applying 
targeted  pressure  in  a  wide  variety  of 
ways  to  demonstrate  our  dissatification 
with  the  pace  of  change  and  to  promote 
the  accelerated  end  of  apartheid.  The 
argument  that  punitive  economic  sanc- 
tions would  force  the  South  African 
Government  to  rapidly  end  apartheid, 
however,  ignores  the  ability  of  a  strong 
and  diversified  South  African  economy 
to  withstand  sanctions,  to  pass  at  least 
some  of  their  negative  effects  onto  black 
neighboring  states,  and  even  to  increase 
their  economic  misery  with  retaliatory 
countersanctions.  Additionally,  we 
believe  that  punitive  sanctions  would 
strengthen  the  resistance  of  many  white 
Afrikaners  and  the  South  African 
Government  to  change,  thus  risking  fur- 
ther violence  and  harming  black  South 
Africans  already  victimized  by  apartheid. 

Misconception:  U.S.  policy  is  inconsist- 
ent because  the  Administration  supports 
"freedom  fighters"  in  Nicaragua  and 
Afghanistan  but  not  those  in  the  African 
National  Congress  (ANC)  who  are  strug- 
gling for  freedom  and  against  apartheid. 

Facts:  In  each  case  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances are  different.  For  that  rea- 
son, each  must  be  judged  on  its  own 
merits. 

In  South  Africa,  unlike  Nicaragua 
and  Afghanistan,  there  is  a  government 
that  is  moving  toward  change  and 
reform.  A  transition  has  begun.  We  are 
encouraging  the  government  to  move 
rapidly  toward  engaging  all  parties  in 
negotiations  leading  to  the  establishment 
of  a  political  system  based  on  the  par- 
ticipation and  the  consent  of  all  the 
governed. 


The  ANC  is  one  of  several  organiza- 
tions with  substantial  political  support  in 
South  Africa,  primarily  but  not  only 
among  blacks.  Some  of  the  ANC's  pro- 
claimed political  objectives,  such  as  end- 
ing apartheid  and  establishing  a  non- 
racial  system  of  government,  are  accepted 
in  the  United  States  and  the  West. 
Other  ANC  goals,  reflected  in  the  orga- 
nization's continuing  close  ties  via  the 
South  African  Communist  Party  to  its 
Soviet  counterpart,  do  not  merit  U.S. 
support. 

The  ANC  advocates  violence  and 
revolution  to  bring  down  apartheid;  it 
has  claimed  responsibility  for  many  acts 
of  violence  in  South  Africa.  The  United 
States  cannot  condone  the  use  of  vio- 
lence by  any  party  in  South  Africa  as  a 
means  to  achieve  its  goals.  Just  as  U.S. 
policy  opposes  official  violence  against 
unarmed  demonstrators,  it  also  opposes 
guerrilla  or  terrorist  violence  as  a  means 
of  pursuing  political  ends. 

The  United  States  considers  the 
ANC  one  of  many  political  organizations 
that  should  be  included  as  South  Afri- 
cans negotiate  their  future.  We  favor  the 
release  from  prison  of  ANC  leader  Nel- 
son Mandela  and  other  political  pris- 
oners. We  have  supported  efforts  to 
negotiate  understandings  that  would 
assure  an  end  to  violence,  the  return  of 
exiled  leaders,  and  the  legalization  of 
political  parties. 

U.S.  policy  does  not  believe  that  it  is 
a  morally  responsible  course  to  support 
violent  solutions  in  South  Africa.  Given 
the  enormous  military  power  in  the  gov- 
ernment's hands,  support  for  violent 
struggle  by  guerrillas  and  terrorists 
would  be  tantamount  to  support  for  a 
bloodbath,  the  principal  victims  of  which 
would  be  blacks.  Moreover,  black  organi- 
zations inside  South  Africa  increasingly 
have  demonstrated  their  capacity,  using 
nonviolent  means,  to  organize  and  to 
press  their  demands  for  change.  Similar 
circumstances  do  not  exist  in  Afghanis- 
tan or  Nicaragua. 

Misconception:  The  sale  of  American 
products,  particularly  U.S.  arms  and 
computers,  bolsters  the  system  of  apart- 
heid in  South  Africa. 
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Facts:  The  premise  of  that  statement  is 
incorrect.  The  United  States  in  1963  uni- 
laterally embargoed  exports  to  South 
Africa  of  arms  and  ammunition,  as  well 
as  equipment  for  their  manufacture  and 
maintenance.  In  1977  the  United  States 
joined  with  the  United  Nations  in  impos- 
ing a  mandatory  embargo  on  arms  sales 
to  South  Africa. 

Certain  controlled  items  on  the  State 
Department's  "munitions  list"  have  been 
licensed  for  export  to  South  Africa  dur- 
ing this  Administration,  as  in  previous 
ones.  These  items  are  always  of  a  non- 
lethal  nature  and  are  strictly  for  com- 
mercial and  civil  application.  For  exam- 
ple, more  than  90%  of  the  export  licenses 
approved  for  such  items  in  the  last  5 
years  have  been  for  automated  bank 
teller  machines,  which  are  on  the  muni- 
tions list  because  technically  they  are 
"encryption  devices."  We  license  the 
export  of  these  devices  only  for  use  by 
private  entities  such  as  banks,  financial 
institutions,  and  U.S.  corporate  subsidi- 
aries. There  are  no  items  for  military 
purposes  approved  for  export. 

Regarding  computer  sales,  the  Presi- 
dent's 1985  Executive  order  toughened 
the  already  strict  controls  on  the  sale  of 
these  high-technology  items  in  South 
Africa.  No  computers  can  now  be  sold  to 
apartheid  enforcing  agencies  of  the 
South  African  Government  or  to  any 
police  or  military  entities. 

Over  the  years,  our  tightening  of 
export  controls  on  computer  sales  to 
South  Africa  has  contributed  to  a  decline 
in  the  value  of  such  sales  to  South 
Africa.  U.S.  computer  exports  to  South 
Africa  fell  from  $199  million  in  1984  to 
$126  million  in  1985;  we  anticipate  a  fur- 
ther drop  in  1986.  All  these  sales  are 
carefully  reviewed  by  the  State  and 
Commerce  Departments.  Our  position  is 
that  sales  of  U.S.  computers  and  certain 
items  from  our  "munitions  list"  should 
not  be  stopped  when  their  uses  have 
nothing  to  do  with  apartheid. 

Misconception:  U.S.  firms  in  South 
Africa  dominate  the  economy  and  prop 
up  apartheid  for  their  own  economic 
benefits. 

Facts:  U.S.  businesses  do  not  dominate 
the  South  African  economy.  They  have 
only  a  minor  role.  According  to  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce  figures: 


•  From  1960  to  1985,  96%  of  direct 
investment  in  South  Africa  came  from 
South  African  sources.  Foreign  invest- 
ment in  South  Africa  accounted  for 
about  4%  of  all  new  direct  investment 
there.  Of  that  4%,  U.S.  firms  accounted 
for  about  20%,  or  slightly  less  than  1% 
of  total  new  direct  investment  in  South 
Africa; 

•  In  1985  there  were  over  250  U.S. 
firms  with  operations  in  South  Africa; 
the  year-end  book  value  of  direct 
American  investment  there  amounted  to 
about  $1.3  billion;  and 

•  Only  about  8.3%  of  South  Africa's 
exports  go  to  the  United  States,  com- 
pared with  about  23%  to  the  European 
Community  and  8%  to  Japan. 

American  firms  in  South  Africa 
employ  96,000  workers  (of  which  61,000 
are  black),  or  about  2.2%  of  the  total 
South  African  workforce  (although  the 
percentage  is  higher  in  manufacturing 
and  high-technology  industries). 

American  companies  are  not  prop- 
ping up  apartheid;  they  are  helping  to 
break  it  down.  U.S.  firms  have  been 
among  the  principal  forces  working  for 
reform.  They  have  led  the  way  in  pro- 
moting an  end  to  segregation  in  the 
workplace.  As  of  May  1986,  there  were 
nearly  200  signatories  to  the  Sullivan 
principles— named  after  their  originator. 
Rev.  Leon  Sullivan  of  Philadelphia— of 
fair  employment  practices.  Close  to  90% 
of  all  black  South  African  employees  of 
U.S. -affiliated  private  companies  in 
South  Africa  are  covered  by  the  Sullivan 
principles. 

U.S.  firms  have  spent  more  than 
$150  million  outside  the  workplace  since 
1977  to  build  health  centers,  improve 
schools,  award  scholarships,  and  in  at 
least  one  case  even  to  undertake  the 
legal  defense  of  individuals  victimized  by 
apartheid.  (General  Motors,  for  example, 
has  promised  to  undertake  the  legal 
defense  of  any  employee  who  is  arrested 
for  deliberately  using  a  segregated  beach 
near  one  of  its  plants  in  Port  Elizabeth 
in  protest  against  apartheid.)  Such 
efforts  help  improve  the  quality  of  life 
for  black  workers  disadvantaged  by 
apartheid  and  help  break  down  racial 
barriers. 


Fair  employment  practices  based  on 
the  Sullivan  principles  were  incorporated 
into  the  President's  Executive  order  of 
September  1985.  These  principles 
require  all  companies  to  give  equal  pay 
for  equal  work,  regardless  of  race;  train 
nonwhites  for  supervisory,  administra- 
tive, clerical,  and  technical  jobs  within 
firms;  promote  black  employees  into 
these  positions;  and  desegregate  all  eat- 
ing, comfort,  locker  room,  and  work 
facilities  within  a  firm.  Marketing  export 
assistance  will  be  withheld  from  firms 
failing  to  implement  these  principles. 

In  sum,  American  business  firms  in 
South  Africa  are  making  a  vital  contribu- 
tion to  peaceful  change  toward  a  more 
just  society,  helping  to  end  apartheid, 
and  improving  the  quality  of  life  for 
black  workers  disadvantaged  by  unfair 
laws. 

Misconception:  Disinvestment  (with- 
drawal) by  U.S.  firms  operating  in  South 
Africa  will  be  an  effective  weapon  for 
bringing  about  reform  and  is  overwhelm- 
ingly favored  by  South  African  blacks. 

Facts:  Disinvestment  is  disengagement 
and  would  result  in  diminishing  U.S. 
influence  to  promote  peaceful  change  to 
a  more  just  society  in  South  Africa. 

•  If  American  firms  withdraw  from 
South  Africa,  South  African  investors 
stand  ready  to  purchase  their  assets  at 
bargain  prices  with  nonconvertible  rand. 
Furthermore,  none  of  those  potential 
buyers  could  be  counted  upon  to  adopt 
Sullivan-type  codes  of  fair  conduct  for 
black  workers,  and  they  would  be 
unlikely  to  share  the  American  social 
commitment  to  improve  the  lives  of 
black  employees. 

•  A  case  in  point  is  the  withdrawal 
of  Motorola,  a  Sullivan  signatory,  in 
1985.  Its  assets  were  purchased  by  a 
South  African  firm  (Altec),  which  con- 
tinues to  produce  similar  products  and 
faces  no  restrictions  on  sales  to  the 
South  African  military  and  police.  Thus, 
the  net  effect  of  Motorola's  withdrawal 
was  to  concentrate  more  capital  and 
influence  in  the  hands  of  white  South 
African  managers. 
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•  Experience  has  shown  that  once 
an  American  company  leaves  a  host 
country,  the  decision  is  likely  to  be  per- 
manent. That  is  a  formula  for  nonpartici- 
pation  in  the  shaping  of  South  Africa's 
future. 

•  If  American  business  firms  were 
to  withdraw  from  the  South  African 
economy,  it  would  result  in  loss  of  jobs 
and  opportunities  and  also  end  the 
efforts  of  those  American  companies 
working  for  change. 

Despite  widespread  assertions  by 
some  South  African  and  American  pro- 
ponents of  sanctions  that  "blacks  are 
prepared  to  suffer,"  recently  conducted 
surveys  cast  doubt  on  whether  the 
majority  of  black  South  Africans  actually 
support  sanctions  against  South  Africa. 
In  fact,  a  London  Sunday  Times  poll 
released  in  August  1986  indicates  that 
32%  of  South  African  blacks  oppose 
sanctions  while  29%  favor  them.  The 
rest  have  never  heard  of,  or  have  no  opi- 
nion about,  sanctions.  This  poll 
represents  the  first  effort  to  survey 
blacks  living  in  rural  areas  as  well  as  in 
urban  areas.  Support  for  sanctions  is 
less  among  rural  blacks  than  among 
urban  blacks.  Among  rural  blacks  (who 
comprise  56%  of  all  black  South 
Africans),  34%  oppose  sanctions  and 
22%  favor  them.  Among  urban  blacks, 
47%  favor  sanctions  and  29%  are 
opposed. 


Another  opinion  survey  carried  out 
by  the  Institute  for  Black  Research  at 
Natal  University  (spring  1986)  suggests 
that  more  than  73%  of  blacks  are  not 
prepared  to  support  disinvestment  or 
sanctions  against  South  Africa  if  this 
should  lead  to  greater  hardship  among 
blacks.  This  poll  by  Professor  Fatima 
Meer  corroborates  a  1984  opinion  survey 
conducted  by  Professor  Lawrence 
Schlemmer,  also  of  Natal  University. 
Schlemmer  concluded  that  most  blacks 
(76%)  "fear  the  economic  consequences 
of  disinvestment  more  than  they 
welcome  its  possible  political  effects."  In 
fact,  Dr.  Meer,  an  active  supporter  of 
the  pro  sanctions  United  Democratic 
Front,  a  multiracial  political  opposition 
movement,  had  originally  suspected  the 
accuracy  of  the  Schlemmer  poll  which 
her  own  survey  later  confirmed. 

In  short,  claims  by  proponents  of 
sanctions  that  there  is  a  consensus 
among  blacks  in  support  of  sanctions  are 
not  substantiated  by  the  data. 

Misconception:  Apartheid  in  South 
Africa  is  no  different  from  the  racial 
segregation  that  once  existed  in  the 
United  States  and  must  be  dealt  with  in 
the  same  way. 

Facts:  Our  unique  national  history,  with 
its  legacy  of  racial  strife,  is,  paradoxi- 
cally, both  helpful  and  unhelpful  in 
understanding  the  current  reality  in 
South  Africa. 

It  is  helpful  because  Americans 
appreciate  the  emotional  dimension  of 


racial  politics  and  the  polarization  that 
can  result  from  that  kind  of  debate. 
Many  Americans  realize  that,  despite 
our  impatience,  the  problems  of  a 
racially  divided  society  are  not  instantly 
solved.  Our  experience  demonstrates 
forcefully  that  a  growing  economy  can 
help  break  down  racial  and  social  bar- 
riers. It  also  offers  hope  to  nations  with 
distinct  multiracial  and  multicultural  pat- 
terns by  showing  that  a  political  struc- 
ture can  embrace  rich  diversity. 

Our  experience  is  unhelpful  if  it 
leads  us  to  believe  that  South  Africa's 
racial  and  social  problems  are  simple  and 
easy  to  resolve  or  that  tactics  employed 
in  our  civil  rights  movement  are  easily 
transferable  to  South  Africa. 

While  there  are  certain  similarities 
between  the  circumstances  facing  blacks 
in  South  Africa  today  and  those  facing 
American  blacks  in  the  1960s  and 
earlier,  important  differences  also  exist. 
To  cite  two  examples: 

•  In  the  United  States  individual 
rights  of  all  persons  are  guaranteed  and 
protected  by  the  Constitution;  in  South 
Africa  there  is  no  similar  Bill  of  Rights; 
and 

•  Black  Americans  acquired  suf- 
frage and  full  citizenship  and  could  work 
through  established  political  channels 
and  institutions  to  achieve  social  and 
civil  rights  denied  under  segregation;  in 
South  Africa  the  legal  and  political 
rights  of  blacks  are  severely  circum- 
scribed. ■ 
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Why  Democracy  Matters 
in  Central  America 


President  Reagan  's  address  to  the 
nation  on  June  24.  1986.'^ 

My  fellow  citizens,  the  mattei-  that 
brinjjs  me  before  you  today  is  a  grave 
one  and  concerns  my  most  solemn  duty 
as  President.  It  is  the  cause  of  freedom 
in  Central  America  and  the  national 
security  of  the  United  States.  Tomor- 
row, the  House  of  Representatives  will 
debate  and  vote  on  this  issue.  I  had 
hoped  to  speak  directly  and  at  this  very 
hour  to  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  this  subject  but  was 
unable  to  do  so.  Because  I  feel  so 
strongly  about  what  I  have  to  say, 
I've  asked  for  this  time  to  share  with 
you— and  Members  of  the  House— the 
message  I  would  have  otherwise  given. 

Nearly  40  years  ago  a  Democratic 
Pi-esident,  Harry  Truman,  went  before 
the  Congress  to  warn  of  another  danger 
to  democracy,  a  civil  war  in  a  faraway 
country  in  which  many  Americans  could 
perceive  no  national  security  intei'est. 

Some  of  you  can  r-emember  the 
world  then.  Europe  lay  devastated.  One 
by  one,  the  nations  of  Eastern  Europe 
had  fallen  into  Stalin's  grip.  The 
democratic  Government  of  Czechoslo- 
vakia would  soon  be  overthrown. 
Turkey  was  threatened,  and  in  Greece, 
the  home  of  democracy,  communist 
gue)'rillas,  backerl  by  the  Soviet  Union, 
battled  democratic  forces  to  decide  the 
nation's  fate. 

Most  Americans  did  not  pei'ceive 
this  distant  danger,  so  the  opinion  polls 
reflected  little  of  the  concern  that 
bi'ought  Harry  Truman  to  the  well  of 
the  House  that  day.  But  go  he  did.  And 
it  is  worth  a  moment  to  reflect  on  what 
he  said. 

In  a  hushed  chamber,  Mr.  Ti'uman 
said  that  we  had  come  to  a  time  in  his- 
toi-y  when  every  nation  would  have  to 
choose  between  two  opposing  ways  of 
life.  One  way  was  based  on  the  will  of 
the  majority— on  free  institutions  and 
human  rights.  "The  seccmd  way  of  life," 
he  said,  "is  based  upon  the  will  of  a 
minority  forcibly  imposed  upon  the 
majoi'ity.  It  relies  upon  terror  and 
n|)pression,  a  controlled  press  and  radio, 
fixed  elections  and  the  suppression  of 
personal  freedoms.  I  believe,"  President 
Ti-uman  said,  "that  it  must  be  the  policy 
of  the  United  States  to  support  free 
peoi)les  who  are  resisting  attempted 


subjugation  by  armed  minorities  or  by 
outside  pressures." 

When  Harry  Truman  spoke,  Con- 
gress was  controlled  by  the  Republican 
Party.  But  that  Congress  put  America's 
interest  first  and  supported  Truman's 
request  for  military  aid  to  Greece  and 
Turkey— just  as  4  years  ago  Congress 
put  America's  interest  first  by  support- 
ing my  request  for  military  aid  to 
defend  democracy  in  El  Salvador. 

The  Threat  to  Democracy 

I  speak  today  in  that  same  spirit  of 
bipartisanship.  My  fellow  Americans  and 
Members  of  the  House,  I  need  your 
help.  I  ask  first  for  your  help  in  remem- 
bering—remembering our  history  in 
Central  America  so  we  can  learn  from 
the  mistakes  of  the  past.  Too  often  in 
the  past  the  United  States  failed  to 
identify  with  the  aspirations  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Central  America  for  freedom  and 
a  better  life.  Too  often  our  government 
appeared  indifferent  when  democratic 
values  were  at  risk.  So  we  took  the 
path  of  least  resistance  and  did  nothing. 

Today,  however,  with  American  sup- 
port, the  tide  is  turning  in  Central 
America.  In  El  Salvadoi-,  Honduras, 
Costa  Rica— and  now  in  Guatemala— 
freely  elected  governments  offer  their 
people  the  chance  for  a  better  future,  a 
future  the  United  States  must  support. 

But  there's  one  tragic,  glaring 
exception  to  that  democratic  tide— the 
communist  Sandinista  government  in 
Nicai'agua.  It  is  tragic  because  the 
United  States  extended  a  generous  hand 
of  friendship  to  the  new  revolutionary 
govej'nment  when  it  came  to  power  in 
1979.  Congi-ess  voted  $75  million  in  eco- 
nomic aid.  The  United  States  helped 
renegotiate  Nicaragua's  foreign  debt. 
America  offered  teachers,  doctors,  and 
Peace  Corps  volunteers  to  help  rebuild 
the  country.  But  the  Sandinistas  had  a 
different  agenda. 

From  the  very  first  day,  a  small 
clique  of  communists  worked  steadily  to 
consolidate  power  and  scjueeze  out  their 
democratic  allies.  The  democratic  trade 
unionists  who  had  fought  Somoza's 
National  Guard  in  the  sti-eets  were  now 
told  by  the  Sandinistas  that  the  right  to 
strike  was  illegal  and  that  their  revolu- 
tionary duty  was  to  produce  more  foi- 
the  state. 


The  newspaper  La  Prensa,  whose 
courage  and  determination  had  inspired 
so  much  of  the  Nicaraguan  revolution, 
found  its  pages  censored  and  sup- 
pressed. Violeta  Chamorro,  widow  of 
the  assassinated  editor,  soon  quit  the 
revolutionary  government  to  take  up 
the  struggle  for  democracy  again  in  the 
pages  of  her  newspaper. 

The  leader  of  the  Catholic  Church  in 
Nicaragua,  Archbishop— now  Cardinal— 
Obando  y  Bravo,  who  had  negotiated 
the  release  of  the  Sandinista  leaders 
from  prison  during  the  revolution,  was 
now  vilified  as  a  traitor  by  the  very 
men  he  helped  to  free. 

Soviet  arms  and  bloc  personnel 
began  arriving  in  Nicaragua.  With 
Cuban,  East  German,  and  Bulgarian 
advisers  at  their  side,  the  Sandinistas 
began  to  build  the  largest  standing 
army  in  Central  American  history  and 
to  erect  all  the  odious  apparatus  of  the 
modern  police  state. 

Under  the  Somoza  dictatorship,  a 
single  facility  held  all  political  prisoners. 
Today,  there  are  eleven— 11  prisons  in 
place  of  one. 

The  Sandinistas  claim  to  defend 
Nicaragiian  independence.  But  you  and 
I  know  the  truth.  The  proud  people  of 
Nicaragua  did  not  rise  up  against 
Somoza— and  struggle,  fight,  and  die— to 
have  Cubans,  Russians,  Bulgarians, 
East  Germans,  and  North  Koreans  run- 
ning their  prisons,  organizing  their 
army,  censoring  their  newspapers,  and 
suppressing  their  religious  faith.  One 
Nicaraguan  nationalist,  who  fought  in 
the  revolution,  says:  "We  are  an  occu- 
pied country  today." 

I  could  go  on,  but  I  know  that  even 
the  Administration's  harshest  critics  in 
Congress  hold  no  brief  for  Sandinista 
repression.  Indeed,  the  final  verdict  has 
already  been  written  by  Cardinal 
Obando  himself  in  the  Washington  Post. 
Listen  carefully  to  the  Cardinal's  words. 
He  says:  that  the  Sandinista  regime  "is 
a  democratic  government,  legitimately 
constituted,  which  seeks  the  welfare  and 
peace  of  the  people  and  enjoys  the  sup- 
port of  the  overwhelming  majority"  is 
not  true.  To  accept  this  as  true,  the 
Cardinal  says,  "is  to  ignore  the  mass 
exodus  of  the  Miskito  Indians,  the 
departure  of  tens  of  thousands  of 
Nicaraguan  men  and  women  of  every 
age,  profession,  economic  status,  and 
political  persuasion.  It  is  to  ignore  the 
most  terrible  violation  of  freedom  of  the 
press  and  of  speech  in  the  history  of  our 
country,  the  expulsion  of  priests  and  the 
mass  exodus  of  young  people  eligible  for 
military  service."  As  for  the  Catholic 
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Church  in  Nicaragxia,  we  have  been 
"gagged  and  bound,"  the  Cardinal  says. 

Many  brave  Nicaraguans  have 
stayed  in  their  country  despite  mount- 
ing repression— defying  the  security 
police,  defying  the  Sandinista  mobs  that 
attack  and  deface  their  homes.  Thou- 
sands—peasants, Indians,  devout 
Christians,  draftees  from  the  Sandinista 
army— have  concluded  that  they  must 
take  up  arms  again  to  fight  for  the  free- 
dom they  thought  they  had  won  in  1979. 

The  young  men  and  women  of  the 
democratic  resistance  fight  inside 
Nicaragua  today  in  grueling  mountain 
and  jungle  warfare.  They  confront  a 
Soviet-equipped  army,  trained  and  led 
by  Cuban  officers.  They  face  murderous 
helicopter  gunships  without  any  means 
of  defense.  And  still  they  volunteer. 
And  still  their  numbers  grow. 

Who  among  us  would  tell  these 
brave  young  men  and  women:  "Your 
dream  is  dead;  your  democratic  revolu- 
tion is  over;  you  will  never  live  in  the 
free  Nicaragua  you  fought  so  hard  to 
build?" 

The  Sandinistas  call  these  freedom 
fighters  contras— for  "counterrevolution- 
aries." But  the  real  counterrevolution- 
aries are  the  Sandinista  comanda?ites, 
who  betrayed  the  hopes  of  the 
Nicaraguan  revolution  and  sold  out  their 
country  to  the  Soviet  empire. 

The  comandantes  even  betrayed  the 
memory  of  the  Nicaraguan  rebel  leader 
Sandino,  whose  legacy  they  falsely 
claim.  For  the  real  Sandino— because  he 
was  a  genuine  nationalist— was  opposed 
to  communism.  In  fact,  Sandino  broke 
with  the  Salvadoran  communist  leader, 
Farabundo  Marti,  over  this  very  issue. 

The  ti'ue  Nicaraguan  nationalists  are 
the  leadei-s  of  the  United  Nicaraguan 
Opposition:  Arturo  Cruz— jailed  by 
Somoza,  a  former  member  of  the 
Sandinista  government;  Adolfo  Calero— 
who  helped  organize  a  strike  of 
businessmen  to  bring  Somoza  down;  and 
Alfonso  Robelo— a  social  democrat  and 
once  a  leader  of  the  revolutionary 
government. 

These  good  men  refused  to  make 
any  accommodation  with  the  Somoza 
dictatorship.  Who  among  us  can  doubt 
their  commitment  to  bring  democracy  to 
Nicaragua? 

U.S.  Vital  Interests 

So,  the  Nicaraguan  people  have  chosen 
to  fight  for  their  freedom.  Now  we 
Americans  must  also  choose.  For  you 
and  I  and  every  American  have  a  stake 
in  this  struggle. 


Central  America  is  vital  to  our  own 
national  security,  and  the  Soviet  Union 
knows  it.  The  Soviets  take  the  long 
view,  but  their  strategy  is  clear:  to 
dominate  the  strategic  sealanes  and  vi- 
tal chokepoints  around  the  world. 

Half  of  America's  imports  and 
exports,  including  oil,  travels  through 
the  area  today.  In  a  crisis,  over  half  of 
NATO's  supplies  would  pass  through 
this  region.  And  Nicaragua,  just  277 
miles  from  the  Panama  Canal,  offers  the 
Soviet  Union  ports  on  both  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Oceans. 

The  Soviet  Union  already  uses  Cuba 
as  an  air  and  submarine  base  in  the 
Caribbean.  It  hopes  to  turn  Nicaragua 
into  the  first  Soviet  base  on  the  main- 
land of  North  America.  If  you  doubt  it, 
ask  yourself:  why  have  the  last  four 
Soviet  leaders— with  a  mounting  eco- 
nomic crisis  at  home— already  invested 
over  $1  billion  and  dispatched  thousands 
of  Soviet-bloc  advisers  into  a  tiny  coun- 
try in  Central  America? 

I  know  that  no  one  in  Congress 
wants  to  see  Nicaragua  become  a  Soviet 
military  base.  My  fi-iends,  I  must  tell 
you  in  all  seriousness,  Nicaragua  is 
becoming  a  Soviet  base  every  day  that 
we  debate  and  debate  and  debate— and 
do  nothing. 

In  the  3  months  since  I  last  asked 
for  the  House  to  aid  the  democratic 
resistance,  foui'  military  cargo  ships 
have  arrived  at  Nicaraguan  ports,  this 
time  directly  fi'om  the  Soviet  Union. 
Recently  we  have  learned  that  Russian 
pilots  are  flying  a  Soviet  AN-3()  recon- 
naissance plane  for  the  Sandinistas. 

Now,  the  Sandinistas  claim  this  is 
just  for  making  civilian  maps.  Well,  our 
intelligence  services  believe  this  could 
be  the  first  time  Soviet  personnel  have 
taken  a  direct  role  in  su})port  of  military 
operations  on  the  mainland  of  Noi'th 
America. 

Think  again  how  Cuba  became  a 
Soviet  air  and  naval  base.  You'll  see 
what  Nicaragua  will  look  like  if  we  con- 
tinue to  do  nothing.  Cuba  became  a 
Soviet  base  gradually  over  many  years. 
There  was  no  single  dramatic  event- 
once  the  missile  crisis  passed— that  cap- 
tured the  nation's  attention.  And  so  it 
will  be  with  Nicaragua. 

The  Sandinistas  will  widen  and 
deepen  another  port  while  we  debate:  is 
it  for  commercial  vessels  or  Soviet  sub- 
marines? The  Sandinistas  will  complete 
another  airstrip  while  we  argue:  is  it  for 
707s  or  Backfire  bombers?  A  Soviet 
training  brigade  will  come  to  Nicaragua; 
half  will  leave  and  half  will  stay.  And 
we  will  debate:  are  they  soldiers  oi- 
engineers? 


Eventually,  we  Americans  have  to 
stop  arguing  among  ourselves.  We  will 
have  to  confront  the  reality  of  a  Soviet 
military  beachhead  inside  our  defense 
perimeters— about  500  miles  from 
Mexico.  A  future  President  and  Con- 
gress will  then  face  nothing  but  bad 
choices,  followed  by  worse  choices. 

My  friends  in  the  House,  for  over- 
200  years  the  security  of  the  United 
States  has  depended  on  the  safety  of  un- 
threatened  borders,  north  and  south.  Do 
we  want  to  be  the  first  elected  leaders 
in  U.S.  historv  to  put  our  borders  at 
risk? 

Some  of  you  may  say,  well,  this  is 
fearmongering.  Such  a  danger  to  our 
security  will  never  come  to  pass.  Well, 
perhaps  it  won't.  But  in  making  your 
decisions  on  my  request  for  aid  tomor- 
row, consider  this:  what  are  the  conse- 
quences for  our  country  if  you're 
wrong? 

The  Democratic  Resistance:  Popular 
Support  and  the  Need  for  U.S.  Aid 

I  know  some  Members  of  Congress  who 
share  my  concern  about  Nicaragua  have 
honest  questions  about  my  request  for 
aid  to  the  democratic  i-esistance.  Let  me 
try  to  address  them.  Do  the  freedom 
fighters  have  the  support  of  the 
Nicaraguan  people?  I  urge  Members  of 
the  House  to  ask  their  colleague,  the 
Chairman  [Les  Aspin]  of  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee,  who 
i-ecently  visited  a  town  in  Nicaragua 
that  was  a  Sandinista  stronghold  during 
the  revolution.  He  heard  peasants,  trade 
unionists,  farmers,  workers,  students, 
and  shopkeepers  all  call  on  the  United 
States  to  aid  the  armed  resistance. 

Or  listen  to  the  report  from  Time 
magazine  of  Central  American  scholar 
Robert  Leiken,  who  once  had  hopes  for 
the  Sandinista  revolution.  He  says,  "I 
have  gone  to  a  number-  of  towns  in 
Nicaragua  wher-e  I  have  found  that  the 
youth  are  simply  not  thei'e.  I  ask  the 
par-ents  where  they've  gone,  and  they 
say,  they've  gone  off  to  join  the  con- 
tms."  In  Managua,  Leiken  reports  250 
Nicaraguans  stood  on  a  breadline  for  3 
hours.  "Who  is  responsible  for  this?"  he 
asked.  "The  Sandinistas  ar-e  responsible. 
The  Sandinistas."  That's  what  the 
people  said.  "The  Sandinistas,"  Leiken 
concluded,  "have  not  only  lost  suppor-t, 
I  think  they  ar-e  detested  by  the 
population." 

Can  the  democratic  forces  win?  Con- 
sider there  are  20  times  as  many 
Nicar-aguans  fighting  the  Sandinista  dic- 
tatorship today  as  ther-e  were  Sandinista 
fighters  a  year  befor-e  Somoza  fell.  This 
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is  ihe  lai-gesl  peasant  army  raised  in 
Latin  America  in  more  than  50  years. 
And  thousands  more  are  waiting  to 
volunteer  if  American  support  comes 
ihi'ough. 

Some  Members  of  Congress— and  I 
know  some  of  you— fear  that  military  aid 
to  the  democi-atic  resistance  will  be  only 
the  fii'st  stej)  down  the  slippery  slope 
toward  another  Vietnam.  Now,  I  know 
those  fears  are  honest.  But  think  where 
we  heard  them  before.  Just  a  few  years 
ago,  some  argued  in  Congress  that  U.S. 
military  aid  to  El  Salvador  would  lead 
inevitably  to  the  involvement  of  U.S. 
combat  troops.  But  the  opposite  turned 
out  to  be  true. 

Had  the  United  States  failed  to  pro- 
vide aid  then,  we  might  well  be  facing 
the  final  communist  takeover  of  El 
Salvador  and  mounting  pressures  to 
intervene.  Instead,  with  our  aid,  the 
Government  of  El  Salvador  is  winning 
the  war,  and  there  is  no  prospect 
whatever  of  Amei'ican  military 
involvement. 

El  Salvador  still  faces  serious 
problems  that  recjuire  our  attention.  But 
democracy  there  is  stronger,  and  both 
the  communist  guerrillas  and  the  right- 
wing  death  squads  are  weaker.  And 
Congress  shares  credit  for  that  accom- 
plishment. American  aid  and  training  are 
helping  the  Salvadoran  Army  become  a 
professional  fighting  for-ce,  more  respect- 
ful of  human  rights.  With  our  aid  we 
can  helj)  the  Nicaraguan  i-esistance 
accomplish  the  same  goal. 

I  stress  this  point  because  I  know 
many  Members  of  Congress  and  many 
Americans  are  deeply  troubled  by  alle- 
gations of  abuses  by  elements  of  the 
armed  resistance.  I  share  your  concerns. 
Even  though  some  of  those  charges  are 
Sandinista  propaganda,  I  believe  such 
abuses  have  occui'red  in  the  past,  and 
they  are  intolerable. 

As  President,  I  repeat  to  you  the 
commitments  I  made  to  Senator  Sam 
Nunn.  As  a  condition  of  our  aid,  I  will 
insist  on  civilian  control  over  all  military 
forces;  that  no  human  rights  abuses  are 
tolerated;  that  any  financial  corruption 
be  rooted  out;  that  American  aid  go 
only  to  those  committed  to  democi'atic 
principles.  The  United  States  will  not 
permit  this  democratic  i-evolution  to  be 
betrayed  nor  allow  a  return  to  the  hated 
repression  of  the  Somoza  dictatorship. 

The  leadership  of  the  United 
Nicaraguan  Opposition  shares  these 
commitments,  and  I  welcome  the 
ai)pointment  of  a  bipartisan  ctmgres- 
sional  commission  to  help  us  see  that 
thev  ai'e  can-led  out. 


U.S.  Policy  Goals 

Some  ask:  what  are  the  goals  of  our 
policy  toward  Nicaragua?  They  are  the 
goals  the  Nicaraguan  people  set  for 
themselves  in  1979:  democracy,  a  free 
economy,  and  national  self-determi- 
nation. Clearly  the  best  way  to  achieve 
these  goals  is  through  a  negotiated  set- 
tlement. No  humane  person  wants  to 
see  suffering  and  war. 

The  leaders  of  the  internal  opposi- 
tion and  the  Catholic  Church  have  asked 
for  dialogue  with  the  Sandinistas.  The 
leaders  of  the  armed  resistance  have 
called  for  a  cease-fire  and  negotiations 
at  any  time,  in  any  place.  We  urge  the 
Sandinistas  to  heed  the  pleas  of  the 
Nicaraguan  people  for  a  peaceful 
settlement. 

The  United  States  will  support  any 
negotiated  settlement  or  Contadora 
treaty  that  will  bring  real  democracy  to 
Nicaragua.  What  we  will  not  support  is 
a  paper  agreement  that  sells  out  the 
Nicaraguan  people's  right  to  be  free. 
That  kind  of  agreement  would  be 
unworthy  of  us  as  a  people.  And  it 
would  be  a  false  bargain.  For  internal 
freedom  in  Nicaragua  and  the  security 
of  Central  America  are  indivisible.  A 
free  and  democratic  Nicaragua  will  pose 
no  threat  to  its  neighbors  or  to  the 
United  States.  A  communist  Nicaragua, 
allied  with  the  Soviet  Union,  is  a  perma- 
nent threat  to  us  all. 

President  Azcona  of  Honduras 
emphasized  this  point  in  a  recent  nation- 
wide address: 

As  long  as  there  is  a  totalitarian  regime 
in  Central  America  that  has  expansionist 
ambitions  and  is  supported  by  an  enormous 
military  apparatus. .  .the  neighboring  coun- 
tries sharing  common  borders  with  the  coun- 
try that  is  the  source  of  the  problem  will  be 
under  constant  threat. 

If  you  doubt  his  warning,  consider 
this:  the  Sandinistas  have  already  sent 
two  groups  of  communist  guerrillas  into 
Honduras.  Costa  Rican  revolutionaries 
are  already  fighting  alongside  Sandinista 
troops. 

My  friends  in  the  Congress,  with 
democracy  still  a  fragile  root  in  Central 
America— with  Mexico  undergoing  an 
economic  ci'isis— can  we  responsibly 
ignore  the  long-term  danger  to  Ameri- 
can intei-ests  posed  by  a  communist 
Nicar-agua,  backed  by  the  Soviet  Union, 
and  dedicated— in  the  words  of  its  own 
leaders— to  a  "revolution  without 
borders"? 


Keeping  Faith  With  a  Commitment 
to  Freedom 

My  friends,  the  only  way  to  bring  true 
peace  and  security  to  Central  America 
is  to  bring  democracy  to  NicaragTia.  And 
the  only  way  to  get  the  Sandinistas  to 
negotiate  seriously  about  democracy  is 
to  give  them  no  other  alternative.  Seven 
years  of  broken  pledges,  betrayals,  and 
lies  have  taught  us  that. 

And  that's  why  the  measure  the 
House  will  consider  tomorrow— offered, 
I  know,  in  good  faith— which  prohibits 
military  aid  for  at  least  another  3 
months,  and  perhaps  forever,  would  be 
a  tragic  mistake.  It  would  not  bring  the 
Sandinistas  to  the  bargaining  table— just 
the  opposite. 

The  bill,  unless  amended,  would  give 
the  Sandinistas  and  the  Soviet  Union 
what  they  seek  most— time:  time  to 
crush  the  democratic  resistance,  time  to 
consolidate  power.  And  it  would  send  a 
demoralizing  message  to  the  democratic 
resistance:  that  the  United  States  is  too 
divided  and  paralyzed  to  come  to  their 
aid  in  time. 

Recently,  I  read  the  words  of  a 
leader  of  the  internal  democratic  opposi- 
tion. What  he  said  made  me  feel 
ashamed.  This  man  has  been  jailed,  his 
property  confiscated,  and  his  life  threat- 
ened by  the  security  police.  Still  he  con- 
tinues to  fight.  And  he  said: 

You  Americans  have  the  strength,  the 
opportunity'  but  not  the  will.  We  want  to 
sti'uggle,  but  it  is  dangerous  to  have  friends 
like  you— to  be  left  stranded  on  the  landing 
beaches  of  the  Bay  of  Pigs.  Either  help  us  or 
leave  us  alone. 

My  friends  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, I  urge  you  to  send  a  mes- 
sage tomorrow  to  this  brave  Nicaraguan 
and  thousands  like  him.  Tell  them  it  is 
not  dangerous  to  have  friends  like  us. 
Tell  them  America  stands  with  those 
who  stand  in  defense  of  freedom. 

When  the  Senate  voted  earlier  this 
year  for  military  aid.  Republicans  were 
joined  by  many  Democratic  leaders:  Bill 
Bradley  of  New  Jersey,  Sam  Nunn  of 
Georgia,  David  Boren  of  Oklahoma, 
Howell  Heflin  of  Alabama,  Lloyd 
Bentsen  of  Te.xas,  Bennett  Johnston  and 
Russell  Long  of  Louisiana,  Fritz 
Hollings  of  South  Carolina,  John  Stennis 
of  Mississippi,  and  Alan  Dixon  of 
Illinois. 

Today,  I  ask  the  House  for  that  kind 
of  bipartisan  support  for  the  amendment 
to  be  offered  tomorrow  by  Democrats 
Ike  Skelton  of  Missouri  and  Richard 
Ray  of  Geoi-gia  and  Republicans  Mickey 
Edwards  of  Oklahoma  and  Rod 
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Chandler  of  Washington.  This  bipartisan 
amendment  will  provide  the  freedom 
fighters  with  what  they  need— now. 

With  that  amendment,  you  also  send 
another  message  to  Central  America. 
For  democracy  there  faces  many  ene- 
mies: poverty,  illiteracy,  hunger,  and 
despair.  And  the  United  States  must 
also  stand  with  the  people  of  Central 
America  against  these  enemies  of 
democracy. 

And  that's  why— just  as  Harry 
Truman  followed  his  request  for  military 
aid  to  Greece  and  Turkey  with  the 
Marshall  Plan— I  urge  Congress  to  sup- 
port $300  million  in  new  economic  aid  to 
the  Central  American  democracies. 

The  question  before  the  House  is  not 
only  about  the  freedom  of  Nicaragua 
and  the  security  of  the  United  States 
but  who  we  are  as  a  people.  President 
Kennedy  wrote  on  the  day  of  his  death 
that  history  had  called  this  generation  of 
Americans  to  be  "watchmen  on  the 
walls  of  world  freedom."  A  Republican 
President,  Abraham  Lincoln,  said  much 
the  same  thing  on  the  way  to  his  inau- 
guration in  1861.  Stopping  in  Philadel- 
phia, Lincoln  spoke  in  Independence 
Hall,  where  our  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence had  been  signed.  He  said  far 
more  had  been  achieved  in  that  hall 
than  just  American  independence  from 
Britain.  Something  permanent- 
something  unalterable— had  happened. 
He  called  it:  "Hope  to  the  world  for  all 
future  time." 

Hope  to  the  world  for  all  future 
time— in  some  way,  every  man,  woman, 
and  child  in  our  world  is  tied  to  those 
events  at  Independence  Hall,  to  the 
universal  claim  to  dignity,  to  the  belief 
that  all  human  beings  are  created  equal, 
that  all  people  have  a  right  to  be  free. 

We  Americans  have  not  forgotten 
our  revolutionary  heritage.  But  some- 
times it  takes  others  to  remind  us  of 
what  we  ourselves  believe.  Recently,  I 
read  the  words  of  a  Nicaraguan  bishop, 
Pablo  Vega,  who  visited  Washington  a 
few  weeks  ago.  Somoza  called  Pablo 
Vega  the  "communist  bishop."  Now,  the 
Sandinistas  revile  him  as  "the  contra 
bishop."  But  Pablo  Vega  is  really  a 
humble  man  of  God.  "I  am  saddened," 
the  good  bishop  said,  "that  so  many 
North  Americans  have  a  vision  of 
democracy  that  has  only  to  do  with 
materialism."  The  Sandinistas  "speak  of 
human  rights  as  if  they  were  talking  of 
the  rights  of  a  child— the  right  to 
receive  from  the  bountifulness  of  the 
state— but  even  the  humblest  campeshw 
knows  what  it  means  to  have  the  i-ight 


to  act.  We  are  defending,"  Pablo  Vega 
said,  "the  right  of  man  to  be." 

Well,  Reverend  Father,  we  hear 
you.  For  we  Americans  believe  with  you 
that  even  the  humblest  campesino  has 
the  right  to  be  free.  My  fellow  citizens. 
Members  of  the  House,  let  us  not  take 
the  path  of  least  resistance  in  Central 
America  again.  Let  us  keep  faith  with 
these  brave  people  struggling  for  their 
freedom.  Give  them,  give  me,  your  sup- 
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And  that  brings  me  to  the  international 
scene  and  our  relations  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  It's  important  to  begin  by  dis- 
tinguishing between  the  peoples  inside 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  government 
that  rules  them.  Certainly  we  have  no 
quarrel  with  the  peoples,  far  from  it.  Yet 
we  must  remember  the  peoples  in  the 
Soviet  Union  have  virtually  no  influence 
on  their  government. 

There's  a  little  story  that  indicates 
what  I  mean.  It  seems  that  an  American 
and  a  Soviet  citizen  were  having  a  dis- 
cussion about  who  had  more  freedom. 
And  the  American  said,  "Look,  I  can 
march  into  the  White  House,  the  Oval 
Office,  and  I  can  pound  the  desk  and  say 
to  the  President,  'Mr.  President,  I  don't 
like  the  way  you're  running  our  coun- 
try.' "  And  the  Soviet  citizen  said, 
"Well,  I  can  do  that."  And  the  American 
said,  "You  can?"  He  said,  "Yes,  I  can 
walk  into  the  Kremlin,  into  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev's  office,  and  I  can 
say,  'Mr.  General  Secretary,  I  don't  like 
the  way  President  Reagan's  running  his 
country.'  "  [Laughter]  I  told  that  story 
to  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  in 
Geneva.  And  thank  goodness  he  laughed, 
too.  [Laughter] 

We  must  remember  that  the  Soviet 
Government  is  based  upon  and  drawn 
from  the  Soviet  Communist  Party— an 
organization  that  remains  formally 
pledged  to  subjecting  the  world  to  com- 
munist domination.  This  is  not  the  time 
to  delve  deeply  into  history,  but  you 
should  know  that  the  emergence  of  the 
Soviet  Union  is  in  many  respects  an 
expression  of  the  terrible  enchantment 


port;  and  together,  let  us  send  this  mes- 
sage to  the  world:  that  America  is  still  a 
beacon  of  hope,  still  a  light  unto  the 
nations.  A  light  that  casts  its  glow 
across  the  land  and  our  continent  and 
even  back  across  the  centuries— keeping 
faith  with  a  dream  of  long  ago. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  June  23,  1986. 


with  the  power  of  the  state  that  became 
so  prominent  in  the  first  half  of  our  cen- 
tury. In  his  widely  acclaimed  book 
Modern  Times,  Paul  Johnson  has  argued 
just  this  point:  that  modern  ideologies  had 
exalted  the  state  above  the  individual. 

This  rise  of  state  power  affected  my 
life  as  it  did  the  lives  of  many  of  your 
parents  and  nearly  all  of  your  grand- 
parents. In  the  late  1920s,  I  graduated 
from  high  school  full  of  hope  and  expec- 
tation, like  you  today.  Then  just  as  I'd 
established  myself  in  a  career,  and  just 
as  my  generation  had  established  itself, 
we  were  at  war.  We  fought  valiantly  and 
well,  but  not  without  a  sense  of  all  that 
might  have  been.  In  the  end  representa- 
tive government  defeated  statism. 
Indeed,  Japan,  Germany,  and  Italy,  once 
our  deadly  enemies,  all  soon  became 
thriving  democracies  themselves  and  are 
now  our  staunchest  allies.  But  not  the 
Soviet  Union.  There  statism  persists. 

You  know,  there's  something  you 
should  be  very  proud  of  and  aware  of. 
Back  through  the  history  of  man  there 
have  been  revolutions  many  times.  Ours 
was  unique.  Ours  was  the  only  revolution 
that  said,  we,  the  people,  control  the 
government.  The  government  is  our 
servant.  Those  other  revolutions  just 
exchanged  one  set  of  rulers  for  another 
set  of  rulers. 

What  then  are  we  to  make  of  the 
Soviet  Union?  My  own  views  upon  the 
character  of  the  regime  are  well-known. 
And  I  am  convinced  that  we  must  con- 
tinue to  speak  out  for  freedom,  again 
and  again,  making  the  crucial  moral 
distinctions  between  democracy  and 
totalitarianism.  So,  too,  I  am  convinced 
that  we  must  take  seriously  the  Soviet 
history  of  expansionism  and  provide  an 
effective  counter. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  remain 
realistic  about  and  committed  to  arms 
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control.  It  is,  indeed,  fitting  to  pay  par- 
ticular attention  to  arms  negotiations  in 
these  days,  for  if  the  Soviet  Union 
proves  willing,  this  can  represent  a 
moment  of  opportunity  in  relations 
between  our  nations. 

When  I  met  Mr.  Gorbachev  last 
November  in  Geneva,  he  and  I  agreed  to 
intensify  our  effort  to  reduce  strategic 
arms.  We  agreed  on  the  next  steps: 
negotiating  a  50%  reduction  in  strategic 
nuclear  forces  and  an  interim  agreement 
to  cover  intermediate-range  missiles. 
And  we  both  spoke  of  the  ultimate  goal 
of  eliminating  all  nuclear  weapons. 

By  November  1st,  we  had  presented 
new  strategic  arms  reduction  proposals 
designed  to  bridge  the  gap  between 
earlier  Soviet  and  American  proposals. 
Our  proposal  would've  achieved  a  50% 
reduction  in  strategic  nuclear  forces  in  a 
manner  both  equitable  and  responsible. 
Then  in  mid-February  we  proposed  a 
detailed,  phased  approach  for  eliminat- 
ing an  entire  class  of  weapons— the 
so-called  longer  range  intermediate- 
range  weapons,  or  INFs— by  1990.  And 
we  repeated  our  offer  of  an  "open 
laboratories"  exchange  of  visits  to 
facilities  performing  strategic  defense 
research.  Until  recently  the  Soviet 
response  has  been  disappointing  in  a 
number  of  ways. 

But  in  recent  weeks,  there  have  been 
fresh  developments.  The  Soviets  have 
made  suggestions  on  a  range  of  issues, 
from  nuclear  powerplant  safety  to  con- 
ventional force  reductions  in  Europe. 
Perhaps  most  important,  the  Soviet 
negotiators  at  Geneva  have  placed  on 
the  table  new  proposals  to  reduce 
nuclear  weapons.  Now,  we  cannot  accept 
these  particular  proposals  without  some 
change,  but  it  appears  that  the  Soviets 
have  begun  to  make  a  serious  effort.  If 
both  sides  genuinely  want  progress,  then 
this  could  represent  a  turning  point  in 
the  effort  to  make  ours  a  safer  and  more 
peaceful  world.  We  believe  that  possibly 
an  atmosphere  does  exist  that  will  allow 
for  serious  discussion. 

I  have  indicated  to  General  Secre- 
tary Gorbachev  my  willingness  for  our 
representatives  to  meet  to  prepare  for 
the  next  summit.  The  location  is  unim- 
portant. What  matters  is  that  such  a 
meeting  take  place  in  mutual  earnest- 
ness so  that  we  can  make  progress  at 
the  next  summit. 

Certainly  Mr.  Gorbachev  knows  the 
def)th  of  my  commitment  to  peace. 
Indeed,  when  we  went  to  Geneva  my 
advisers  told  me  that  if  we  could  achieve 
nothing  more  than  an  agreement  to 
meet  again,  if  we  could  do  no  more  than 


that,  then  all  our  work  at  that  summit 
would  have  been  worthwhile.  On  the 
first  day  of  meetings,  Mr.  Gorbachev 
and  I  took  a  little  walk  together  alone. 
He  happened  to  mention  that  there  was 
a  great  deal  in  the  Soviet  Union  that  he 
wanted  me  to  see,  and  I  answered  that  I 
wished  that  he  could  visit  the  United 
States.  Next  thing  you  knew,  we  have  an 
agreement  to  meet  here  in  1986  and  in 
the  Soviet  Union  in  1987.  Now,  that 
wasn't  so  hard,  was  it? 

In  this  essay  on  peace,  then,  we  can 
assert  that  the  time  has  come  to  move 
forward.  Let  us  leave  behind  efforts  to 
seek  only  limits  to  the  increase  of 
nuclear  arms  and  seek  instead  actual 
arms  reductions— the  deep  and  verifiable 
reductions  that  Mr.  Gorbachev  and  I 
have  agreed  to  negotiate.  The  goal  here 
is  not  complicated.  I  am  suggesting  that 
we  agree  not  on  how  many  new,  bigger, 
and  more  accurate  missiles  can  be  built, 
but  on  how  to  reduce  and  ultimately 
eliminate  all  nuclear  missiles. 

Let  us  leave  behind,  too,  the  defense 
policy  of  mutual  assured  destruction,  or 
MAD,  as  it's  called,  and  seek  to  put  in  its 
place  a  defense  that  truly  defends.  You 
know— let  me  interrupt  right  here  and 
say  that  possibly  you  haven't  considered 
much  about  this  system.  This  MAD 
policy,  as  it's  called— and  incidentally, 
MAD  stands  for  mutual  assured  destruc- 
tion, but  MAD  is  also  a  description  of 
what  the  policy  is.  It  means  that  if  we 
each  keep  enough  weapons  that  we  can 
destroy  each  other,  then  maybe  we'll 
both  have  enough  sense  not  to  shoot 
those  weapons  off.  That's  not  exactly  the 
way  for  the  world  to  go  on,  with  these 
massed  terribly  destructive  weapons 
aimed  at  each  other  and  the  possibility 
that  some  day  a  madman  somewhere 
may  push  a  button  and  the  next  day  the 
world  starts  to  explode.  Even  now  we're 
performing  research  as  part  of  our  Stra- 
tegic Defense  Initiative  (SDI)  that  might 
one  day  enable  us  to  put  in  space  a  shield 
that  missiles  could  not  penetrate,  a 
shield  that  could  protect  us  from  nuclear 
missiles  just  as  a  roof  protects  a  family 
from  rain. 

And  let  us  leave  behind  suspicion 
between  our  peoples  and  replace  it  with 
understanding.  As  a  result  of  the  cul- 
tural exchange  agreement  Mr.  Gorbachev 
and  I  signed  in  Geneva,  the  Soviet  Union 
has  already  sent  to  our  nation,  just 
recently,  the  Kirov  Ballet  and  an  exhibi- 
tion of  Impressionist  paintings.  We  in 
turn  will  send  to  the  Soviet  Union  schol- 
ars and  musicians.  Indeed,  the  Russian- 
born  American  pianist  Vladimir  Horowitz 
has  already  performed  in  Moscow.  And 


we  hope  to  see  a  large  increase  in  the 
number  of  everyday  citizens  traveling 
between  both  countries.  Just  last  week 
at  the  White  House  I  met  with  high 
school  students  your  age  who  will  visit 
the  Soviet  Union  this  summer.  Surely 
it's  in  our  interest  that  the  peoples  in  the 
Soviet  Union  should  know  the  truth 
about  the  LTnited  States.  And  surely  it 
can  only  enrich  our  lives  to  learn  more 
about  them.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I 
believe  with  all  my  heart  that  if  a 
generation  of  young  people  throughout 
the  world  could  get  to  know  each  other, 
they  would  never  make  war  upon  each 
other. 

This  brings  us  at  last  to  our  conclu- 
sion. If  I  may,  then,  a  few  final  thoughts, 
from  the  heart.  I  have  tried  to  speak  to 
you  today  of  peace  and  freedom.  As  your 
President  it's  my  duty  to  do  so,  and 
because  in  my  lifetime  I  have  seen  our 
nation  at  war  four  times.  During  the 
Second  World  War,  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  Americans  died,  including 
friends  and  relatives  of  mine  and  includ- 
ing friends  and  relatives  of  your  families. 
Perhaps  some  of  you  have  pictures  in 
your  homes  of  great-uncles  you  never 
knew,  soldiers  who  fell  fighting.  The 
Soviets  suffered  even  more  painfully 
than  we.  As  many  as  20  million  people  in 
the  Soviet  Union  died  in  World  War  II, 
and  the  western  third  of  their  country 
was  laid  waste— parallel,  if  you  will,  to 
what  would  be  the  destruction  of  all  the 
United  States  east  of  Chicago. 

All  the  world  has  cherished  the  years 
of  relative  peace  that  have  followed.  In 
the  United  States  we  have  seen  the 
greatest  economic  expansion  and  tech- 
nological breakthroughs  known  to  man— 
the  landing  on  the  Moon,  the  develop- 
ment of  the  microchip.  But  our  greatest 
treasure  has  been  that  you,  our  children, 
have  been  able  to  grow  up  in  prosperity 
and  freedom. 

It  falls  to  us  now— as  it  soon  shall 
fall  to  you— to  preserve  and  strengthen 
the  peace.  Surely  no  man  can  have  a 
greater  goal  than  that  of  protecting  the 
next  generation  against  the  destruction 
and  pain  of  warfare  that  his  own  genera- 
tion has  known.  There  can,  therefore,  be 
no  more  important  task  before  us  than 
that  of  reducing  nuclear  weapons.  I  am 
committed— utterly  committed— to  pur- 
suing every  opportunity  to  discuss  and 
explore  ways  to  achieve  real  and  verifi- 
able arms  reductions.  What  our  two 
nations  do  now  in  arms  control  will 
determine  the  kind  of  future  that  you 
and,  yes,  your  children  and  your  chil- 
dren's children  will  face.  So,  I  have  come 
here  today  to  say  that  the  Glassboro 
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suniniit  was  not  enough,  that,  indeed, 
the  Geneva  suniniit  was  not  enough,  that 
talk  alone,  in  short,  is  not  enough.  I've 
come  here  to  invite  Mr.  Gorbachev  to 
join  me  in  taking  action— action  in  the 
name  of  peace. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  .June  'M).  198(). 


International 
Terrorism 


Pre>iid('nt  Reag(ni'>t  ntdio  (uhh-fss  to 
I  he  nation  ou  Ma  if .,'/.  lUHli.'^ 

History  is  likely  to  record  that  198fi  was 
the  year  when  the  world,  at  long  last, 
came  to  grips  with  the  plague  of  ter- 
rorism. For  too  long,  the  world  was 
paralyzed  by  the  argument  that  ter- 
rorism could  not  be  stopped  until  the 
grievances  of  terrorists  were  addressed. 
The  complicated  and  heartrending  issues 
that  perplex  mankind  are  no  excuse  for 
violent,  inhumane  attacks,  nor  do  they 
excuse  not  taking  aggressive  action 
against  those  who  (ieliherately  slaughter 
innocent  people. 

In  our  world  there  are  innumerable 
groups  and  organizations  with  griev- 
ances, some  justified,  some  not.  Only  a 
tiny  fraction  has  been  ruthless  enough  to 
try  to  achieve  their  ends  through  vicious 
and  cowardly  acts  of  violence  upon 
unarmed  victims.  Perversely,  it  is  often 
the  terrorists  themselves  who  prevent 
peacefully  negotiated  solutions.  So, 
perhaps  the  first  step  in  solving  some  of 
these  fundamental  challenges  in  getting 
to  the  root  cause  of  conflict  is  to  declare 
that  terrorism  is  not  an  acceptable  alter- 
native and  will  not  be  tolerated. 


Effective  antiterrorist  action  has 
also  been  thwarted  by  the  claim  that— as 
the  quip  goes— "One  man's  terrorist  is 
another  man's  freedom  fighter."  That's 
a  catchy  phrase,  but  also  misleading. 
F>eedom  fighters  do  not  need  to  terror- 
ize a  population  into  submission.  Free- 
dom fighters  target  the  military  forces 
and  the  organized  instruments  of  repres- 
sion keeping  dictatorial  regimes  in 
power.  Freedom  fighters  struggle  to 
liberate  their  citizens  from  oppression 
and  to  establish  a  form  of  government 
that  reflects  the  will  of  the  people. 

Now,  this  is  not  to  say  that  those 
who  are  fighting  for  freedom  are  perfect 
or  that  we  should  ignore  problems  aris- 
ing from  passion  and  conflict.  Neverthe- 
less, one  has  to  be  blind,  ignorant,  or 
simply  unwilling  to  see  the  truth  if  he  or 
she  is  unable  to  distinguish  between 
those  I  just  described  and  terrorists. 

Terrorists  intentionally  kill  or  maim 
unarmed  civilians,  often  women  and  chil- 
dren, often  third  parties  who  are  not  in 
any  way  part  of  a  dictatorial  regime. 
Terrorists  are  always  the  enemies  of 
democracy.  Luckily,  the  world  is  shaking 
free  from  its  lethargy  and  moving  for- 
ward to  stop  the  bloodshed. 

Nearly  a  month  ago  in  Tokyo,  the 
leaders  of  the  major  Western  democ- 
racies hanmiered  out  an  agreement  on 
tough  measures  to  eradicate  this  evil. 
Ironically  the  progress  made  in  Tokyo  is 
now  imperiled  by  a  lack  of  consistent 
support  at  home.  For  nearly  a  year  now 
a  handful  of  United  States  Senators 
have  held  up  approval  of  a  supplemen- 
tary extradition  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  the  United  Kitigdom. 
This  agreement,  wiien  ratified,  would 
prevent  terrorists  who  have  kidnapped, 
killed,  or  maimed  people  in  Britain  from 
finding  refuge  in  our  country.  Today 
these  killers  are  able  to  do  just  that  by 
labeling  their  vile  acts  as  political. 


Well,  ill  Tokyo  the  democracies 
declared  there  is  no  political  or  any  other 
justification  for  terrorist  acts  and  those 
who  commit  them  should  be  brought  to 
justice.  The  world  is  watching.  If  actions 
by  a  few  Senators  allow  terrorists  to 
find  safe  haven  in  the  United  States, 
then  there  will  be  irreparable  damage. 
Refusal  to  approve  the  supplementary 
treaty  would  undermine  our  ability  to 
pressure  other  countries  to  extradite  ter- 
rorists who  have  murdered  our  citizens. 
And  rejection  of  this  treaty  would  be  an 
affront  to  British  Prime  Minister 
Margaret  Thatcher,  one  Pkiropean 
leader  who,  at  great  political  risk,  stood 
shoulder  to  shoulder  with  us  during  our 
operations  against  Qadhafi's  terrorism. 

Some  members  of  the  Senate  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  have  gone  so 
far  as  to  prepare  a  substitute  treaty  per- 
mitting those  who  have  murdered  Brit- 
ish policemen  and  soldiers,  for  so-called 
political  reasons,  to  avoid  extradition. 
Well,  this  substitute  is  not  a  compro- 
mise; it's  retreat.  Its  passage  would  be  a 
victory  for  terroi'ism  and  a  defeat  for  all 
we've  been  trying  to  do  to  stop  this  evil. 

One  concern  about  the  treaty  is  that 
it  may  set  a  precedent  for  other  treaties, 
which  will  then  be  used  against  those 
who  simply  oppose  totalitarian  regimes. 
We  can  never  permit  that  to  happen. 
Our  country  will  always  remain  the  bea- 
con of  hope  and  freedom  to  all  oppressed 
peoples. 

I  therefore  urge  the  Senate  to 
})romptly  approve  the  revised  treaty  and 
reinforce  the  momentum  building 
against  terrorism.  With  good  sense, 
courage,  and  international  cooperation, 
our  struggle  against  terrorism  will  be 
won.  And  the  United  States  will  lead  the 
way  into  a  freer  and  more  peaceful 
tomorrow. 

'Broadcast  from  Caiiip  David,  Maryland 
(text  from  Woekiv  Compilation  of  Prt'sidcn- 
tial  Documents  of  June  9,  198(5).  ■ 
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Vice  President  Bush  Visits  Canada 


Vice  President  Bush  was  in  Canada 
June  10-13,  1986. 

.  .  .  Our  recent  disputes  have  stirred 
talk  in  both  countries  of  a  brewing  trade 
war ....  We  don't  want  a  trade  war.  We 
want  expanded  trade.  We  don't  want  to 
see  more  barriers.  We  want  to  see  bar- 
riers on  both  sides  come  down.  We  don't 
want  protectionism.  We  want  a  healthy, 
growing  trade  relationship  with  you— 
our  friends  from  Canada.  .  .  . 

Americans,  as  the  world's  largest 
exporting  nation,  have  a  tremendous 
stake  in  free  trade.  We  export  over  $200 
billion  annually  in  goods  and  services. 
One  out  of  every  four  farm  acres  planted 
in  the  States  is  for  export,  and  one  of 
every  six  manufacturing  jobs  is  related 
to  export.  Almost  one-quarter  of  those 
exports  go  to  Canada. 

Canada's  stake  in  free  and  enhanced 
trade  is  also  huge.  Canada  is  the  world's 
sixth  largest  exporter.  Three-quarters  of 
your  exports  go  to  our  country.  Just  in 
the  last  decade,  trade  between  the 
United  States  and  Canada  has  more  than 
tripled— from  about  $39  billion  in  1974  to 
over  $120  billion  last  year.  It  is  in  both 
of  our  interests  to  help  that  trade  grow 
even  more. 

One  unfortunate  result  of  the  protec- 
tionist sentiment  sweeping  sections  of 
both  of  our  countries  is  that  it  has  led 
some  to  suggest  that  we  should  walk 


away  from  our  most  recent  effort  to 
strengthen  our  historic  ties— the  compre- 
hensive freer  trade  negotiations  which 
Prime  Minister  Mulroney  and  President 
Reagan  agreed  to  undertake  some 
months  ago.  Some  Americans  see  our 
nearly  $20  billion  trade  deficit  with 
Canada,  and  they  want  more  protection, 
not  less. 

Meanwhile  there  are  some  in  your 
country  who  worry  that  a  free  trade 
agreement  will  subsume  Canadian  cul- 
ture. I  think  they  are  wrong.  The  key  to 
strengthening  our  respective  cultures, 
the  key  to  enhancing  our  respective  lega- 
cies, is  to  ensure  the  health  of  our 
respective  economies.  And  the  key  to  a 
stronger  economy,  for  both  of  us,  is  a 
freer  trading  system .... 

Vice  President  Bush 

Board  of  Trade 

Vancouver,  British  Columbia 

June  12,  1986 


.  .  .  From  our  earliest  days,  our 
peoples  have  enjoyed  the  strength  that 
cooperation  and  friendship  bring.  From 
the  days  when  we  crossed  and  tamed  a 
continent  together,  to  the  current  day, 
when  we  explore  the  stars  together,  we 
have  a  history  of  working  together  to 
solve  common  problems  and  to  reach  for 
shared  dreams.  Today  we  are  partners  in 
many  undertakings. 


Prime  Minister  and  Mrs.  Mulroney  and  Vice 
President  and  Mrs.  Bush  in  Ottawa. 


We  are  the  world's  largest  trading 
partners,  and  despite  our  isolated  dif- 
ferences and  problems,  we  are  now 
joined  in  an  effort  to  try  to  improve  and 
enhance  that  trading  relationship .... 

We  are  partners  in  the  Atlantic  alli- 
ance, and  we  share  a  commitment  to  and 
a  responsibility  for  the  defense  of  the 
North  American  Continent.  .  .  . 

We  are  neighbors,  sharing  the  long- 
est land  and  the  longest  water  boundary 
in  the  world.  As  such  we  have  a  mutual 
responsibility  to  protect  and  preserve 
the  natural  bounty  with  which  our  conti- 
nent has  been  blessed.  .  .  . 

...  we  share  a  commitment  to  free- 
dom and  democracy.  As  that  commit- 
ment is  tested  by  terrorists  and  tyrants, 
we  are  grateful  for  your  cooperation  in 
meeting  these  threats  in  the  name  of  a 
freer  world. 

In  short  no  relationship  is  as  impor- 
tant to  the  people  of  the  United  States 
as  our  ties  with  Canada.  Too  often,  per- 
haps, we  do  not  fully  appreciate  how 
intertwined  our  lives  have  become  and 
how  valuable  that  relationship  is  for  both 
of  us.  But  I  think  it  can  safely  be  said 
that  our  example— the  example  of  a 
peaceful  border  across  which  ideas, 
goods,  capital,  and  people  flow  freely— is 
a  model  for  the  rest  of  the  world .... 

Vice  President  Bush 

Luncheon  Remarks 

Ottawa,  Ontario 

June  13,  1986  ■ 


5  The  Vice  President  and  Canada's  Minister 
£  of  Transport  Donald  F.  Mazankowski  in 
I  Vancouver,  with  Expo  '86  in  the 
^  background. 
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Secretary  Visits  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific 


Secretary  Shultz  visited  Hong  Kong 
(June  21-23),  Singapore  (June  23-24), 
Brunei  (June  2Jt),  the  Philippines  (June 
2U-28)  to  participate  in  the  Association 
of  South  East  Asian  Nations  (ASEAN) 
postministerial  conference,  and  Palau 
(June  28). 

Following  are  his  remarks  and  news 
conferences  made  on  various  occasions 
during  the  trip,  and  remarks  by  Secre- 
tary Schultz  and  New  Zealand  Prime 
Minister  David  Lange  at  the  conclusion 
of  their  meeting  on  June  27. 


NEWS  CONFERENCE, 
SINGAPORE, 
JUNE  24,  1986' 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  if  the  Soviets  have 
now  offered  a  date  for  a  meeting 
between  you  and  Mr.  [Eduard] 
Sheverdnadze?  And  secondly,  can  you 
give  us  any  indication  of  the  discus- 
sion that  [Soviet  Ambassador  Yuri] 
Dubinin  and  President  Reagan  may 
have  had? 

A.  No,  I  don't  have  any  comment 
on  that.  I  think  that's  basically  a 
Washington  story  at  this  point. 

Q.  Despite  the  reduction  on  U.S. 
dollars,  there  are  indications  that 
there  will  be  some  protectionist 
measures  implemented.  How  would 
your  Administration  handle  this? 

A.  The  President  is  firmly  and 
deeply  opposed  to  protection.  He 
believes  in  open  trading  and  he 
applauded  the  speech,  the  wonderful 
speech,  outstanding  speech  made  by 
[Singapore]  Prime  Minister  Lee  in  Wash- 
ington to  a  joint  session  of  our  Congress 
last  year.  So  he  is  opposed  to  things  like 
the  bill  that  passed  our  House  recently, 
and  he  said  he  will  veto  it  if  it  were  to 
ever  wind  up  on  his  desk. 

Q.  I  have  two  questions.  The  first 
one,  are  you  going  to  meet  with  [New 
Zealand]  Prime  Minister  Lange  in 
Manila,  and  does  the  United  States — 

A.  The  answer  to  that  is  yes. 

Q.  Does  the  United  States  have 
any  indication  that  New  Zealand  is 
going  to  modify  its  antinuclear  policy 
in  the  ban  on  U.S.  ships? 

A.  I  don't  have  any  indications. 
However,  I  look  forward  to  my  meeting 
with  Prime  Minister  Lange  and  I'll  see 
what  he  has  on  his  mind. 


Q.  The  second  question  is,  here  in 
Singapore — 

A.  I  thought  that  was  two. 

Q.  In  your  talks  here  in  Singapore, 
did  the  subject  of  potential  leakage  of 
U.S.  technology  come  up,  and  is  the 
U.S.  satisfied  with  the  unilateral  steps 
that  Singapore  is  taking  to  try  to  pre- 
vent that  sort  of  thing? 

A.  The  possible  agreement  on  the 
technology  transfer  memorandum  of 
understanding  is  under  discussion  and 
review.  And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
there  is  a  [Singapore]  team  in  Washing- 
ton right  now  discussing  it.  So  we  talked 
about  it  briefly,  and  it's  a  matter  under 
close  review.  Of  course,  we  think,  and 
Prime  Minister  Lee  and  Singaporeans 
agree,  that  it's  a  great  mistake  for 
technology— advanced  technology— that 
might  be  useful  for  military  purposes,  to 
leak  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

Q.  Are  the  unilateral — 

A.  That's  your  quota.  Next?  No, 
well,  then  you  can  continue  if  nobody 
else  has  any  questions. 

Q.  I  was  going  to  ask  you  to 
follow  up  with  the  unilateral  steps 
Singapore  is  taking.  Are  they  enough 
for  the  United  States,  or  is  the  United 
States  going  to  continue  to  press  for  a 
signed  agreement? 

A.  We  think  it's  good  to  have  a 
clear  agreement  between  countries.  We 
have  them  with  many  other  countries, 
but  at  any  rate,  it's  a  matter  under 
discussion. 

Q.  Mr.  Reagan  was  kind  enough  to 
take  ASEAN  issues  to  the  Tokyo  sum- 
mit, but  we  are  now  hearing  reports 
that  the  ASEAN  foreign  ministers  are 
quite  unhappy  with  the  outcome.  I 
think  there  are  probably  three  issues 
involved:  low  commodity  prices;  the 
flow  of  investment  which  is  starting  to 
slacken;  and  protectionism.  Would  you 
comment  on  how  you  view  these 
issues? 

A.  The  Tokyo  summit  could  hardly 
change  the  level  of  the  commodity 
prices.  They  are  basically  set  by  market 
forces;  and,  I  might  say,  some  of  us  who 
had  to  suffer  with  the  very  high  oil 
prices,  for  example,  are  not  unhappy  to 
see  them  where  they  are  right  now.  But, 
I  recognize  that  the  level  of  commodity 
prices  is  a  problem  for  those  who  pro- 
duce and  sell  and  depend  on  the  com- 
modity. I  think  it  is  important  to  look  at 
what's  happening  to  the  long-term  mar- 
ket for  some  of  these  commodities.  And, 


without  wanting  to  pick  out  particular 
ones  and  talk  about  them,  the  fact  is  that 
the  nature  of  what's  being  manufactured 
that  has  traditionally  contained  the  com- 
modities is  changing.  Things  are  lighter; 
there  are  more  plastics  in  them;  and  so 
you  are  seeing  a  change  in  the  structure 
of  demand  for  many  commodities.  And, 
no  doubt,  that  has  something  to  do  with 
the  prices,  and  commodity  agreements 
won't  solve  that  problem,  as  the  experi- 
ence with  the  tin  agreement  shows.  So, 
that's  a  deep  problem. 

As  far  as  the  issues  of  protection  are 
concerned,  I  think  it  was  addressed  quite 
squarely  at  the  Tokyo  summit  and,  of 
course,  it  has  been  addressed  squarely 
by  President  Reagan.  That  isn't  to  say 
there  aren't  protectionist  issues  all 
around  the  world.  And  I  think  that  many 
of  them  exist  in  developing  countries. 
And,  I  believe  myself— I  noticed  in  the 
papers  this  morning  that  some  of  the 
ASEAN  ministers  and  [Philippines 
President]  Mrs.  Aquino,  in  particular, 
called  for  more  open  markets  within 
ASEAN.  I  think  that's  a  good  point,  but 
we  have  supported— and  the  Tokyo  sum- 
mit supported— the  start  of  a  new  GATT 
[General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade]  round.  That's  a  market  opening 
measure.  The  GATT  rules  need  to  be 
extended  to  include  other  matters- 
services  and  intellectual  property 
rights— I  might  say,  a  controversial  issue 
here.  So  I  think  the  Tokyo  summit 
addressed  these  matters. 

It  also  discussed  the  problem  of  agri- 
cultural subsidies  and  the  impact  of  some 
of  the  agricultural  programs  of  the 
developed  countries  on  those  agricultural 
markets  and  agreed  to  study  that  care- 
fully. That's  kind  of  a  breakthrough.  It's 
the  first  time  it's  been  done. 

Q.  Declining  flows  in  investment? 

A.  Declining  flows  in  investment. 
Well,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  United 
States,  it  continues  to  be  strong.  I  think 
our  investments  here,  for  example, 
amount  to  about  $5  billion  and  continue 
to  come  in,  but  investment  flows  to 
places  where  the  investors  feel  they  get 
a  good  rate  of  return.  So,  the  world  is 
very  competitive  on  investments,  and 
here  I  think  that  there  are  some  steps 
that  the  ASEAN  countries  could  take. 
Actually  Singapore  has  taken  a  move  in 
this  direction  that's  very  constructive  I 
think,  and  that  is  to  pass  legislation  that 
protects  the  intellectual  property  of 
investors.  An  awful  lot  of  what's 
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invested  these  days— take  the  computer 
area  and  the  software  or  take  phar- 
maceuticals or  many  other  kinds  of 
investments— bring  with  them  proprie- 
tory rights,  and  if  you  have  no  protec- 
tion for  those  proprietory  rights,  the 
investment  hesitates  to  come.  So  there 
are  things  that  can  be  done  that  will 
improve  conditions  for  investment  and 
we'd  like  to  see  those  things  done. 

Q.  As  you  know,  Singapore  is 
experiencing  its  second  year  of 
negative  growth  after  a  long  time  of 
very  high  growth  spurts.  The  news 
from  places  like  Japan  is  that  their 
growth  rate  is  fairly  low;  the  United 
States,  while  growing,  is  not  growing 
at  a  very  rapid  rate.  Does  it  look  like 
the  big  growth  spurts  of  the  places 
like  Singapore  and  some  of  the  other 
new  industrialized  countries,  the  era 
is  over  and  it  is  going  to  be  no  growth 
and  slow  growth  here  from  now  on? 

A.   I  think  the  case  of  Singapore  is  a 
little  different,  in  that  it's  this  2-year 
period  you  referred  to  probably  is  asso- 
ciated with  the  fact  that  costs  in 
Singapore  got  up  pretty  high  relative  to 
competing  places,  and  I  see  that  the 
Singapore  authorities  are  taking  steps  to 
deal  with  that  and  beginning  to  see  some 
response  to  it.  So,  if  you  create  non- 
competitive costs,  you  tend  to  feel  the 
effects  of  that  fairly  fast  in  a  rapid 
market.  I  think  that  we  are  going  to  see 
good  substantial  growth  in  the  years 
ahead,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  a 
developing  country  that  sets  itself  up 
right  can  have  rates  of  growth  well  in 
excess  of  average  growth  in  the  world 
economy  generally.  To  deal  adequately 
with  the  problems  we  have  in  this  world, 
the  debt  prol)lems  and  the  general  prob- 
lems of  poverty  an(i  the  aspirations  to 
get  ahead,  we  have  to  have  conditions 
that  generate  economic  growth.  And,  I 
think  they  can  be  found,  and  I  think  we 
are  in  the  process  of  doing  that  better 
and  better. 

Q.   What  do  you  think  of  the 
Indonesian  idea  about  the  establish- 
ment of  a  free  zone  in  this  region? 
(Inaudible]  as  you  know,  they  will 
discuss  this  situation  in  Manila. 

A.   1  think  people  have  to  focus  on 
what  the  real  problem  is.  The  real  prob- 
lem is  that  there  are  large  stockpiles  of 
nuclear  weapons,  and  Fresicient  Reagan 
has  called  for  radical  reductions  in  these 
st()ck{)iles,  leading  eventually,  if  possible, 
to  zero.  And  that's  what  we  are  advocat- 
ing in  our  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 
Union. 


As  long  as  the  Soviet  Union  has 
these  nuclear  weapons,  then  it  is  impor- 
tant for  the  United  States,  in  particular, 
to  maintain  a  deterred  capability;  and  so 
the  U.S.  nuclear  capability  is  a  very 
important  force  for  stability  in  this  part 
of  the  world  as  well  as  elsewhere.  So,  I 
think  that  the  thing  to  do  is  to  concen- 
trate on  what  the  real  problem  is  or 
what  the  real  objective  should  be, 
namely  to  reduce  nuclear  weapons  gen- 
erally, rather  than  try  to  prohibit  them 
in  certain  areas.  After  all,  what  you 
want  to  prohibit  is  the  nuclear  weapon 
landing  on  you,  and  the  best  way  to 
avoid  that  is  to  get  them  reduced  and 
eliminated. 

Q.  Following  up  on  the  same  ques- 
tion, Moscow,  in  the  form  of  a  delega- 
tion from  the  Soviet  Presidium,  came 
down,  too,  last  month,  and  they  said  it 
in  Singapore  and  in  Malaysia  that  the 
United  States  in  collusion  with  Japan 
and  South  Korea  are  using  their  eco- 
nomic influence  on  ASEAN  to  build  up 
military  blocks.  And,  one  of  the  indica- 
tions mentioned  was  the  arms  stock- 
pile in  Thailand  and  they  said  the  big- 
gest threat  countering  the  ASEAN 
perception  of  the  Soviet  threat  was 
that  America  and  the  new  allies  are 
the  threat  to  ASEAN.  What  is  your 
comment  on  that? 

A.  I  can  see  by  the  sound  of  your 
voice  that  you  think  it  sounds  a  little  hol- 
low, and  I  agree  with  you.  After  all,  here 
is  the  Soviet  Union  and  Cam  Ranh  Bay 
supporting  its  quiet  Vietnam  who  is 
occupying  Cambodia.  The  ASEAN  coun- 
tries, I  think  very  skillfully,  along  with 
help  from  China,  are  trying  to  do  some- 
thing about  it.  So,  when  the  Soviet 
Union  comes  to  this  region  with  that 
kind  of  message,  what  they  need  to  hear 
is  why  don't  they  stop  their  aggression, 
and  allow  more  stability  to  take  place 
here. 

Q.  Will  proposed  spending  on  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI) 
affect  conventional  investments  in  the 
U.S.  Navy  and  Air  Force,  and  does  this 
have  implications  for  the  military 
balance  in  Southeast  Asia? 

A.  The  Strategic  Defense  Initiative 
of  President  Reagan's  is  an  important 
contribution  potentially  to  the  system  of 
deterrence  because  it  makes  your  capa- 
bility of  avoiding  the  impact  of  a  first 
strike  much  greater,  assuming  that  it 
works  out  and  can  be  developed  success- 
fully. I  might  say,  it's  also  quite  clear 
that  it  has  got  the  Soviet's  attention, 
and  it  has  become  a  centerpiece  in  the 
negotiations  at  Geneva.  So,  to  the  extent 
that  people  favor  these  discussions  on 
arms  control,  the  existence  and  the 


importance  of  SDI  is  a  major  contribu- 
tion to  that.  So,  I  think  that  it's  a  very 
important  development. 

As  to  its  impact  on  conventional 
force  matters,  in  theory,  there  shouldn't 
be  any  particular  impact,  I  think,  on  the 
whole.  In  NATO,  in  particular,  we  see 
the  importance  of  improving  our  conven- 
tional force  capacility  and,  as  the  saying 
goes,  "raise  the  nuclear  threshold"  by 
having  a  greater  conventional  capability 
than  we  do.  Obviously,  this  is  expensive, 
and  one  of  the  reasons  why  countries 
have  gone  to  the  nuclear  deterrent  is 
that  it  is  a  less  expensive  way  than  con- 
ventional arms.  But,  nevertheless,  we 
need  to  look  to  our  conventional  capabil- 
ity without  a  doubt.  Insofar  as  this  area 
is  concerned,  of  course,  anything  that 
contributes  to  stability  in  the  world 
political  system  helps  this  area. 

Q.  The  multifiber  talks  between 
the  United  States  and  Hong  Kong 
broke  down.  Can  you  tell  me  what 
directions  in  the  next  round  of  talks 
will  probably  take  place? 

A.  These  textile  talks  are  always 
breaking  down  and  picking  up.  They 
broke  down,  but  they  are  reconvening 
and  it  seems  to  be  part  of  what  a  negoti- 
ation is  about.  The  problem  is  that  the 
U.S.  textile  industry  has  a  large  employ- 
ment base  and  is  seeing  its  market  in  the 
United  States  erode.  And  to  a  certain 
extent,  quite  rapidly  lately,  as  the  ship- 
ments into  the  United  States  or  coun- 
tries that  sent  us  textile  goods  had  been 
exceeding  their  quotas  by  quite  a  large 
amount.  And,  that  has  made  the  negotia- 
tions much  more  sticky  as  they  seek  to 
enlarge  the  products  covered  and  things 
of  that  kind.  So,  the  way  the  textile 
industry  works  around  the  world 
through  the  multifiber  agreement,  just 
produces  perpetual  negotiations,  and 
they  are  always  failing  and  then  recon- 
vening and  so  on.  Hong  Kong  is  going 
through  that  process.  It  is  not  a  particu- 
larly satisfactory  system;  but  it  is  the 
system  that  the  world  has  fallen  into, 
and  for  reasons  that  I  guess  are 
understandable. 

Q.  The  British  Government 
announced  today — yesterday,  I  think  it 
was — that  it  is  hoping  to  have  talks 
with  Mr.  Oliver  Tambo  of  the  African 
National  Congress  (ANC),  about  ways 
of  alleviating  violence.  Would  the 
United  States  also  like  to  have  such 
high-level  talks  with  the  ANC? 

A.  We  are  interested  in  whatever 
that  can  be  done  to  move  toward  a 
reduction  of  violence  and  a  start  of  genu- 
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ine  negotiations.  To  that  extent,  we  have 
had  periodic  contacts  with  the  ANC,  and 
there  isn't  any  doubt  that  the  ANC  is  a 
force  in  the  South  Africa  picture.  So,  we 
will  follow  the  British  talks  with  great 
interest,  and  in  the  general,  be  looking 
to  anything  that  can  move  in  the  direc- 
tions that  I  outlined. 


NEWS  CONFERENCE, 

MANILA, 

JUNE  25,  1986^ 

When  I  was  here  only  6  weeks  ago,  I 
certainly  had  the  feeling  that  while  there 
were  major  problems,  they  were  soluble. 
And  I  must  say,  in  the  discussions  today, 
I  couldn't  help  but  feel  that  additional 
progress  was  being  made  to  solving  the 
problems.  So,  I  have  come  away  from 
this  experience  of  these  discussions 
today  feeling,  again,  very  good  about  the 
future  of  the  Philippines. 

Q.  Just  before  you  arrived,  Joker 
Arroyo,  the  Executive  Secretary  of  the 
Government  and  the  Minister  of  Infor- 
mation, made  remarks  critical  of  your 
approach  to  helping  the  Philippines 
solve  its  problems.  One  was  on  the 
$200  million  being  nothing  particularly 
special  and  why  was  such  a  fuss  being 
made  about  it  when  it  was  only  rent 
for  the  bases  anyway,  and  the  Informa- 
tion Minister's  comments  that  your 
own  comment  in  New  York  in  your 
speech,  that  being  bullish  about  the 
Philippines,  was  just  a  load  of  hot  air. 
Did  you  discuss  these  problems  today? 
Are  you  concerned  about  these  kinds 
of  comments? 

A.  I  was  interested  that  quite  a 
number  of  people  commented  to  me  on 
how  pleased  they  were  with  the  com- 
ments I  made  in  my  speech  in  New 
York,  and  everybody  was  interested  in 
when  the  $200  million  check  was  going 
to  arrive.  But  the  fact  is,  that  when  I 
was  here  before,  one  of  the  requests 
made  was  that  funds  that  were  in  the 
pipeline,  already  appropriated  funds,  be 
speeded  up.  And  so,  responsive  to  that 
request,  I  went  back  to  Washington  and 
we  worked  on  it  with  the  help  of  the 
Ambassador,  with  the  help  of  [AID 
Administrator]  Peter  McPherson  and 
others.  President  Reagan  and  we  have 
speeded  up  this  payment.  I'm  not  hold- 
ing it  up  as  any  big  deal,  it's  only  $200 
million,  but  I  still  am  a  small-town  boy,  I 
think  that's  a  lot  of  money. 

Q.  I  understand  you're  also  going 
to  meet  with  New  Zealand's  Prime 
Minister,  Mr.  Lange,  at  some  stage? 

A.   Yes,  we're  scheduled  to  meet. 
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Q.  Given  that  it's  possibly  the  last 
chance  for  a  direct  meeting  between 
the  two  administrations  before  the 
antinuclear  legislation  becomes  law,  I 
wonder  if  you  could  please  spell  out,  in 
your  view,  what  it  would  take  to  settle 
the  differences  between  the  two  coun- 
tries, restore  ANZUS  [Australia,  New 
Zealand,  United  States  security 
treaty],  and  allow  American  ships  to 
again  visit  New  Zealand,  or  do  you 
believe  it's  too  late? 

A.  We  in  the  United  States  have 
great  affection  for  the  people  of  New 
Zealand  and  wish  them  only  well.  We 
have  had  a  treaty  with  New  Zealand  and 
Australia,  the  ANZUS  Treaty,  that  looks 
to  each  other's  mutual  security. 

A  central  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
New  Zealand  is  to  provide  a  place  where 
our  ships  can  come  and  they  are  ships- 
some  are  nuclear  powered,  some  are 
nuclear  armed.  That's  necessary,  under 
the  circumstances,  given  the  Soviet 
threat  that  exists  in  this  part  of  the 
world  as  others,  and  so  particularly  in 
the  light  of  our  unwillingness  to  disclose 
the  location  of  certain  kinds  of  ships,  we 
have  a  policy  of  not  confirming  or  deny- 
ing the  presence  of  nuclear  weapons  on 
ships.  That's  been  a  long-time  policy  and 
that  is  our  policy. 

If  New  Zealand  says  that  our  ships 
can't  come  there  under  those  circum- 
stances, well,  we're  sorry  about  that  and 
we  wish  it  weren't  so.  But  under  those 
circumstances.  New  Zealand  is  basically 
withdrawing  itself  from  its  security 
arrangement,  and  we're  sorry  about 
that,  but  that's  New  Zealand's  decision. 
That  is,  I  hope  it  won't  be,  but  that 
seems  to  be  what  it  is. 

Q.  You've  frequently  referred  to 
former  President  Marcos  as  part  of  the 
past  of  the  Philippines,  but  he  con- 
tinues to  be  part  of  its  future  by  inter- 
fering via  long  distance  in  the  coun- 
try's political  process,  and  allegedly  by 
injecting  money  into  that  political 
process  in  terms  of  fomenting 
demonstrations.  Is  there  nothing  the 
United  States  can  do  to  correct  that? 
Have  we  made  it  clear  that  Marcos 
may  not  be  welcome  in  the  United 
States? 

A.  We  have  made  our  views  clear. 
Of  course,  he  is  in  the  United  States. 
He's  welcome  to  stay  in  the  United 
States,  we've  made  that  clear.  But  I  was 
pleased  that  really  there  wasn't  very 
much  discussion  about  Mr.  Marcos  dur- 
ing this  visit;  and  I  think  it  is  healthy 
that  people  are  going  on  to  focus  on  the 
future.  He  is  not  a  part  of  the  future 
here,  he  is  a  part  of  the  past. 


Q.  Philippine  Defense  Minister 
[Juan  Ponce]  Enrile  said  today  that  it 
would  take  something  of  a  miracle  to 
reach  agreement  with  the  communist 
insurgents,  and  he  implied  that  he 
didn't  expect  such  a  miracle.  Can  you 
give  us  your  analysis  of  the  possibility 
of  reconciling  with  the  insurgents  or 
of  the  possibility  of  meeting  them  on 
the  battlefield? 

A.  I  think  the  people  here  are  much 
better  to  give  assessments  than  I  am, 
but  I  see  a  strategy  here  that's  not  that 
different  from,  for  example,  our  strategy 
in  meeting  the  communist  threat  in  our 
own  hemisphere.  And  the  strategy  has 
many  aspects  to  it,  as  we  have  been 
applying  it,  for  instance,  in  Central 
America. 

We  have  said,  first  of  all,  part  of  the 
problem  is  the  need  for  political  reforms. 
So  let  us  find  our  way  to  democracy.  Let 
us  find  our  way  to  the  rule  of  law.  That's 
exactly  what  President  [Corazon]  Aquino 
is  trying  to  do  here  in  the  Philippines. 

Second  is  the  importance  of  eco- 
nomic development  and  giving  attention 
to  that  so  people  can  find  their  way  to 
have  a  job  and  to  have  some  income. 
Again,  I  think  the  reforms  being  con- 
ducted are  very  much  along  those  lines. 

Third,  there  is  the  necessity,  obvi- 
ously, of  providing  for  strength  of  the 
security  forces.  And  I  think  that  the  mili- 
tary reform  being  conducted  is  very 
much  along  those  lines  so  that  they  are 
able  to  confront  any  insurgency  with  the 
fact  that  they  can't  succeed  by  armed 
efforts. 

And  along  with  that,  as  we  have 
been  doing— as  for  example  President 
Duarte  has  been  doing  in  El  Salvador— 
to  say  there  is  strength,  and  there  is  con- 
viction, and  there  is  an  ability  to  deal 
with  this  militarily  if  we  must.  But  we're 
ready  for  dialogue— not  about  power 
sharing,  but  about  a  return  of  people  to 
the  normal  stream  of  life  and  an  ability 
to  take  part  in  the  political  process  if 
they  want  to  undertake  it.  So,  I  think 
that's  a  good  strategy.  Obviously,  in  the 
tactical  implementation  of  it,  there  is  all 
sorts  of  room  for  difference  of  view  for 
exactly  how  to  go  about  it,  but  it  seems 
to  me  that's  a  sensible  strategy. 

Q.  If  I  read  correctly,  you  suggest 
that  you  would  try  your  best  to  get  the 
donor  countries  to  raise  $2  billion  for 
the  Philippines.  If  that  were  so,  what 
happened  to  your  efforts  to  do  so?  The 
second  question  is  what  will  be  your 
input  into  the  dialogue  meeting  here  in 
Manila? 

A.   Into  the  what? 
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Q.  Into  the  dialogue  together  with 
the  ASEAN  countries.  Will  there  be 
any  initiative  on  your  side,  any  new 
ideas  you  will  raise  here? 

A.  On  the  latter,  we  come  with  the 
same  old  ideas  that  we  all  need  to  give 
attention  to  economic  development,  that 
that  has  a— is  a  primary  responsibility  of 
each  country  individually  in  the  first 
instance;  and  then  to  have  an  interna- 
tional arrangement  that  allows  people  to 
benefit  from  each  other,  and  primarily 
that  refers  to  open  trade.  So,  I  come 
here  carrying  a  very  antiprotectionist 
message.  I  say  it  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  to  the  United  States,  and  I  say  it 
to  others  as  well. 

The  other  part  of  our  old  ideas  is 
that  security  is  part  and  parcel  of  what  it 
takes  to  have  a  reasonable  chance  for 
economic  progress.  So,  the  ASEAN 
effort  to  look  to  that  problem  in  their 
attitudes  toward  the  Vietnamese  and 
Soviet-sponsored  occupation  of  Cam- 
bodia is  something  that  we  support. 
Beyond  that,  there  are  all  sorts  of  issues 
around  the  world  that  will  be  discussed 
and  I'll  have  an  intervention. 

Insofar  as  your  first  question  is  con- 
cerned, a  donor  meeting  was  convened 
in  Tokyo  about  3  weeks  ago,  I  guess, 
something  like  that,  and  the  question  of 
assistance  to  the  Philippines  was  thor- 
oughly discussed.  The  Philippines  made 
a  fine  presentation  of  their  plans.  I  think 
people  are  looking  to  see  the  implemen- 
tation of  these  plans.  It  isn't  just  donor 
countries. 

It  is  also  the  international  financial 
institutions— the  IMF  [International 
Monetary  Fund],  the  World  Bank,  the 
Asian  Bank,  and  also  commercial 
banks— that  need  to  participate  in  this 
effort.  But,  I  think  it's  coming  along 
pretty  well  on  the  whole  and,  of  course, 
leading  it  is  action  in  the  Philippines  that 
people  support.  I  was  pleased,  for  exam- 
ple, to  hear— to  take  a  broad  thing  in  a 
small  thing— from  the  Finance  Minister 
that  the  tax  reform  package  which  is 
quite  important  and  sweeping  has  been 
thoroughly  discussed  in  the  Cabinet  and 
approved  by  the  Cabinet.  So,  that's 
progress  on  a  major  matter. 

Then,  as  a  sort  of  little  indicator  of 
things  you  pick  up  just  walking  around, 
so  to  speak,  I  was  pleased  that  the  hotel 
manager  here  greeted  me  when  I  came 
and  escorted  me  to  my  suite  and  we 
were  talking  about  how  are  things.  He 
said,  "Well,  things  are  pretty  good.  We 
have  83%  occupancy  in  the  hotel,  and 
that's  very  different  from  what  it  used 
to  be."  Well,  it's  an  interesting  little 
indicator. 


Q.  You  talked  awhile  ago  about 
open  trade,  the  Philippines  opening  up 
its  economy  to  world  trade,  but  it 
seems  that  the  United  States  is  very 
protectionist.  It's  one-sided  when  it 
comes  to  open  trade.  For  example,  you 
have  that  so-called  war  chest  con- 
sisting of  $300  million  which  is  in 
effect  a  subsidy  for  U.S.  domestic 
industries  against  upsurge  of  imports. 
And  secondly,  I  would  like  to  know 
the  prospects  of  the  multifiber  agree- 
ment being  passed  next  month  in  the 
U.S.  Congress,  and  how  this  would 
affect  the  Jenkins  bill  which  is  about 
to  be  passed  in  Congress  also  in 
August. 

A.  I  hope  you're  wrong  about  the 
latter.  The  Jenkins  bill  was  vetoed  by 
the  President,  and  there  are  those  who 
want  to  override  the  President's  veto, 
and  we  will  fight  that  very  hard.  We 
expect  to  win.  So,  I  hope  you're  wrong 
about  saying  that  it  will  pass  Congress. 
Certainly  the  President  will  be  standing 
firmly  against  it. 

The  multifiber  agreement,  of  course, 
is  an  international  agreement;  and  it  is, 
by  way  of  the  international  community 
deciding  how  the  flows  of  textile  goods 
around  the  world  will  be  handled.  It's  a 
departure  from  the  system  of  open  trad- 
ing that  characterizes  the  U.S.  economy 
on  the  whole,  and  it's  a  different  system, 
and  whatever  its  merits  or  demerits,  it 
exists,  and  people  operate  under  it.  The 
United  States  has  the  largest  flow  of 
imports  of  textiles  of  any  country  in  the 
world,  which  isn't  surprising  since  we 
have  the  largest  economy,  and  we  have 
the  largest  total  amount  of  imports.  So, 
I  think  your  characterization  of  us  as  a 
protectionist  country  can't  quite  possibly 
be  true  given  the  big  trade  deficit  we 
have  and  the  huge  amount  of  imports 
that  we  have. 

The  export  enhancement  program, 
the  war  chest  program  that  you  men- 
tioned, is  the  result  of  the  fact  that  the 
European  Economic  Community  has  a 
heavily  subsidized  program  of  promoting 
the  production  of  farm  products,  we 
think,  in  a  manner  not  consistent  with 
the  principles  of  comparative  advantage. 
It  makes  no  sense  for  the  Europeans  to 
be  big  sugar  exporters,  for  example, 
when  the  Philippines  are  much  better 
able  to  produce  sugar.  But,  anyway, 
their  program  has  done  that,  and  it  has 
produced  articles  that  compete  with  U.S. 
farm  products  and  have  displaced  us  in  a 
number  of  markets,  we  think,  in  an 
unfair  way.  And,  so,  we're  fighting 
back— and  that's  what  the  export 
enhancement  program  is  designed  to  do. 


Q.  Perhaps  you  are  well  aware  of 
the  ongoing  public  hearings  and  the 
sessions  at  the  Constitutional  Com- 
mission drafting  now  of  our  new 
charter.  One  of  the  basic  issues  there 
is  the  abrogation  of  the  Philippines- 
U.S.  bases.  Have  you — has  the  U.S. 
Government  informed  the  Aquino 
government  of  what's  its  intention 
with  regards  to  the  earlier  announce- 
ment of  President  Aquino  that  the 
abrogation  of  the  Philippines-U.S. 
bases  will  be  determined  by  the  Con- 
stitutional Commission? 

A.  The  Constitutional  Commission, 
of  course,  is  the  business  of  the  Philip- 
pines; and  the  people  of  the  Philippines 
will  work  that  out.  In  the  view  of  the 
United  States,  and  I  assume  in  the  view 
of  the  Government  of  the  Philippines, 
the  bases  operate  to  the  advantage  of 
both  governments  and,  for  that  matter, 
to  the  security  of  the  region  as  a  whole. 
So,  they  are  good  things.  They  also  pro- 
vide quite  a  flow  of  economic  activity  in 
the  area  of  the  bases  in  particular. 

Insofar  as  their  current  status  is  con- 
cerned, President  Aquino  has  said  that 
the  agreement  under  which  they  operate 
goes  on  until  1991,  and  beyond  that, 
she'd  keep  her  options  open,  and  we're 
perfectly  content  with  that  position. 

Q.  A  minute  ago  you  talked  about 
the  strategy  toward  the  insurgency 
here  in  the  Philippines.  Earlier  this 
month,  the  senior  representative  of  the 
Pentagon,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense,  testified  in  Washington  that, 
I  quote,  "this  military  situation  is 
serious  and  getting  worse  with  the 
communists  enjoying  the  initiative  and 
assuming  de  facto  control  in  areas 
where  government  influence  has  been 
eroded  over  the  years."  Have  you 
heard  anything  here  in  the  Philippines 
from  Mr.  Enrile,  General  Ramos,  or 
President  Aquino  that  would  shed 
light  on  this  U.S.  Government  assess- 
ment, and  are  you  concerned  in  the 
light  of  this  kind  of  assessment  that 
things  are  going  backward  instead  of 
forward  as  far  as  the  insurgency  is 
concerned? 

A.  It's  not  my  impression,  from  my 
visit,  that  the  view  that  you  quoted  is  the 
general  view.  Obviously,  an  insurgency 
is  a  problem.  And  it's  a  problem  that  the 
government  inherited,  and  they're  strug- 
gling with  it  with  a  somewhat  different 
strategy.  I  certainly  hope  that  they  suc- 
ceed. My  estimate  of  the  sense  of  deter- 
mination exhibited  by  the  President,  by 
the  Defense  Minister,  by  the  Chief  of 
Staff  is  that  they  will  succeed. 
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Q.  One,  did  you  and  Mrs.  Aquino 
work  out  a  time  for  her  visit  to  the 
United  States;  and  secondly,  there 
have  been  a  number  of  statements  by 
Soviet  spokesmen  in  the  last  couple  of 
days  including,  I  think,  a  press  confer- 
ence by  the  Deputy  Foreign  Minister 
today,  saying  that  the  United  States 
was  ruining  the  chances  for  the  next 
summit  by  not  making  any  concessions 
in  the  arms  talks.  This  has  been  a 
Soviet  line  for  some  time,  but  do  you 
think  there  is  a  possibility  for  some 
American  give  or  something  in  the 
next  few  weeks,  or  is  it  just  a  case  of 
the  Soviet  Union  trying  to  get 
something — ^just  to  have  talks? 

A.  On  the  first  question,  we  have 
been  discussing  dates  for  a  visit  by  Mrs. 
Aquino.  President  Reagan  is  Iool<ing  for- 
ward to  having  her  in  the  United  States 
and  to  welcoming  her.  I  know  that  she 
will  find  a  very  warm  welcome  through- 
out the  country  and  among  the  Ameri- 
can people.  I  hope  that  it  will  be  possible 
to  work  out  dates  before  Congress 
adjourns  so  that  she  will  be  able  to  meet 
with  Members  of  Congress  as  well  as 
members  of  the  executive  branch  and,  of 
course,  getting  out  around  the  country. 
We  discussed  dates  and  I  think  we're 
focusing  in  on  them,  but  I  don't  have 
anything  to  announce  on  that  at  this 
point.  I  hope  that  there  will  be 
something  shortly. 

As  to  your  second  question,  refer- 
ring particularly  to  the  Geneva  talks,  the 
United  States  has  had  on  the  table  in 
Geneva  some  very  interesting  positions 
for  some  time  in  the  strategic  arms  area 
and  also  in  the  space  defense  area.  In 
the  INF  (intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces)  area,  the  Soviets  responded  to 
our  proposals  and  we  responded  back. 
And  so  that  proposal  is  on  the  table. 
Recently,  the  Soviets,  just  in  the  last 
week  or  two,  have  moved,  and  the  Presi- 
dent took  note  of  that  in  his  comments 
at  Glassboro.  He  said  that  he  regards 
those  moves  as  serious,  and  so  we  are 
studying  those  moves  and  deciding  what 
response  is  appropriate  for  us  to  make. 
And  when  we  have  decided  that— when 
the  President  has  decided  that— we'll 
make  it. 

Q.  Thailand  and  Asian  countries 
are  very  concerned  about  the  effect  of 
the  farm  act  and  agricultural  sub- 
sidies. Have  you  any  new  assurance  for 
them  from  the  Administration? 

A.  Well,  I  think  probably  from 
Thailand  you  are  particularly  concerned 
about  the  rice  program.  Am  I  right  on 
what  your  question  is  about  really? 


Well,  we  discussed  this  question— the 
President  did  with  [Thailand]  Foreign 
Minister  Siddhi  in  Bali,  and  I  expect  I'll 
be  discussing  it  again  with  him  and 
others  while  I'm  here.  I  think  it's  a  ques- 
tion of  seeing  how  this  program  works 
out. 

The  rice  programi  is  one  of  following 
the  market— that  is  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture,  under  this  program,  sets 
prices  at  which  U.S.  rice  will  be  sold  and 
changes  them  periodically  following  the 
market,  not  leading  the  market.  So,  this 
is  not  being  administered  in  a  way  that, 
so  to  speak,  breaks  the  market.  Now 
what  has  been  happening,  as  in  other 
areas  of  agriculture,  is  that  the  supplies 
have  been  increasing  and  so  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  pressure  on  the  price.  The 
price  has  declined  recently.  In  the  last  4 
or  5  weeks  in  taking  a  look  at  this  price, 
we  see  that  it  stabilized  and  perhaps 
moved  slightly  upward.  But  at  any  rate, 
as  we  have  experienced  with  the  pro- 
gram, we'll  know  better  how  its  effects 
may  play  out.  But  the  rice  program  is 
very  much  one  of  following  what  market 
trends  are,  rather  than  leading  them. 

Q.  Do  you  believe  the  impasse 
between  the  United  States  and  New 
Zealand  can  be  resolved,  and  if  so, 
how? 

A.   I  don't  know.  I  think  from  our 
standpoint,  there  is  a  very  simple  prop- 
osition, and  I  tried  to  spell  it  out  in  con- 
nection with  the  prior  question. 

We  would  like  very  much  to  see  New 
Zealand  remain  an  ANZUS  alliance  part- 
ner and  hold  up  its  end.  And  if  they  can 
find  their  way  to  do  that,  we'd  be  really 
delighted.  But  so  far  I  haven't  seen  any 
sign  of  that.  Nevertheless,  I  look  for- 
ward to  meeting  with  Prime  Minister 
Lange  and  hearing  what  his  views  are. 
But  this  is  really  New  Zealand's  deci- 
sion, not  a  U.S.  decision. 

Q.  Do  you  find  Mr.  Lange  an  easy 
man  to  deal  with? 

A.  He's  a  very  pleasant  man,  but  he 
doesn't  seem  to  share  our  view  about 
nuclear  power. 

Q.  Back  to  the  bases  for  a  second. 
Did  you  have  any  discussions  today 
about  the  bases,  about  the  timing  for 
the  talks  and  about  the  possibility  of 
an  amendment  in  the  Constitutional 
Committee  that  might  rule  out  any 
foreign  bases  in  the  future? 

A.  No.  the  subject  didn't  come  up 
and  it  is  in  the  situation  that  I  described 
and  that's  satisfactory  to  us.  There  was 
nothing  for  us  to  raise  and  nobody  else 
raised  it. 


Q.  Six  weeks  ago  when  you  were 
here,  you  and  President  Aquino  agreed 
on  some  goals  that  you  both  might  like 
to  work  for  over  the  intervening 
months,  and  you  went  public  with  the 
different  things  that  she  requested  of 
the  United  States  or  some  of  them. 
Were  there  requests  made  today  for 
additional  steps?  Can  you  tell  us  what 
they  were — of  additional  help  from  the 
United  States? 

A.  First  on  the  things  that  we 
talked  about  when  I  was  here  before  that 
I  undertook  to  get  done.  Those  all  have 
been  followed  up  on  and  I  think  basically 
done  or  [are]  rolling.  In  the  case  of  this 
visit,  a  number  of  requests  were  made 
for  a  variety  of  things  that  people 
thought  would  be  helpful  and  we've 
listed  them.  And  they  cover  a  kind  of  a 
miscellany  of  things  of  major  substance, 
some  of  less  importance  in  terms  of  the 
quantitative  amounts.  And  so  the 
approach  we're  taking  is  to  try  to 
develop  a  close  working  relationship  so 
that  when  things  come  up,  little  things 
or  big  things,  we  can  get  them  into  the 
stream  of  consideration  and  get  them 
worked  out. 

I'll  give  you  some  examples,  and  that 
is  funds.  There're  small  amounts  of 
funds  under  our  so-called  IMET  [inter- 
national military  education  and  training] 
program  for  military  training.  A  point 
was  made  about  how  those  might  be 
used  in  a  manner  that  would  stretch 
them  out  a  little  bit  and  provide  more 
training  by  an  additional  element  of  flex- 
ibility in  their  administration.  This  was 
not  something  that  I  had  heard  about 
before,  but  we  have  noted  it  down.  To 
the  extent  it  makes  sense  as  we  study  it 
and  is  consistent  with  our  ability  to 
administer  it  under  our  law,  we'll  cer- 
tainly want  to  do  it.  There  are  a  variety 
of  things  like  that.  I  don't  have  them  all 
in  my  head  but  we  made  a  list.  That's 
one  of  the  things  I  always  do  on  these 
trips  is  make  a  list  of  the  things  we  said 
we'd  do.  And  then  I  asked  the  Assistant 
Secretary  involved,  Gaston  Sigur,  to 
give  me  that  list  as  soon  as  we  get  back 
to  Washington.  Then,  every  week  or  so, 
I  ask  him  how  we're  doing  on  the  list.  So 
that  causes  people  to  follow  up,  and  we 
try  to  get  things  accomplished  that  way. 
And  if  I  don't  ask  him,  the  Philippines 
will.  So  that's  an  additional  way  of  get- 
ting something  done. 

Q.  The  whole  issue  of  this  nuclear- 
free  zone  in  the  South  Pacific  seems  to 
have  become  a  nonissue,  at  least  as  far 
as  the  United  States  is  concerned.  Can 
you  tell  me  why  you  don't  seem  par- 
ticularly concerned  or  are  we  missing 
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it?  Have  you  discussed  the  issue  with 
the  people  you've  met  with? 

A.  It's  not  something  that  we  have 
discussed  extensively.  I  noticed  it  had 
discussion  in  the  ASEAN  meeting,  and  I 
made  some  comments  on  it  the  other 
day.  But  I  think  basically,  what  we're 
trying  to  focus  on  is  reducing  the  levels 
of  nuclear  arms.  That's  what  our  discus- 
sions in  Geneva  are  about.  That's  been 
the  objective  the  President  has  had  all 
along— radical  reductions  in  levels  of 
nuclear  arms,  hopefully  getting  to  the 
point  where  they're  eliminated. 

Now,  as  long  as  you  have  them, 
however,  and  if  the  Soviets  are  going  to 
have  them,  it  is  essential  from  our 
standpoint— and  the  standpoint  of  all  our 
allies  and  friends— that  we  have  them 
too,  so  that  the  deterrent  effect  is  there. 
If  we  lose  that  deterrent,  we  lose  badly. 
So  the  thing  to  focus  on  is  getting  them 
reduced. 

In  the  meantime,  we  have  to  live 
with  that  proposition.  And  we  don't 
want  to  get  our  eye  off  the  main  ball  by 
seeming  to  eliminate  them  in  parts  of 
the  world.  After  all,  they  go  a  long  ways 
and  the  question  is  where  do  they  hit? 

Q.  You  said  you  feel  very  good 
about  the  Philippines  and  you  made  a 
convincing  speech  in  New  York  about 
the  Philippines.  But  apparently  your 
view  is  not  shared  by  the  investors. 
Why,  in  your  sense,  are  they  worried 
to  put  in  their  money  here? 

A.  The  change  has  just  started 
here,  but  I  think  its  effects  are  already 
(juite  apparent.  It  does  seem  to  me  that 
there  is  beginning  to  be  a  change  in 
investor  attitudes.  For  example,  the 
tendency  of  funds  to  leave  the  Philip- 
pines in  the  last  couple  of  years  of  Mr. 
Marcos'  tenure  here  was  quite  marked 
and  that  has  stopped.  And  it's  begun  to 
turn  around.  The  foreign  exchange  posi- 
tion of  the  government  now  is  improved 
by  (}uite  a  lot. 

In  the  talks  this  afternoon  with  the 
economic  ministries,  most  of  them  had 
been  out  around  visiting  the  United 
States,  particularly  in  the  last  week  or 
.so,  and  one  of  them  said,  "Your  speech 
must  have  done  some  good  because  I 
have  found  people  referring  to  it  in 
various  places  I  went.  And  the  interest 
in  investment  here  seems  to  have  picked 
up."  I  might  say  that  I  don't  think  my 
speech  had  anything  much  to  do  with  it. 
It's  more  what  the  Philippines  have  done 
that  creates  the  confidence  that  inves- 
tors look  for. 

So,  I  think  the  premi.se  of  the  ques- 
tion that  there  isn't  any  interest  isn't 
borne  out  by  the  facts.  There  is  an 


interest.  As  the  confidence  flows  back 
here  that  things  are  moving  up  and  get- 
ting stronger,  as  I  feel  there  very  much 
is,  then  you'll  see  interest  in  investment 
pick  up. 

So  again,  I'll  end  this  news  con- 
ference where  I  started  when  I  said  in 
New  York,  "I'm  bullish  on  the  Philip- 
pines." I'm  glad  to  be  here  talking  with 
people. 

STATEMENT, 

ASEAN  OPEN  DIALOGUE, 

MANILA, 

JUNE  26,  1986^ 

First  let  me  join  others  in  thanking  you 
for  your  hospitality,  and  also  to  join 
others  in  sensing  the  exciting  moment 
here  in  Manila,  and  the  opportunity  we 
have  to  talk  with  you  not  only  about 
ASEAN  problems  and  world 
developments,  but  also  about  the 
Philippines. 

This  is  the  time  for  us  to  con- 
gratulate you  but  also  to  be  ready  to 
help  you.  As  we  have  a  saying  in  the 
United  States,  put  your  money  where 
your  mouth  is.  And  that  includes  trade 
and  support  for  economic  development, 
support  for  the  security  reforms  you're 
undertaking,  and  the  political  reforms. 
So  I  congratulate  you  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  on  what  you  have  done 
and  what  you  are  doing,  and  I  want  to 
assure  you  that  we're  there  and  we're 
trying  to  support  you  in  every  way  that 
we  can. 

The  United  States  obviously  places  a 
high  value  on  our  consultations  with 
ASEAN  as  was  shown  by  President 
Reagan's  visit  with  the  foreign  ministers 
not  long  ago  in  Bali;  by  the  attention 
paid  to  your  own  document  as  we  and 
others  considered  it  at  the  Tokyo  sum- 
mit; and  by  our  continuing  attention 
both  in  the  region  and  various  settings, 
not  just  this  one;  and  in  Washington 
through  our  dialogue  with  our  ASEAN 
friends.  So  we  continue  to  welcome  it. 

I'm  the  sixth  hitter  in  this  lineup  and 
last  hitter,  and  so  I  find  myself  in  the 
position  where  much  that  is  written  out 
in  my  notes  has  already  been  said  and  I 
don't  want  to  take  your  time  by  reading 
it  out.  But  I  would  like  to  emphasize  a 
few  of  the  things  that  have  been  men- 
tioned already,  just  to  underscore  them. 

The  emphasis  placed  by  some  on  the 
importance  of  the  problem  of  terrorism 
is  most  welcome  to  me.  This  is  a  major 
problem.  We  all  do  face  it.  It  has  a  real 
spread  to  it,  and  it's  important  for  us  to 


recognize  it  realistically  and  to,  of 
course,  talk  about  it,  to  take  action  so 
that  we  put  it  down,  and  end  and  win 
the  war  on  terrorism. 

I  was  also  very  struck  and  pleased 
by  the  emphasis  many  placed  on  the 
problem  of  drug  abuse  and  international 
drug  trafficking.  This,  too,  is  a  great 
problem,  and  in  all  too  many  cases, 
directly  connected  with  terrorism.  It's  a 
way  of  financing  the  terrorists.  So  the 
proposals  to  focus  on  this,  perhaps  to 
have  some  regional  discussion  about  it 
and  work  on  it  as  Mr.  Clark  suggested,  I 
think  is  a  very  welcome  suggestion.  You 
all  know  how  seriously  we  take  this  pro- 
blem in  the  United  States  and,  of  course, 
the  First  Lady,  Nancy  Reagan,  visited  in 
this  region  recently  to  discuss  that  sub- 
ject, particularly  in  Malaysia  and 
Thailand. 

Everyone  has  spoken  about  our  sup- 
port for  what  ASEAN  is  doing  in 
fighting  the  aggression  of  Vietnam  in 
Cambodia.  I  never  know  whether  to  call 
it  Cambodia  or  Kampuchea,  it  seems  to 
vary  with  the  times.  But  at  any  rate,  it  is 
aggression  and  it  needs  to  be  resisted, 
and  we  support  what  you  are  doing.  We 
also  support,  of  course,  the  effort  to 
bring  about  a  peaceful  resolution  of  the 
issues,  and  your  own  reaction  and  bless- 
ing of  the  eight-point  program  we 
recognize.  We  support  you  in  a  general 
way.  I  would  have  to  say  that,  as  with 
Mr.  Hayden,  we  cannot  bring  ourselves 
to  support  u  government  that  might 
include  Pol  Pot,  given  the  track  record 
that  he  exhibited  when  he  did  have 
access  to  power. 

I  also  welcome  the  discussion  about 
the  importance  of  working  on  the  prob- 
lems of  agriculture,  the  surpluses,  and  in 
some  cases  surpluses  promoted  by  sub- 
sidy. This  subject  was  discussed 
intensively  at  the  Tokyo  summit  as  Mr. 
Clark  indicated,  and  his  government  led 
the  way.  I  think  it  was  a  good  discussion 
and  it  was  noteworthy  that  for  the  first 
time,  the  governments  involved 
recognized  the  harm  that  can  be  done  by 
the  subsidy  programs  and  agreed  to 
work  actively  on  it.  I'm  a  great  believer 
that  you  can  never  solve  a  problem  until 
you  recognize  there  is  a  problem.  That's 
the  first  step,  and  I  believe  it's  an  impor- 
tant step,  potentially.  The  suggestion 
that  there  be  some  sort  of  international 
experts  group  to  work  on  this,  sup- 
plementing the  OECD  [Organization  for 
Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment] efforts,  that  I  think  again  Mr. 
Clark  suggested,  seems  to  us  to  be  a 
good  one.  We  need  to  progress  on  this 
subject  and  keep  the  ball  moving. 
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I  might  also  say  that  the  outline  of 
the  various  things  done  in  the  Tokyo 
economic  summit,  I  thought,  was  a  very 
good  one.  We  agree  with  those  who  have 
said  that  this  was  an  outstanding  summit 
from  many  dimensions,  and  one  that  I 
think  will  go  down  historically  as  having 
a  turning  point  in  many  respects. 

I'd  like  to  call  your  attention  to  a 
subject  that  has  not  been  mentioned  by 
anybody  else,  just  so  that  it  gets  on  your 
agenda.  On  May  28,  the  UN  Trusteeship 
Council  adopted  a  resolution  calling  for 
an  end  to  the  agreement  under  which 
the  United  States  has  administered  the 
Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 
The  Soviet  Union  alone  voted  against 
the  recommendation  despite  the  strong 
appeals  from  the  Micronesian  leaders. 
The  question  of  termination  will  now  be 
brought  before  the  Security  Council.  The 
peoples  of  Micronesia  have  freely  exer- 
cised their  right  of  self-determination  in 
UN-observed  plebiscites.  They've  called 
for  prompt  and  unconditional  termina- 
tion of  the  trusteeship. 

Members  of  the  South  Pacific 
Forum,  individually  and  collectively,  sup- 
port the  validity  of  the  plebiscites- 
endorsed  prompt  termination.  We  look 
to  the  members  of  ASEAN  for  support 
within  the  United  Nations  of  our  efforts 
to  terminate  the  trusteeship  in  accord- 
ance with  the  expressed  will  of  the 
Micronesian  peoples. 

Finally,  let  me  just  make  my  own 
personal  comment  about  the  problem  of 
protection  that  many  have  mentioned.  I 
share  the  general  view  of  the  importance 
of  fighting  these  protectionist  trends- 
it's  vital  to  our  world.  The  problem 
exists  everywhere.  It  exists  in  your 
country,  it  exists  in  my  country,  and  it 
exists  in  the  countries  around  the  table. 
There  are  various  things  that  need  to  be 
done  to  fight  it,  and  they  have  been  men- 
tioned here.  The  GATT  round  is  an 
important  opportunity.  The  ability  to 
coordinate  economic  policies  better 
opens  a  real  prospect  for  changing  the 
patterns.  From  our  standpoint,  we  feel 
as  we  fight  the  protectionist  trends  in 
our  Congress,  that  it  is  essential  for  us 
to  be  able  to  say  that  other  countries 
who  are  our  trading  partners  open  their 
markets  to  us,  just  as  we  open  our 
markets  to  them.  If  we  can't  say  that, 
we  are  undermined  in  our  discussions 
with  our  Congress. 

I  might  note,  in  that  connection, 
some  of  the  statistics  about  ASEAN's 
trade,  just  to  put  your  own  comments 
into  perspective.  In  the  4  years  encom- 
passing 1983  to  1986,  with  the  1986  sort 
of  a  reasonably  accurate  forecast  of 
what's  likely,  we  see  that  ASEAN's 


exports  to  the  United  States  increased 
from  about  $14  billion  to  a  little  over  $16 
billion— an  increase  of  about  $2.2  billion. 
If  you  look  at  ASEAN's  exports  to  the 
rest  of  the  world— that  is  you  take  your 
total  and  you  subtract  the  United  States 
from  it— instead  of  the  increase  in  your 
exports  reflected  in  your  relation  with 
the  United  States,  you  see  a  decline  of 
about  $3.3  billion.  I  think  that  tells  you 
where  your  problem  is,  and  where  it 
isn't— not  that  the  problems  of  rice,  the 
problems  of  textiles,  the  problems  of 
sugar  don't  get  involved  with  some  of  our 
difficulties  in  the  United  States,  and 
they  need  to  be  worked  out  and  talked 
about,  but  I  think  this  reflects  some  of 
the  overall  trends  that  need  to  be 
thought  about  and  dealt  with  as  we  work 
on  this  problem  of  protection. 

I  think  myself  that  it  represents  an 
important  economic  challenge  and  prob- 
lem to  us.  But  beyond  that,  it  represents 
an  important  political  challenge  as  we 
advocate  freedom.  How  do  we  do  that  if 
we  draw  back  from  freedom  in  the 
economic  sphere?  And,  as  we  consider 
the  strategic  situation  if  we  indulge  in  a 
pattern  of  protection  and  retaliation  and 
so  on  that  might  very  well  take  place, 
what  we  will  wind  up  with  is  a  compart- 
mentalized world  economically  and, 
therefore,  a  world  that  is  changed 
strategically  and  much  more  dangerous. 
And  so,  we  don't  want  to  see  that  hap- 
pen. I  believe  that  we  all  need  to  join 
and  see  what  can  be  done,  country-by- 
country  and  collectively,  to  lick  this 
problem  of  protection  because  it  is  a 
very  severe  one. 

Let  me  conclude  by  saying  that  I 
look  forward  to  our  consultations,  to 
candid  exchanges  in  the  six-plus-one 
sessions,  and  the  individual  meetings 
that  all  of  us  have  with  each  other.  You 
have  organized  a  forum  that  is  very 
useful.  I  welcome  the  chance  to  take  part 
in  it  again. 

REMARKS  AT  CONCLUSION 
OF  BILATERAL  MEETING, 
MANILA, 
JUNE  27,  1986^ 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  progress,  Mr. 
Shultz? 

Secretary  Shultz.  No,  we  didn't. 
We  discussed  the  general  ship  visit  prob- 
lem and  our  policy,  and  New  Zealand's 
policy  and  I'm  afraid  that  we  were  not 
able  to  resolve  that  issue.  It  is  essential 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  United  States 
that  the  policy  of  neither  confirm  nor 


deny  the  presence— is  something  that  the 
Government  of  New  Zealand  doesn't  feel 
it  can  live  with.  So  we  part  company  as 
friends,  but  we  part  company. 

Prime  Minister  Lange.  Please  be 
clear  that  the  New  Zealand  Government 
does  not  challenge  the  neither  confirm 
nor  deny  policy.  The  New  Zealand 
Government's  policy  is  not  to  have  any 
nuclear  weapons  in  New  Zealand.  The 
United  States  has  been  quite  consistent 
and  has  been  with  considerable  integrity 
perceived  all  along  that  that  is  not  con- 
sistent with  its  view  of  New  Zealand's 
role  as  an  alliance  partner.  In  a  very— 
not  in  a  passionate  way  or  anything— we 
have  come  to  review  the  two  policies  and 
the  Secretary  has  said  that  the  views  at 
this  stage  are  not  reconcilable. 


REMARKS, 

OPEN  SESSION  OF  SIX-PLUS-ONE 

MEETING, 
MANILA, 
JUNE  27,  19865 

I  would  like  to  put  the  discussion  of 
trade  and  political  cooperation  between 
our  countries,  first  of  all  into  a  global 
context.  There  are  significant  trends  at 
play  in  our  favor— both  in  the  current 
world  economy  and  in  East-West  rela- 
tions. These  trends  bear  out  the  wisdom 
of  our  countries'  commitment  to 
democratic  principles  and  market- 
oriented  economies,  and  to  policies  of 
firmness  and  realism  in  dealing  with 
aggressors. 

It  is  fitting  that  we  are  meeting 
today  in  Manila,  a  city  which  bears 
special  witness  to  the  flowering  of 
democracy.  In  recent  months,  the 
Filipino  people  have  provided  an  exhil- 
arating demonstration  of  what  men  and 
women  committed  to  democratic  ideals 
can  achieve.  Under  the  new  government 
of  President  Corazon  Aquino,  they  seek 
not  only  to  revitalize  democracy  within 
their  country,  but  to  rejuvenate  their 
economy  as  well.  The  Filipino  people 
have  the  strong  confidence  and  support 
of  the  United  States  in  this  effort.  I  can 
assure  you  President  Reagan  is  firmly 
determined  to  help  the  Government  of 
the  Philippines  make  the  most  of  this 
current  opportunity  to  overcome  its 
political,  security,  and  economic 
problems. 

Within  the  world  today,  the 
members  of  ASEAN  and  their  partners 
have  a  special  importance.  All  of  us 
share  an  important  stake  in  preserving 
peace,  in  protecting  independence 
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against  aggression,  and  in  ensuring  con- 
tinued growth  through  market-oriented 
economies  and  Hberalized  international 
trade. 

Precisely  because  of  the  scope  of  our 
common  interests,  consultations  between 
ASEAN  and  the  United  States  have 
intensified  in  recent  months,  as  you 
noted.  President  Reagan's  meetings  with 
you  in  Indonesia  last  month,  under 
Secretary  of  State  [for  Economic  Affairs 
W.  Allen]  Wallis'  subsequent  discussions 
in  Singapore  and  Jakarta,  and  this  ses- 
sion today  are  all  evidence  of  a  robust 
dialogue.  It  is  a  dialogue  with  direct  and 
tangible  payoffs.  Before  going  to  the 
Tokyo  summit,  the  President  benefited 
from  your  presentation  of  ASEAN's 
economic  concerns  and  objectives.  And 
in  turn,  your  arguments  gave  special 
force  to  America's  effort  at  the  summit 
to  gain  further  liberalization  of  the  world 
trading  system. 

I  might  say  this  was  an  example 
where,  through  consultation  and  identi- 
fying your  concerns,  which  for  the  most 
part  turned  out  to  be  rather  parallel  with 
ours,  we  were  able  at  that  discussion  to 
say  here's  what  we  think  and,  further- 
more, there  are  countries  in  this  region 
of  a  varying  nature  who  have  given  us 
this  document,  and  you  gave  similar 
material  to  others,  who  have  the  same 
point  of  view  and  that  tends  to  reinforce 
what  is  being  advocated. 

Sustaining  International 
Economic  Growth 

I  share  President  Reagan's  assessment 
that  the  Tokyo  summit  was  the  most 
successful  of  the  six  economic  summits 
he  has  attended.  The  final  communique 
accurately  reflected  the  generally 
favorable  situation  emerging  on  the 
international  economic  front. 

Consider,  for  example,  the  following 
developments  which  are  shaping  the 
economic  policies  of  industrialized  and 
develo[)ing  nations  alike.  I  point  these  up 
because  I  know  there  is  a  sense,  as  you 
said,  that  the  era  of  easy  economic 
growth  is  over,  and  there  is  a  question- 
ing sense,  some  sense  of  uncertainty  in 
many  quarters.  My  own  feeling  is  that 
we  are  sort  of  on  the  verge  or  maybe 
even  in  the  midst  of  something  that  is 
taking  us  to  a  new  frontier  and  one  that 
will  be  as  exciting  as  the  ones  that  we 
have  seen  before. 

Just  to  tick  off  these  items,  there  is 
increasing  international  consensus  that 
the  private  sector,  operating  in  a  free 
market  and  drawing  upon  individual 
entrepreneurship,  is  the  engine  of  sus- 
tained, noninflationary  growth.  I  think 


the  more  that  idea  spreads  around  and  is 
put  into  place,  the  more  fruitful  the 
interaction  of  those  of  us  who  follow 
those  policies  will  have. 

There  has  been  a  corresponding  dis- 
illusionment with  socialist,  planned 
economies.  Developing  nations  that  once 
pursued  state-controlled  economic 
development  strategies  are  now  turning 
to  a  greater  reliance  on  the  market  and 
international  commerce.  Just  last  month 
African  nations  issued  an  extraordinary 
document  at  the  United  Nations  calling 
for  liberalized  trade  and  economic 
policies.  I  think  some  of  you  were  there. 
I  think  I  saw  you  there.  Dr.  Mochtar 
[Indonesia's  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs], 
and  if  you  were  like  me,  you  couldn't 
help  but  be  thrilled  by  this  conference 
because  it  was  so  fresh  and  different  a 
turn  for  the  African  nations.  They  have 
observed  a  simple  truth:  the  countries 
with  the  greatest  economic  advances— 
and  many  of  them  are  represented  in 
this  room— are  those  which  have  taken 
the  greatest  advantage  of  the  free 
market. 

At  the  same  time,  there  is  a  better 
understanding  of  what  indebted  develop- 
ing countries  must  do  to  reorder  their 
economies.  They  must  reduce  the 
economic  burden  of  government,  expand 
trade,  stimulate  growth,  and  encourage 
domestic  savings  and  foreign  equity 
investments.  You  go  from  country  to 
country  where  there  are  big  debts  and 
difficult  budget  problems,  and  you  find 
that  a  very  high  proportion  of  the  budget 
problem  is  due  to  state  enterprises  that 
lose  money.  And  now  interesting  pat- 
terns of  debt  equity  swaps  are  taking 
shape  that  will— as  they  develop— reduce 
debt,  bring  in  equity,  and  move  those 
enterprises  into  private  hands  where 
they  will  necessarily  be  managed  more 
efficiently  or  else  they  won't  exist.  Of 
course,  no  one  will  buy  them  unless  they 
think  they  can  make  them  work  at  a 
profit. 

The  United  States  is  ready  to  help  in 
all  this.  At  Tokyo,  the  Summit  Seven 
endorsed  measures  to  assist  these 
adjustment  efforts.  These  included  the 
Baker  plan  on  Third  World  debts,  stress- 
ing far-reaching,  market-oriented  policy 
reform  to  establish  the  economic  condi- 
tions which  can  support  sustained 
growth. 

For  those  countries  trying  to  restart 
economic  growth,  particularly  those 
struggling  with  high  debt-service 
burdens,  there  is  good  news  in  the  form 
of  lower  interest  rates.  In  certain  cases, 
including  some  ASEAN  countries,  oil 
price  declines  may  create  near-term 
problems;  but  on  the  whole,  the  drop  in 


oil  prices  will  also  have  a  major  impact 
on  the  world  economy. 

There  is  now  a  better  sense  of  how 
the  major  industrialized  nations  can 
pursue  mutually  supportive 
macroeconomic  pohcies.  At  Tokyo,  the 
Summit  Seven  agreed  on  measures  to 
sustain  future  growth  and  to  improve 
coordination  of  economic  policies.  We 
also  agreed  upon  economic  indicators  to 
gauge  our  progress.  Our  objective  is 
more  effective  cooperation  in  supporting 
broadly  based  economic  growth,  more 
open  trade  and  investment,  and  greater 
exchange  rate  stability. 

Finally,  there  is  an  emerging  recog- 
nition that  policies  of  domestic  subsidy 
and  protection  for  agriculture  are  bad. 
As  the  economic  declaration  put  it,  "We 
note  with  concern  that  a  situation  of 
global  structural  surplus  now  exists  for 
some  important  agricultural  products, 
arising  partly  from  technological 
improvements,  partly  from  changes  in 
the  world  market  situation,  and  partly 
from  long-standing  policies  of  domestic 
subsidy  and  protection  of  agriculture  in 
all  our  countries."  In  other  words, 
everybody  was  saying  "We're  part  of 
the  problem.  This  harms  the  economies 
of  certain  developing  countries,  and  we 
talked  about  rice,  and  we  talked  about 
sugar,  so  people  are  aware  of  these  prob- 
lems and  it's  likely  to  aggravate  the  risk 
of  wider  protectionist  pressures.  This  is 
a  problem  which  we  all  share  and  can  be 
dealt  with  only  in  cooperation  with  each 
other." 

It  was  something  of  a  breakthrough 
to  get  these  countries  together  to  say  we 
are  doing  some  things  that  have  explana- 
tions that  come  out  of  our  own  political 
environment,  but  we  have  the  courage  to 
look  at  them  and  say  there  are  many 
adverse  effects  and  we  ought  to  try  to 
do  something  about  it.  That's  not  a  solu- 
tion, but  you  can't  solve  a  problem,  I 
don't  believe,  until  you  recognize  that  a 
problem  exists  and  then  you  can  start 
talking  about  solutions  in  a  more  con- 
structive way. 

The  recent  growth  of  the  U.S. 
economy  has  strengthened  a  global 
economic  environment  capable  of  sup- 
porting these  potentially  promising 
developments.  The  major  industrialized 
countries  have  recovered  for  the 
1980-82  world  recession  at  varying 
rates.  But  in  the  United  States,  Admini- 
stration policies  have  spurred  a  solid 
3-year  recovery.  Fueled  largely  by 
strong  investment  demand,  this  recovery 
has  helped,  in  turn,  to  stimulate  the 
economies  of  other  nations. 
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We  have,  however,  experienced 
unusually  large  imbalances  in  our 
economy  during  this  same  period— a 
heavy  net  capital  inflow;  an  overly 
strong  dollar;  a  massive  trade  deficit; 
and  a  large  deficit  in  the  U.S.  Federal 
budget.  They  must  be  corrected  if  the 
United  States  is  to  maintain  the  momen- 
tum of  its  economic  success  and,  in  turn, 
if  all  of  us  are  to  keep  the  world 
economy  on  the  path  of  sustained, 
noninflationary  growth. 

We  are  already  making  progress. 
The  Plaza  agreement  of  last  September 
among  the  five  major  industrialized 
nations  has  contributed  to  exchange  rate 
conditions  which  better  reflect  economic 
realities.  The  Tokyo  summit  arrange- 
ments should  lead  to  improved  growth, 
smaller  trade  imbalances,  and  greater 
stability  in  exchange  rates  among  the 
seven  major  industrialized  nations. 

At  home,  we  are  trying  to  bring 
discipline  to  Federal  spending.  Unfor- 
tunately, it  even  hits  the  foreign  affairs 
budget;  it  hits  it  too  much,  and  I  have  to 
object  to  the  severity  of  some  of  the  cuts 
that  are  contemplated  in  our  own  budget 
for  the  Administration  and  the 
assistance  that  we  believe  we  should  pro- 
vide in  our  own  interests.  Nevertheless, 
there  is  a  very  determined  effort  in  the 
United  States  to  bring  spending  under 
control. 

Tax  reform— we  have  a  major  tax 
reform  bill  that  is  virtually  certain  to 
pass.  It  will  encourage  investors  to  make 
decisions  for  sound  business  reasons 
rather  than  for  tax  purposes.  And 
regulatory  reform  frees  resources  for 
more  productive  activities. 

That's  good,  but  not  good  enough. 
For  industrialized  and  developing  coun- 
tries alike,  world  economic  growth 
depends  heavily  on  the  continued  open- 
ness of  the  world  trading  system.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  believes  that  the  best  way 
for  nations  to  correct  debt  and  other 
problems  is  by  fostering  opportunities 
for  growth,  not  by  restricting  trade.  We 
are  committed  to  promoting  greater 
fairness  and  liberalization  in  interna- 
tional commerce.  The  President  is 
prepared  to  resist  strong  domestic 
political  pressures  to  keep  that  commit- 
ment. However,  our  trading  partners 
must  also  work  to  reduce  their  own  pro- 
tectionist practices  and  demonstrate  an 
equal  commitment  to  more  open  trade. 

At  Tokyo,  we  gained  Summit  Seven 
endorsement  of  our  call  for  an  early 
beginning  of  the  new  multilateral  round 
of  trade  negotiations  in  the  GATT.  Here 
again  we  were  able  to  cite  the  support  of 
ASEAN  for  a  similar  objective  for 


broadly  the  same  reasons.  We  look  to 
the  launching  of  this  new  round  this 
September  at  the  ministerial  meeting  in 
Uruguay.  A  new  GATT  round  provides 
an  opportunity  to  improve  the  rules  of 
liberalized  international  trade  and 
extend  them  into  new  areas  not  only 
covering  agriculture,  but  also  services, 
intellectual  property,  and  investment. 
I  hear  it  sometimes  said  by  some 
countries,  classified  as  developing 
countries— of  course,  we  classify 
ourselves  in  the  United  States  as  a 
developing  country;  we've  been  develop- 
ing very  rapidly  in  recent  years,  and  I 
think  you  have  to  look  at  yourself  that 
way— but  lower  income  developing  coun- 
tries, what  have  they  got  to  gain?  I  think 
they  have  a  great  deal  to  gain,  if  for 
nothing  else  than  a  willingness  to  impose 
on  themselves  more  open  trading  prac- 
tices. If  you  look  around  the  world, 
perhaps  understandably  some  of  the 
most  protectionist  practices  are  followed 
by  developing  countries,  and  we  could 
name  some  of  them  here  very  easily; 
without  even  having  to  look  around  this 
room  we  could  name  them.  And  they 
don't  help  matters,  particularly  they 
don't  help  in  the  long  run.  So  I  think 
there  is  a  great  deal  to  be  gained  just  in 
that,  plus  these  other  areas  that  I've 
indicated. 

We  look  forward  to  working  closely 
with  members  of  ASEAN  to  that  end. 
As  the  GATT  preparatory  committee  in 
Geneva  begins  work  for  the  September 
ministerial,  we  will  no  doubt  hear  from 
nations,  both  developed  and  developing, 
resisting  a  comprehensive  agenda  of 
liberalization.  This  makes  cooperation 
between  us  especially  important  both 
before  and  during  the  September 
ministerial. 

We  should  have  no  illusions  about 
the  common  danger  we  will  face  if  we 
fail  to  cooperate.  Increased  protec- 
tionism would  be  destructive  for  us  all.  I 
can  understand  the  short-term  concerns 
and  political  pressures  moving  some 
groups  to  propose  protectionist 
measures  as  an  answer  to  trade  prob- 
lems. But  the  remedies  they  seek  are 
wrong.  Those  advocating  protectionism 
underestimate  the  damage  that  a  new 
cycle  of  restriction  and  retaliation  would 
inevitably  inflict  on  export-oriented  sec- 
tors of  our  respective  economies.  They 
neglect  the  cost  to  consumers  in  the 
form  of  higher  prices  and  inflationary 
pressures.  And  they  neglect  the  political 
and  strategic  value  of  economic  freedom. 

If  we  divide  the  world  into  water- 
tight trade  compartments,  others  will 
find  ways  of  breaking  these  compart- 


ments, as  we  learned  to  our  sorrow  in 
the  1930s.  I  might  say  that  one  of  your 
members,  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Singapore  [Lee  Kuan  Yew],  not  quite  a 
year  ago,  gave  an  address  to  a  joint  ses- 
sion of  our  Congress,  and  he  focused  on 
these  matters.  It  was  an  outstanding 
address;  and  it  had  a  major  impact,  in 
part  because  he  raised  the  discussion  of 
the  problems  of  protection  and  open 
trade  to  a  strategic  level.  Not  that  the 
economic  aspects  aren't  of  vital  impor- 
tance, but  he  showed  everybody,  in  very 
clear  terms,  the  great  stakes  involved 
much  more  generally  for  our  values  and 
for  our  strategic  interests.  It  is  required 
reading  in  the  State  Department  and 
throughout  our  executive  branch.  We 
just  hope  some  Members  of  Congress 
will  reread  it. 

Long-term  economic  growth, 
however,  requires  a  stable  and  secure 
peace,  one  in  which  all  nations  are  free 
from  the  threat  of  aggression.  The 
United  States  and  ASEAN  have  a 
special  responsibility  for  creating  and 
maintaining  the  conditions  necessary  for 
such  a  peace.  This  is  a  twofold  task, 
requiring  a  willingness  to  maintain  the 
strength  to  deter  aggression  and  a 
readiness  to  resolve  international  dif- 
ferences through  negotiation.  It  is 
basically  the  ASEAN  formula  here  with 
respect  to  Cambodia. 

Relations  between  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Western  democracies  have  been 
marked  by  deep  differences  in  political 
values  and  purposes.  This  is  unlikely  to 
change.  But  we  also  know  that,  in  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  words  to  the  Japanese 
Diet  in  the  fall  of  1983,  "A  nuclear  war 
can  never  be  won  and  must  never  be 
fought."  Thus,  the  fundamental  task  for 
the  United  States  in  dealing  with  the 
Soviets  is  to  manage  the  competition 
peacefully. 

At  the  same  time.  President  Reagan 
is  determined  to  build  a  more  stable  and 
constructive  relationship  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  To  that  end,  the  United  States  is 
ready  for  another  summit  this  year,  as 
the  President  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  agreed  last  November  in 
Geneva.  We  think  both  sides  can  benefit 
from  such  a  meeting,  and  we  regret  the 
apparent  reluctant  attitude  of  the 
Soviets. 

In  arms  control,  we  continue  to  seek 
deep  and  stabilizing  reductions  in  offen- 
sive nuclear  arms.  As  the  President  indi- 
cated last  week  in  his  speech  to  students 
at  Glassboro,  "There  can  be  no  more 
important  task  before  us  than  reducing 
nuclear  weapons.  I  am  committed, 
utterly  committed,"  he  said,  "to  pursu- 


September  1986 


33 


THE  SECRETARY 


ing  every  opportunity  to  discuss  and 
explore  ways  to  achieve  real  and  verifi- 
able arms  reductions." 

I  noticed  in  your  communique  that 
you  stated  your  disagreement  with  the 
President's  decision  involving  SALT  II; 
and  while  I  recognize  that  you  have 
made  up  your  minds,  and  you  have 
issued  your  communique,  I  would,  never- 
theless, like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
explain  why  the  President  feels  as  he 
does  about  that  treaty. 

First,  I  would  call  to  your  attention 
the  fact  that  the  treaty  is  more  and  more 
obsolete  in  its  nature— that  is,  it  derives 
from  an  era  when  it  was  thought  that 
the  thing  that  you  most  wanted  to  con- 
trol was  launchers  of  nuclear  weapons. 
That  is  its  basic  concept.  But  we  all 
know  that  what  you  fear  is  not  the  laun- 
cher; it's  the  hitter;  it's  the  warhead. 
And  what  has  happened  is  that  as  laun- 
chers have  been  restricted  in  number, 
both  sides  have  learned  how  to  put  more 
and  more  warheads  on  a  launcher.  So  it 
hasn't  been  the  right  unit  of  account. 
The  right  unit  of  account  is  the  warhead, 
not  the  launcher. 

Of  course,  it  is  a  treaty  that  was 
negotiated  by  President  Carter  and  was 
withdrawn  from  the  Senate  by  him,  par- 
ticularly after  the  Soviet  invasion  of 
Afghanistan.  It  has  never  been  ratified, 
so  it  doesn't  have  standing;  that's  the 
second  problem. 

Third,  the  treaty  has  been  violated 
by  the  Soviet  Union  in  respects  that  are 
significant  militarily.  The  treaty  restricts 
the  numbers  of  new  types  of  missiles 
that  you  can  develop  to  one.  The  purpose 
of  such  a  restriction  is  to  put  a  curb  on 
the  tendency  for  modernization  of  the 
weaponry.  So  you  can  see  that  is  of  con- 
siderable importance.  The  Soviet  Union 
now  has  developed  and  deployed  two 
new  systems.  This  is  a  violation  of  the 
treaty  that  is  important. 

Furthermore,  in  any  treaty  of  this 
kind  it  is  essential  that  you  be  able  to 
verify  it,  and  one  of  the  means  of  verifi- 
cation that  is  important,  given  the 
nature  of  the  verification  problem,  is  the 
ability  to  read  the  telemetry  of  the  mis- 
siles that  are  fired.  The  Soviet  Union  has 
heavily  encrypted  the  telemetry,  thus 
denying  the  opportunities  for  verification. 

So  there  have  been  very  important 
violations  of  the  treaty  on  the  part  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  They  have  given  more 
attention  to  the  numerical  limits  imposed 
by  the  treaty  on  launchers;  and  the  war- 
head restrictions,  of  course,  are  large  so 
that  both  sides  can  build  up  their  war- 
heads. That,  of  course,  is  another  reason 
the  President  objects  to  this  treatv.  It  is 


a  limitation  on  increases  in  nuclear 
weapons.  What  he  believes  we  should 
have  is  decreases. 

So  you  have  a  whole  pattern  of  prob- 
lems in  connection  with  this  treaty. 
What  the  President  has  suggested  is— 
and  bear  in  mind  the  Soviet  Union  is 
now  in  violation  of  the  treaty;  the  United 
States  is  not  currently  in  violation— that 
we  intend  to  shift  gears  and  what  we 
need  to  do  is  judge  our  activities  accord- 
ing to  what  they  do. 

We  in  the  United  States  have  a 
heavy  responsibility,  on  our  own  behalf 
and  on  the  behalf  of  everybody,  to  main- 
tain deterrent  capability.  We  have  no 
offensive  intentions  or  objectives;  but  we 
have  a  defensive  responsibility.  Particu- 
larly in  a  day  of  budget  stringency,  we 
need  to  look  at  the  things  that  will  pro- 
vide that  deterrent  at  the  least  cost;  and 
we  need  to  watch  the  behavior  of  the 
United  States  and  adjust  ourselves  so 
that  our  deterrence  remains  effective. 
And  that  is  the  posture  that  the  Presi- 
dent has  put  us  in,  as  distinct  from  a 
posture  that  says  regulate  yourself  not 
according  to  the  deterrent  needs  but 
according  to  a  treaty  that  is  unratified 
and  obsolete  and  being  violated. 

Now,  his  shift  of  gears  is  a  shift  in 
the  sense  of  restraint;  and  his  message, 
if  you  read  it— I  hope  before  you  made 
your  statements  you  all  read  his  very 
careful  statement  personally  so  you 
know  what  he  had  in  mind  here— but  he 
describes  the  pattern  of  restraint 
involved.  I'll  just  read  some  of  the  con- 
cluding, summarizing  aspects  of  it. 

He  says,  "I  do  not  anticipate  any 
appreciable  numerical  growth  in  the  U.S. 
strategic  offensive  forces.  Assuming  no 
significant  change  in  the  threat  we  face 
as  we  implement  the  strategic  moderni- 
zation program,  the  United  States  will 
not  deploy  more  strategic  nuclear 
delivery  vehicles  than  does  the  Soviet 
Union."  That  is  a  flat  statement. 
"Furthermore,  the  United  States  will 
not  deploy  more  strategic  ballistic 
missile  warheads  than  does  the  Soviet 
Union."  That  is  a  flat  statement.  "In 
sum,  we  will  continue  to  exercise  the 
utmost  restraint,  while  protecting  stra- 
tegic deterrence,  in  order  to  help  foster 
the  necessary  atmosphere  for  significant 
reductions  in  strategic  arsenals  of  both 
sides.  This  is  the  urgent  task  which  faces 
us.  I  call  on  the  Soviet  Union  to  seize  the 
opportunity  to  join  us  now  in  establish- 
ing an  interim  framework  of  truly 
mutual  restraint." 

"...  I  want  to  emphasize"— still  the 
President  talking— "that  no  policy  of 
interim  restraint  is  a  substitute  for  an 


agreement  on  deep  and  equitable  reduc- 
tions in  offensive  nuclear  arms.  .  ." 

So  that  is  where  the  priority  is.  As  I 
say,  I  recognize  that  you  have  taken 
your  position  and  made  up  your  minds 
and  issued  your  statement,  but  I  did  not 
want  to  bring  this  out  to  you  because 
you  shouldn't  think  that  the  President 
made  this  decision  lightly,  or  without 
reasons,  that  at  least  I  consider  to  be 
very  powerful  ones. 

At  any  rate,  as  we  continue  to  work 
for  effective  control  of  these  awesome 
nuclear  arsenals,  it  is  important  and 
indeed  essential  that  there  be  solidarity 
as  we  approach  these  negotiations.  The 
Soviets  must  understand  that  their 
efforts  to  divide  the  United  States  and 
its  friends  and  allies  will  not  work. 

Arms,  however,  are  only  one  symp- 
tom of  East-West  differences;  they  are 
not  the  root  cause.  A  more  immediate 
threat  to  peace  lies  in  the  readiness  of 
the  Soviet  Union  and  its  surrogates  to 
use  military  force  and  the  threat  of  force 
to  accomplish  political  ends. 

The  Vietnamese  military  occupation 
of  Cambodia— with  all  of  its  dismal  con- 
sequences for  a  land  and  a  people 
already  scarred  by  tragedy  almost 
beyond  comprehension— is  only  one  of 
the  most  immediate  examples.  We  see 
comparable  instances  of  aggression  in 
Afghanistan  and  Central  America. 
Although  there  are  unique,  local  aspects 
in  each  of  these  cases,  it  would  be  a  mis- 
take to  consider  them  in  isolation  from 
each  other. 

In  Nicaragua,  for  example,  we  see 
opposition  parties,  the  media  and  the 
Church  systematically  harassed  and 
intimidated.  Thousands  of  those  who  dis- 
agree with  the  Nicaraguan  communist 
regime  have  been  driven  to  take  up  arms 
to  resist  this  attempt  to  consolidate 
totalitarian  rule.  Thanks  to  Moscow  and 
Havana,  a  massive  military  machine 
without  precedent  or  parallel  in  Central 
America— just  as  I  think  the  Vietnam 
military  regime  is  without  parallel  in 
Southeast  Asia— has  been  erected  in 
Nicaragua.  With  a  credo  that,  in  the 
words  of  Interior  Minister  Tomas  Borge, 
"this  revolution  goes  beyond  our  bor- 
ders." In  other  words,  they  advocate  and 
do  engage  in  subversion  of  their  neigh- 
bors actively;  so  Nicaragua  actively  sup- 
ports subversion  against  its  Central 
American  neighbors. 

Let  me  note  an  important  parallel. 
Both  Cambodia  and  Central  America  are 
cases  of  Soviet-backed  expansionism; 
both  must  be  of  concern  to  us.  Viet- 
namese aggression  in  Cambodia  has  an 
immediate  meaning  for  ASEAN  states 
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which  are  directly  affected  by  this  threat 
to  the  peace  and  stability  of  the  region. 
Soviet-  and  Cuban-backed  actions  by 
Nicaragua  have  a  comparable  impor- 
tance for  freedom  and  stability  of  Cen- 
tral American  democracies. 

Our  objectives  in  Central  America, 
and  those  of  our  friends  and  allies  in  the 
region,  are  straightforward.  We  want 
the  Nicaraguan  regime  to  reverse  its 
military  buildup,  send  its  foreign  advis- 
ers home,  and  stop  oppressing  its  citi- 
zens and  subverting  its  neighbors.  We 
want  it  to  keep  the  promises  of  the  coali- 
tion government  that  followed  Somoza's 
fall— democratic  pluralism  at  home  and 
peaceful  relations  abroad. 

Just  as  we  fully  support  ASEAN's 
efforts  against  unacceptable  Vietnamese 
expansionism,  we  seek  ASEAN's  sup- 
port, in  the  United  Nations  and  else- 
where, for  efforts  to  resist  a  comparable 
threat  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

In  Cambodia,  the  Khmer  people  con- 
tinue to  resist  the  Vietnamese  occupa- 
tion of  their  country.  We  salute  the 
heroism  and  sacrifice  of  the  noncommu- 
nist  fighters.  Their  actions  make  clear 
that  Vietnamese  force  of  arms  cannot 
destroy  either  the  Khmer  nationalist 
spirit  or  fierce  desire  for  independence. 

Armed  resistance  alone,  however,  is 
unlikely  to  resolve  the  Cambodian 
tragedy.  For  that  reason,  we  welcome 
ASEAN's  diplomatic  efforts  to  negotiate 
a  solution  to  the  Cambodian  problem.  I 
think,  as  you  were  suggesting,  many  of 
you  yesterday,  that  you  don't  have  alter- 
natives here;  you  don't  have  the  alter- 
native of  saying  let's  have  a  diplomatic 
strategy  but  no  strategy  of  building  up 
the  military  capability,  or  let's  have  a 
military  strategy  with  no  diplomatic 
strategy.  The  two  things  go  together; 
power  and  diplomacy  complement  each 
other.  They  are  not  alternatives,  and  I 
see  that  very  strongly  in  this  situation. 

Your  leadership  since  December 
1978  in  putting  forth  reasonable  pro- 
posals to  end  the  suffering  of  the  Khmer 
people  and  give  them  self-determination 
has  garnered  global  support.  That  the 
UN  General  Assembly  has  called  for  the 
removal  of  Vietnamese  troops  from 
Cambodia  is  evidence  of  the  effec- 
tiveness of  that  leadership.  The  United 
States  has  consistently  supported  your 
efforts.  We  will  continue  to  do  so. 

In  March  of  this  year  [Cambodian] 
Prince  [Norodom]  Sihanouk  proposed  an 
eight-point  peace  plan  for  a  political 
settlement  of  the  Cambodian  problem. 
While  the  various  members  of  ASEAN, 
as  well  as  China  and  other  governments, 
have  welcomed  this  development,  Viet- 
nam has  rejected  it  outright. 


From  the  point  of  view  of  the  United 
States,  this  eight-point  plan  contains 
some  important,  positive  elements, 
including  the  call  for  negotiations  among 
concerned  parties  a  cease-fire  with- 
drawal of  Vietnamese  troops,  and  UN 
supervision  and  observation  of  free  elec- 
tions. It  is  critical  that  the  Cambodian 
people  be  allowed  to  express  their  will 
under  internationally  supervised  elec- 
tions. Given  a  free  choice,  the  Cambo- 
dian people  will  clearly  reject  the  two 
communist  systems  competing  for  power 
in  Cambodia. 

Consistent  with  this  diplomatic 
effort,  Vietnam  must  understand  that  its 
international  isolation,  economic  stag- 
nation, and  continuing  hardship  are  the 
direct  results  of  its  own  policies.  A 
change  in  Vietnamese  policies  that  leads 
to  serious  negotiations  and  a  peaceful 
solution  in  Cambodia  would  be  welcomed 
by  us  all.  The  United  States  wishes  to 
play  a  constructive  role  in  this  effort,  to 
include  normalization  of  relations  with 
Vietnam  in  the  context  of  and  after  a 
settlement. 

Foremost  among  United  States' 
bilateral  concerns  with  Vietnam  is 
resolution  of  the  fate  of  American 
servicemen  and  civilians  missing  and 
unaccounted  for  during  the  Indochina 
war.  The  feelings  of  the  American 
people  and  the  Congress  on  this  issue 
are  deep,  and  they  require  full  Viet- 
namese cooperation. 

We  support  the  efforts  ASEAN  has 
made  in  urging  further  Vietnamese 
cooperation,  and  we  appreciate  it  deeply. 
We  have  made  some  progress  over  the 
past  year  with  your  help.  Vietnam  has 
agreed  that  this  issue  is  separate  from 
other  differences  between  us,  including 
normalization.  They  have  developed  a 
work  plan  which  we  have  supplemented 
with  cooperative  actions  to  support  its 
implementation.  Now  that  the  agree- 
ments are  in  place,  we  hope  to  see  an 
acceleration  of  this  process  which  is  in 
the  interest  of  both  the  United  States 
and  Vietnam. 

Soviet  Union 

Let  me  return  to  the  role  of  the  Soviet 
Union  in  the  region.  As  President 
Reagan  indicated  in  his  speech  before 
the  UN  General  Assembly  last  fall,  we 
are  prepared  to  work  with  the  Soviet 
Union  and  other  nations  to  help  resolve 
specific  regional  tensions  in  such  a  way 
that  the  interests  of  the  parties  most 
directly  involved  might  be  satisfied. 
To  that  end,  we  have  raised  the 
question  of  a  peaceful  settlement  in 
Cambodia  with  the  Soviets  in  our 


periodic  discussions  of  regional  issues. 
Unfortunately,  the  Soviets  show  no 
desire  to  achieve  this  goal. 

In  the  meantime,  the  Soviet  Union 
continues  to  build  up  military  power  in 
Southeast  Asia,  now  including  bases 
within  Vietnam.  This  growing  Soviet 
military  presence  has  serious  conse- 
quences for  the  security  of  the  region. 
For  the  foreseeable  future,  the  stability 
of  peace  in  Southeast  Asia  must  continue 
to  rest  primarily  on  our  individual  and 
collective  determination  to  resist  aggres- 
sion. It  would  be  folly  to  rely  upon 
declaratory  measures  or  exclusionary 
zones  that  have  little  effect  of  the 
capabilities  of  the  potential  aggressor. 

China 

Turning  to  the  subject  of  China,  the 
United  States  is  prepared  to  work  with 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  on  behalf 
of  regional  peace  and  stability.  Chinese 
policies  on  some  international  issues  are 
consistent  with  our  own.  On  others  they 
are  not.  We  believe  the  current  Chinese 
emphasis  on  economic  modernization  is 
an  encouraging  development,  providing 
the  Chinese  leadership  with  an  additional 
stake  in  a  more  secure  and  cooperative 
regional  environment. 

China's  ability  to  defend  itself 
against  the  Soviet  Union  is  an  important 
element  in  the  regional  security  balance. 
To  that  end,  the  United  States  is  pre- 
pared to  cooperate  in  selected  areas  that 
strengthen  China's  defensive  capabil- 
ities. Yet  in  doing  so,  we  will  continue  to 
consider  carefully  the  security  of  our 
friends  and  allies  in  the  region,  espe- 
cially the  ASEAN  nations. 

Some  challenges  to  the  stability  of 
the  region  and  our  common  interests  lie 
outside  the  traditional  political-military 
sphere.  Yet  cooperation  in  meeting  them 
can  bolster  the  confidence  that  under- 
pins our  entire  relationship. 

Terrorism 

International  terrorism  is  a  growing 
global  danger.  It  is  not  an  American  or 
European  or  Middle  Eastern  problem. 
Terrorism  is  an  indiscriminate  assault 
against  us  all.  It  attacks  our  most  basic 
political  values.  Its  murderous  efforts  to 
divide  us,  sow  confusion  and  fear,  and 
disrupt  diplomatic  efforts  to  find 
peaceful  solutions  to  problems  have 
not— and  will  not— succeed. 

But  we  must  do  more  than  just  hold 
the  line.  We  must  make  tough  decisions 
and,  when  necessary,  fight  back.  The 
threat  posed  by  terrorism  can  be  no  less 
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real,  no  less  a  direct  attack  on  the  inter- 
ests of  our  countries,  than  more  tradi- 
tional forms  of  aggression.  For  that 
reason,  the  United  States  welcomes  the 
opportunity  to  work  with  ASEAN 
nations  in  antiterrorism  training.  We 
support  efforts  within  the  region  to 
become  more  actively  engaged,  bilat- 
erally and  multilaterally,  in  the  battle 
against  international  terrorism. 

Drugs 

Trade  in  drugs  is  another  great  threat  to 
our  societies.  Mrs.  Reagan's  visit  to 
Thailand  and  Malaysia  this  spring 
underscored  the  fact  that  the  victims  of 
this  pernicious  traffic  include  young  men 
and  women  of  both  the  United  States 
and  ASEAN  countries. 

We  applaud  ASEAN's  efforts  to 
combat  this  killer.  With  ASEAN's  help, 
we  have,  over  the  past  5  years, 
dramatically  cut  the  volume  of  heroin 
entering  the  United  States  from 
Southeast  Asia.  We  must  enhance  our 
close  cooperation  in  this  area  with  extra- 
dition treaties,  the  forfeiture  of  assets 
acquired  in  the  narcotics  trade,  improved 
training  programs,  and  regular  intelli- 
gence exchanges. 

Refugees 

Close  cooperation  is  no  less  important  in 
dealing  with  refugees.  Over  the  past 
decade,  more  than  U/2  million  people 
have  fled  Indochina.  This  has  imposed  a 
heavy  burden  on  the  countries  oi^ 
Southeast  Asia,  but  courageous  decisions 
to  provide  first-asylum  sanctuary  have 
made  the  difference  between  life  and 
death  for  thousands.  For  our  part,  the 
United  States  has  accepted  the  greatest 
number  of  refugees  for  permanent 
resettlement,  some  775,000.  We  have 
contributed  to  international  humani- 
tarian organizations  for  their  work  in  the 
region.  Des{)ite  increasing  budgetary 
constraints,  we  are  determined  to  con- 
tinue to  meet  our  commitments. 

The  United  States  and  ASEAN 
share  a  common  interest  in  more  effec- 
tive solutions,  including  expansion  of  an 
orderly  departure  program  for  those 
leaving  Vietnam.  'That  government's 
suspension  of  the  orderly  departure  pro- 
gram earlier  this  year  has  caused  untold 
anguish  and  has  led  to  an  increase  in 
unsafe  departures  by  boat  from 
Vietnam.  We  urge  you  to  join  us  in 
pressing  Vietnam  to  resume  interviews 
for  orderly  departure. 


Specific  U.S.-ASEAN  Issues 

Today,  as  we  consider  a  mature  and 
prospering  U.S.-ASEAN  relationship, 
the  most  immediate  common  challenge 
we  face  is  that  of  preserving  and 
strengthening  an  open  trading  system.  I 
have  already  mentioned  the  special 
importance  of  our  working  together  in 
the  run-up  to  the  new  GATT  negotiating 
round.  There  is,  however,  much  more 
that  needs  doing. 

I  encourage  ASEAN  countries  to 
continue  correcting  local  situations 
where  trade  is  restricted  and  initiative 
stifled.  Government  policies  which 
improve  the  climate  for  investment  help 
ensure  the  flows  of  capital  and 
technology  needed  to  expand  trade  and 
employment  opportunities. 

Under  its  new  government,  the 
Philippines  is  taking  important  steps  to 
lift  monopoly  restrictions,  reform  taxes, 
streamline  government  financial  activi- 
ties, and  encourage  Filipino  investors  to 
bring  their  capital  home. 

In  another  welcomed  move,  Indonesia 
has  recently  relaxed  rules  on  credit  and 
distribution  as  applied  to  joint  ventures. 
And  Singapore  has  recently  introduced 
legislation  dealing  with  the  intellectual 
property  rights  issue.  ASEAN  members 
should  improve  the  protection  available 
for  domestic  and  foreign  owners  of  intel- 
lectual property.  This  will  greatly  help 
attract  entrepreneurs  in  high-technology 
industries. 

In  our  own  bilateral  trade,  U.S. 
imports  from  ASEAN  rose  31%  during 
the  past  3  years  to  $15.6  billion,  some 
$7.5  billion  in  ASEAN's  favor.  Under 
bilateral  agreements  between  individual 
ASEAN  members  and  the  United 
States,  textile  and  apparel  trade  has  con- 
tinued to  grow.  For  the  year  ending 
1986,  ASEAN  textile  shipments  to  the 
United  States  increased  22%  by  volume 
and  6.6%  by  value  to  reach  $1.52  billion. 
As  a  group,  ASEAN  is  now  the  third 
largest  supplier,  after  Taiwan  and  China, 
of  textile  and  apparel  imports  to  the 
United  States. 

The  lesson  of  the  numbers  is  this: 
ASEAN  clearly  benefits  from  access  to 
our  market,  and  we  benefit  from  the 
ability  to  buy  your  goods.  We  have  main- 
tained ASEAN's  access,  despite  strong 
and  growing  protectionist  pressures 
from  our  own  domestic  industry.  Now, 
to  moderate  those  pressures  while 
preserving  the  openness  of  our  market, 
we  seek  changes  in  the  multifiber 
arrangement.  We  want  to  continue  to 
work  closely  with  the  members  of 
ASEAN.  A  failure  to  do  so  could 
drastically  increase  protectionist 


pressure  within  the  United  States.  It 
could  lead  to  a  more  severe  loss  of  access 
to  our  market  than  a  revised  multifiber 
arrangement  might  allow.  This  would  be 
in  no  one's  interest. 

Conclusion 

In  closing,  let  me  again  stress  that  the 
United  States  is  proud  to  be  a  partner 
with  the  members  of  ASEAN  in  their 
quest  for  peace,  freedom,  and  greater 
prosperity.  We  welcome  opportunities 
like  today  to  share  ideas,  air  differences, 
and  identify  ways  to  work  together 
toward  common  objectives. 

We  often  say  that  the  United  States 
and  its  friends  enjoy,  as  the  saying  goes, 
"close  and  cordial  relations,"  but  the 
relationship  between  the  United  States 
and  ASEAN  is  much  deeper  than  that. 
As  nations  with  a  profound  stake  in  the 
future  of  the  Pacific  region  and 
Southeast  Asia,  we  respect  the  respon- 
sibilities and  opportunities  we  share. 
Ties  bind  the  United  States  and  the 
ASEAN  countries  by  history,  by  com- 
mon interests,  and  in  some  cases,  by 
treaties.  Beyond  this  are  the  private  con- 
tacts of  individuals  and  enterprises 
which  are  far  more  extensive  than  any 
government-to-government  contact 
could  possibly  be.  As  our  trade  and 
economic  interdependence  grows,  the 
fabric  of  our  partnership  is  strengthen- 
ed. We  look  forward  to  continued 
cooperation 'with  ASEAN  both  now  and 
in  the  years  ahead. 

EXCERPTS  FROM  JOINT 
NEWS  CONFERENCE, 
MANILA, 

JUNE  27,  1986' 


Q.  Mr.  Lange,  who's  sitting  there 
on  your  right,  has  just  told  us  that 
you've  said  that  the  United  States  will 
withdraw  its  security  guarantee  from 
New  Zealand  because  of  the  devel- 
opments in  that  country.  From  the 
U.S.  standpoint,  what  does  that  mean? 
What  is  the  effect  of  withdrawal  of  its 
security  guarantee? 

A.  As  we  look  at  it.  New  Zealand, 
in  taking  the  position  in  effect  that  U.S. 
Naval  ships  cannot  call  on  New  Zealand 
ports,  has  taken  away  one  of  the 
essences  of  the  military  alliance  that  con- 
stitutes ANZUS.  So  as  New  Zealand  has, 
in  effect,  withdrawn  this  essential 
element  of  its  participation,  it  changes 
its  participation;  and  in  the  light  of  that, 
the  United  States  considers  that  the 
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treaty,  as  at  least  it  has  been 
understood,  doesn't  apply  in  the  sense  of 
the  responsibility  of  the  United  States  to 
extend  its  security  responsibilities  to 
New  Zealand.  At  least  that's  the  pros- 
pect of  it  as  this  is  unfolding. 

Q.  If  I  can  follow  up  on  that, 
would  the  Administration  veto  any 
legislation  in  Congress  which  would 
seek  to  impose  sanctions  on  New 
Zealand  if  it  continues  in  its  policy? 

A.  There  isn't  any  prospect  of  that 
at  all,  and  as  I  think  Prime  Minister 
Lange  and  I  agreed,  we  part  but  we  part 
as  friends.  New  Zealand  is  a  country 
that  we  in  the  United  States  like  and 
admire,  and  we've  known  them— they 
have  the  same  values,  general  system  of 
government  that  we  do.  So  we  were 
alliance  partners  and  the  action  of  New 
Zealand  basically  takes  us  out  of  that 
relationship,  but  that  doesn't  mean  that 
we  transform  an  ally  into  an  enemy,  if 
the  ally  is  still  a  friend. 

Q.  I  wonder  if  you  could  tell  us,  in 
the  view  of  the  American  Administra- 
tion, what  is  the  status  of  ANZUS 
today?  It  is  dead,  inoperative,  or  what 
is  the  situation?  And  are  you  con- 
templating drawing  up  a  new  bilateral 
treaty  with  Australia? 

A.  The  ANZUS  treaty  is  there,  and 
we  have  no  plan— and  Mr.  Hayden 
[Australian  Foreign  Minister]  could 
speak  for  the  Australians— but  we  don't 
have  any  plan,  and  we  discussed  it— I 
don't  think  Australia  does  either— to 
alter  it  at  all.  And  we  continue  to 
operate  under  the  treaty.  The  problem 
is,  it's  minus  one  member  for  the 
present.  We'll  hope  to  continue  discus- 
sions with  New  Zealand,  and  perhaps  at 
some  future  time,  it  will  be  possible  to 
rearrange  things,  and  then  the  structure 
will  be  there.  It  won't  be  a  big  problem 
to  move  back  into  it,  but  as  of  now.  New 
Zealand's  actions  basically  takes  it  out  of 
the  treaty  structure.  But  the  treaty 
structure  itself  won't  change,  at  least  we 
don't  have  any  plans  to  make  any  change 
in  it. 


Q.  Tomorrow  you  will  fly  to  Palau. 
What  strategic  significance,  if  any,  do 
you  see  in  recent  moves  by  the  Soviet 
Union  to  gain  access  to  Pacific  Island 
states  by  offering  them  attractive, 
lucrative  fishing  and  trade 
agreements? 

A.   First,  I  look  forward  to  landing 
at  Palau  tomorrow  in  a  little  different 
manner  than  I  landed  there  quite  a  few 
years  ago  as  a  Marine  in  World  War  II. 
The  growing  Soviet  presence  in  this  part 
of  the  world  has  to  be  recognized  by 


everyone  as  a  problem.  They  have 
established  bases  in  Vietnam,  in  Cam 
Ranh  Bay,  and  elsewhere.  Vietnam,  as 
the  country  they're  supporting,  is  occu- 
pying Cambodia,  and  they  seek  to 
extend  their  reach  in  this  part  of  the 
world.  So  it's  a  real  problem,  and  the 
extension  to  the  Pa.cific  island  states  is 
part  of  it.  So,  we  think  that's  basically 
something  that  should  be  of  concern  not 
only  to  us  but  to  others.  And  it  has  been 
interesting  to  me  in  coming  here  to  find 
that  my  colleagues  in  the  ASEAN  coun- 
tries, as  well  as  others,  have  voiced  con- 
cern about  this  matter. 

Q.    ...  In  the  light  of  the 
developments  regarding  ANZUS,  do 
you  fear  that  such  an  example,  that  the 
New  Zealand  attitude  could  spread  to 
other  alliances  in  other  zones,  and  if 
that  could  be,  would  the  U.S.  harbor 
that  fear?  . .  . 

A.  I'd  hate  to  see  the  New  Zealand 
policy  spread,  because  it  would  basically 
cripple  the  ability  of  the  United  States 
and  our  allies  to  defend  the  values  that 
we  and  New  Zealand  and  others  share. 
We  don't  have  ships  with  nuclear  weap- 
ons on  them  because  we  like  it,  we  have 
them  because  the  United  States  has  a 
responsibility  to  deter  aggression,  and 
that  comes  from  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
Soviet  Union  has  very  large  nuclear 
stockpiles.  And  if  we  don't  have  nuclear 
weapons  and  have  the  capability  to  deter 
their  aggression  with  them,  then  we  sub- 
ject everybody— including  ourselves— to 
nuclear  blackmail  by  the  Soviet  Union. 
So  it  would  be  a  tragedy  for  freedom  and 
Western  values  for  the  policy  of  New 
Zealand  to  spread.  Of  course,  one  of  the 
reasons  why  we  must  insist  that  our 
vessels  can  call  on  a  "no  confirmation  or 
deny"  basis  and  not  deviate  from  that  is 
that  if  we  deviate  in  one  place,  we 
deviate  all  over  the  world  instantly.  And 
so  we  have  to  have  a  policy  that  is 
basically  consistent,  and 
we  do. 


ARRIVAL  STATEMENT, 
BABELTHUAP,  PALAU, 
JUNE  28,  1986' 

I  have  been  looking  forward  to  visiting 
Micronesia,  and  especially  Palau,  for 
some  time.  As  you  may  know,  I  landed 
here  under  less  happy  circumstances 


over  40  years  ago.  I  am  delighted  to  be 
able  to  return  under  totally  different 
conditions  and  for  considerably  more 
pleasant  reasons. 

Today  we  stand  on  the  threshold  of  a 
new  era.  Soon,  very  soon  we  hope,  the 
U.S.  Congress  will  complete  its  review 
of  and  will  enact  your  Compact  of  Free 
Association.  We  have  already  gone  to 
the  UN  Trusteeship  Council  to  secure 
termination  of  the  trusteeship,  and  the 
council  took  action  calling  for  expedi- 
tious termination. 

Next,  the  Security  Council  will  have 
the  opportunity  to  consider  termination. 
I  am  confident  that  we  will  prevail  in  our 
mission  of  replacing  the  outdated  trus- 
teeship with  self-government  throughout 
Micronesia.  The  free  association 
arrangement  chosen  by  the  people  of 
Palau,  the  Marshall  Islands,  and  the  Fed- 
erated States  of  Micronesia,  and  the 
commonwealth  status  chosen  by  the  peo- 
ples of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
provide  excellent  frameworks  for  part- 
nership as  we  seek  to  improve  the  social, 
economic,  and  security  aspects  of  our 
lives  and  those  of  our  children.  The 
American  people  share  the  determina- 
tion of  the  people  of  Micronesia  to  see 
this  new  and  unique  relationship  grow 
and  prosper. 

You  in  the  western  Pacific  have 
known  more  than  a  century  of  involve- 
ment by  outsiders  in  ways  which  did  not 
always  represent  your  interests.  You 
suffered  through  a  terrible  war  not  of 
your  making.  For  the  past  two  genera- 
tions, you  have  dedicated  your  lives  to 
rebuilding  your  islands  in  preparation 
for  self-government  and  an  era  of  eco- 
nomic growth. 

My  presence  here  represents  con- 
crete affirmation  of  the  United  States' 
commitment  to  the  future  of  the  Pacific 
region.  Our  governments  have  negoti- 
ated a  new  long-term  relationship  and 
set  it  out  in  a  Compact  of  Free 
Association. 

That  compact  was  approved  by  the 
people  of  Palau  in  an  act  of  self- 
determination  observed  by  the  United 
Nations.  My  government  is  now  taking 
action  in  the  Congress  and  the  United 
Nations  so  that  the  will  of  the  Palauan 
people  can  be  realized.  I  see  a  future  for 
Palau  and  the  United  States  that  is  char- 
acterized by  partnership  and  cooperation. 
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In  the  economic,  security,  and  gov- 
ernmental fields,  our  common  interests 
and  goals  will  enliven  and  sustain  our 
political  relationship.  In  our  free  associ- 
ation partnership  we  will  together  bene- 
fit from  the  dynamic  growth  taking 
place  in  the  Pacific  region.  The  United 
States  looks  forward  to  this  future  and  is 
determined  to  retain  the  close  and  fruit- 
ful partnership  that  has  always  charac- 
terized relations  between  our  peoples.  It 
is  with  pride  that  I  note  the  role  of  the 
Peace  Corps  as  symbolic  of  that  partner- 
ship. 

So,  we  enter  together  a  new  era  and, 
in  anticipation,  I  wanted  to  stop  in  Palau 
to  revisit  a  significant  part  of  my  and  my 
country's  past,  and  to  congratulate  you 
and  express  our  gratitude  for  the 
patience  and  dedication  which  you  have 
exhibited  during  the  long  political  status 
process. 

So,  I  appreciate  all  of  those  efforts 
and  I  appreciate  very  much  your  hospi- 
tality today.  The  fact  that  the  full  range 
of  high  officials  of  your  government— all 
branches  of  your  government  who  came 
to  the  airport  this  morning,  was  one  sign 
of  that  on  your  part.  And,  of  course,  you 
and  I  persevered.  We  got  a  little  advice 
that  we  shouldn't  take  that  boat  trip 
around  the  Rock  Islands.  But  we  decided 
that  we  would  and  we  did  and  it  worked 
out  great.  It  was  very  interesting  and  a 
wonderful  tour.  We  appreciate  all  of  that 
hospitality  and  seeing  those  sights  and 
being  here  with  you  and  we  look  to  the 
future  with  confidence  and  pride. 
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U.S.  Policy  on  Arms  Control: 
Purpose,  Prospects,  and  Process 


by  H.  Allen  Holmes 

Address  before  the  Council  on 
Foreign  Relations  in  New  York  City  on 
June  2,  1986.  Ambassador  Holmes  is 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Politico-Military 
Affairs. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  at  the  Council  today 
to  discuss  U.S.  policy  on  arms  control.  I 
would  like  to  address  the  subject  from 
three  angles:  purpose,  prospects,  and 
process. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  arms  control  does  not 
seem  to  be  a  difficult  or  controversial 
question.  International  efforts  to  reduce 
and  limit  weapons  numbers  and  capabili- 
ties have  a  long  history.  Cutting  forces, 
establishing  numerical  balances  between 
opposing  forces,  banning  certain 
weapons  systems— all  seem  relatively 
straightforward.  The  objective  of  this 
Administration  is  to  enhance  security 
and  reduce  the  risk  of  war,  to  ensure 
strategic  stability  at  the  lowest  feasible 
level,  and  ultimately— some  day— to  do 
away  with  nuclear  weapons. 

In  practice,  of  course,  agreement  on 
objectives— between  ourselves  and  the 
Soviets,  within  the  Western  alliance, 
and  within  our  own  government— is  fre- 
quently the  central  issue  of  debate. 


Geography,  politics,  history,  and  technol- 
ogy conspire  to  complicate  the  issue. 
Each  party  is  likely  to  have  a  different 
assessment  of  the  impact  on  its  security 
of  cuts  of  given  dimension  affecting 
given  weapons  systems. 

In  such  circumstances,  the  only  way 
to  proceed  to  an  accord  is  to  work  from 
clear  principles. 

•  Arms  control  agreements  are  an 
element  of  each  party's  national  security 
policy.  They  do  not  exist  in  a  vacuum. 
We,  as  our  allies  and  the  Soviets,  must, 
therefore,  consider  them  in  the  context 
of  all  other  elements  of  our  respective 
security  policies. 

•  Any  agreement  must  be  balanced, 
fair,  and  equitable  and  in  the  security 
interests  of  both  sides. 

•  In  a  negotiation  between  sover- 
eign entities,  neither  party  can  demand 
provisions  which  would  give  it  superiori- 
ty or  advantage  through  an  agreement. 

•  Any  agreement  should  not  damage 
the  security  interests  of  friends  and  al- 
lies of  either  party. 

•  Any  agreement  must  be  verifiable, 
and  the  parties  must  have  effective 
recourse  in  case  of  noncompliance. 

It  is  only  on  the  basis  of  such  clear 
principles  that  it  is  possible  to  sort 
through  the  welter  of  conflicting 
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proposals  for  reductions  and  limitations 
in  each  of  the  fora  where  we  ai'e 
engaged. 

I  would  now  like  to  take  a  few- 
minutes  to  review  the  scope  and  thrust 
of  our  present  engagement  and  the 
prospects  for  the  future.  Frankly,  as  a 
participant,  I  find  that  while  the 
prospects  are  potentially  pi'omising  in 
most  areas,  the  Soviets  have  yet  to 
respond  sufficiently  to  realize  that 
promise. 

Scope  and  Prospects 

Working  from  north  to  south,  the  only 
talks  we  are  engaged  in  which  are 
almost  certain  to  conclude  this  year  are 
the  CDE  [Conference  on  Security-  and 
Confidence-Building  Measures  and  Dis- 
armament in  Europe]  negotiations  in 
Stockholm.  That  conference  is  set  to  end 
in  September-.  We  and  our  NATO  allies 
hope  that  it  will  end  with  agi-eement  on 
concrete  measures  to  improve  notifica- 
tion, observation,  and  verification  of 
mihtary  activities  from  the  Atlantic  to 
the  Urals.  There  is  general  support  for 
these  objectives  also  from  the  European 
neutrals.  The  Soviet  Union  and  its  allies 
have  indicated  general  interest  in  an 
agreement  but  have  not,  as  yet,  been 
willing  to  engage  in  the  detailed  negotia- 
tion needed  to  draft  the  actual  provi- 
sions. Time  is  getting  short,  and  we  are 
pressing  them  to  join  us  in  drafting. 

Further  south,  in  Vienna,  the 
MBFR  [mutual  and  balanced  force 
reductions]  talks  remain  stalemated. 
This  despite  NATO's  decision  last  De- 
cember to  drop  insistence  on  prior  data 
agreement,  to  accept  Soviet  data  for  the 
purpose  of  Soviet  reductions,  and  to  ask 
only  for  ex  post  facto  verification.  It  is 
very  disappointing  that  the  Soviets  are 
resisting  serious  verification  measures— 
particularly  in  light  of  General  Secre- 
tary Gorbachev's  hints  that  they  were 
more  open  to  verification.  Aftei-  more 
than  a  decade  of  argument  over  invalid 
Soviet  figures,  the  Soviets  must  under- 
stand that  there  is  no  prospect  of  an 
agreement  on  conventional  force  reduc- 
tions and  limitations  in  MBFR  unless 
they  agree  to  accept  the  verification 
needed  to  ensure  that  those  levels  are 
being  complied  with.  Yet,  in  our  view, 
reductions  and  limitations  on  conven- 
tional forces  are  a  key  i)art  of  the  arms 
control  agenda,  especially  if  we  antici- 
pate achieving  significant  nuclear 
reductions. 


CDE  Negotiations 
Resume  in  Stockholm 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  9,  1986' 

The  penultimate  round  of  the  Confer- 
ence on  Confidence-  and  Security- 
Building  Measures  and  Disarmament  in 
Europe  [CDE]  begins  in  Stockholm  on 
June  10.  The  35  signatories  of  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act  are  charged  with 
adopting  militarily  significant,  verifiable 
measures  designed  to  increase  openness 
about  military  activities  in  Europe,  from 
the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals.  Implementa- 
tion of  such  measures  would  enhance 
stability  and  security  by  giving  all  partic- 
ipating states  greater  confidence  in  the 
accuracy  of  information  upon  which 
European  security  decisions  are  based. 

The  President  attaches  great  impor- 
tance to  the  CDE,  as  an  integral  part  of 
our  broad  concept  of  security,  encom- 
passing political,  economic,  cultural,  and 
humanitarian  issues  as  well  as  military 
matters.  He  believes  that  success  in  the 
CDE  could  contribute  to  improved  East- 
West  relations  and  help  to  lower  the 
artificial  barriers  that  divide  East  from 
West  in  Europe.  He  is  concerned  that, 
with  only  10  negotiating  weeks  remain- 


ing before  the  conference  adjourns,  the 
prospects  for  success  are  diminishing 
rapidly  and  the  opportunities  offered  by 
the  CDE  could  be  lost.  The  previous 
round,  which  we  and  our  allies  as  well  as 
many  neutral  and  nonaligned  states 
believed  was  critical,  made  minimal 
progress  because  of  Soviet  reluctance  to 
engage  seriously  in  the  drafting  process. 

Upon  resumption  of  the  talks,  the 
first  task  of  the  conferees  must  be  to 
decide  on  the  level  of  ground  force  and 
joint  arms  activities  for  which  advance 
notice  must  be  given  and  the  measures 
necessary  to  verify  compliance  with  such 
provisions.  Western  proposals  provide 
extensive  information  on  such  exercises 
and  a  reasonable  verification  scheme. 
The  last  moment  to  resolve  this  impasse 
has  arrived. 

The  President  has  instructed  Ambas- 
sador Robert  L.  Barry,  head  of  the  U.S. 
delegation  in  Stockholm,  to  press  for 
real  progress  in  the  conference  in  the 
next  round,  which  ends  in  July. 


'Text  from  Weekly  ("ompiiatidii  of  Presi- 
(it'titial  Documents  of  .June  1(5,  1986.  ■ 


In  Geneva,  we  are  engaged  in 
sevei'al  sets  of  negotiations.  The  least 
well  known  is  on  chemical  weapons 
(CW)  at  the  Conference  on  Disai'ma- 
ment.  There,  the  primary  obstacle  to 
agreement  is  not  the  purpose  of  the 
negotiation.  Even  though  CW  is  being 
used  as  we  speak,  almost  everyone  will 
give  rhetorical  support  to  its  elimina- 
tion. The  obstacle  is  verification.  Given 
the  relative  ease  of  production,  only  on- 
site  inspection  on  demand  can  provide 
an  effective  check  and  detei-rent  to 
cheating.  Here  again,  despite  Soviet  in- 
dications of  greater  interest  in  verifica- 
tion, we  have  seen  no  concrete  steps  on 
the  key  cjuestion  of  checking  potential 
covert  stockpiles  or  production  facilities. 

The  more  well-known  talks  in  Gene- 
va are,  of  course,  the  three  negotiations 
on  START  [strategic  arms  reduction 
talks],  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
foi'ces],  and  defense  and  space.  At  the 
summit  last  November,  General  Secre- 
tary Gorbachev  and  President  Reagan 
called  for  a  50%  reduction  in  the  nuclear 
arms  of  the  United  States  and  the 
U.S.S.R.,  appropriately  applied,  and  an 
interim  INF  agreement.  We  are  work- 


ing in  the  START  and  INF  talks  to 
make  good  on  these  goals.  There  have 
been  some  positive  developments  since 
the  summit,  but  ovei-all  our  expectations 
have  not  yet  been  met. 

I  personally  believe  that  sound 
agreements  in  both  areas  can  be 
achieved.  The  proposals  we  have 
made— most  recentlv,  in  February  on 
INF  and  in  November  on  START-offer 
a  productive  basis  for  negotiation,  deal- 
ing eijuitably  with  the  security  interests 
of  both  sides. 

Not  surpr'isingly,  obstacles  remain.  I 
will  only  touch  on  a  few.  In  START,  the 
Soviets  are  still  insisting  on  inclusion  of 
U.S.  forward-based  systems  in  Eui'ope— 
an  old  saw  which  they  raised  in  SALT  I 
[strategic  arms  limitation  talks]  and 
SALT  II  and  then  dropped  from  both. 
They  must  realize  that  such  ineciuitable 
and  exti'aneous  demands  cannot  be  sus- 
tained in  these  talks  any  more  than  they 
could  be  sustained  in  the  1970s. 

The  Soviets  are  also  linking  progress 
in  the  START  talks  to  our  dropping 
research  on  the  Strategic  Defense  Initia- 
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tive  (SDI).  This  is  an  artificial  linkage 
which,  I  am  convinced,  will  be 
overcome. 

First,  SDI  is  a  research  program, 
and  no  one  has  ever  developed  a  verifia- 
ble means  of  constraining  research.  The 
Soviets  are  pursuing  vigorous  research 
efforts  in  strategic  defense,  and  we  ex- 
pect they  will  continue  to  do  so. 

Second,  there  already  is  a  treaty 
regime  limiting  defensive  deployments, 
namely,  the  ABM  [Anti- Ballistic  Missile] 
Ti-eaty.  What  is  lacking  is  not  constraint 
on  defenses  but  constraint  on  offenses, 
which  are  still  expanding  rapidly. 
Third,  potential  decisions  on  the 
deployment  of  strategic  defenses  can 
only  be  made  on  the  basis  of  research  of 
necessarily  uncertain  duration.  Actual 
deployments,  if  they  were  determined  to 
be  technologically  effective,  survivable, 
and  cost-effective  at  the  margin,  would 
still  take  years  beyond  that  point  to  be 
made  operational.  The  Soviet  Union  can- 
not seriously  contend  that  it  is  unpre- 
pared to  deal  with  the  immediate  issue 
of  reduction  and  limitation  of  existing 
offensive  systems  because  it  is  awaiting 
hypothetical  decisions  about  defenses 
which  are  years  away.  It  is  no  surprise 
that  the  Soviets,  while  pursuing  their 
own  SDI  effort,  are  interested  in  slow- 
ing the  U.S.  program.  But  that  is  no 
reason  for  us  to  accept  the  logic  of  their 
negotiating  linkage. 

In  INF,  the  Soviets  in  January 
finally  dropped  their  artificial  demand 
for  compensation  for  British  and  French 
nuclear  forces.  They  have,  however, 
sought  to  cap  U.K.  and  French  forces  at 
current  levels  and  to  block  U.S.  transfer 
of  weapons  and  technology  to  third  par- 
ties. We  have  consistently  rejected  such 
Soviet  efforts  to  use  our  bilateral  negoti- 
ations to  affect  third  parties. 

In  addition,  the  Soviets  are  insisting 
that  the  talks  be  limited  to  INF 
weapons  in  Europe.  The  Soviets  refuse 
to  discuss  any  reduction  in  their 
intermediate-range  weapons  which  cur- 
rently threaten  Japan  and  China,  among 
others.  We  have  continued  to  insist  that 
INF  limitations  be  global.  This  reflects 
reality.  Fir.st,  the  systems  are  mobile. 
Second,  they  can  threaten  any  nation  on 
the  {)eriphery  of  the  Soviet  Union.  We 
have  no  interest  in  validating  a  Soviet 
claim  to  additional  nuclear  missiles  to 
target  any  country  or  group  of  countries 
in  any  region.  Moreover,  it  seems  clear 
that  militarily  the  Soviet  Union  has 
more  than  enough  nuclear  forces,  includ- 
ing its  strategic  forces,  to  cover  any 
conceivable  target  base. 


Our  position  on  INF— that  reduc- 
tions on  missiles  must  be  global  rather 
than  simply  limited  to  Europe— speaks 
to  the  real  issue  of  security  for  all  par- 
ties. We  hope  the  Soviets  will  realize 
this  and  that  there  will  be  progress  in 
the  INF  negotiations— the  area  identi- 
fied by  President  Reagan  and  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  as  the  most 
promising  for  agreement  in  the  near 
term. 

The  Arms  Control  Process 

Beyond  the  prospects  for  the  individual 
negotiations,  however,  I  wanted  to 
make  a  few  comments  on  the  overall 
process  of  arms  control.  This  involves 
the  way  negotiations  are  approached  by 
the  parties,  the  way  agreements  are  im- 
plemented, and  the  way  the  issue  is 
treated  publicly. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  have  allowed 
the  arms  control  process  to  become  ex- 
cessively politicized.  This  is  partly  a 
result  of  the  major  public  campaigns 
which  the  Soviet  Union  has  waged  but 
is  also  a  product  of  the  intensity  of  in- 
ternal Western  debates.  One  result  is 
that  every  decision,  and  every  negotiat- 
ing move,  is  almost  inevitably  made  in 
public.  I  am  not  an  advocate  of  pre- 
Wilsonian  Cabinet  diplomacy.  We  and 
our  allies  are  democratic  societies,  we 
are  used  to  open  debate,  and  we  can  do 
better  than  the  Soviets  at  public 
diplomacy— indeed,  the  record  of  the 
INF  debate  in  Europe  demonstrates 
that.  But  it  is  clear  that  today's  degree 
of  publicity  is  not  a  neutral  element  in 
negotiations.  It  can  influence  the  choice 
of  positions  on  both  sides;  it  can  limit 
the  degree  of  nuance  which  is  possible; 
it  can  hinder  the  ability  to  explore 
options. 

Another  element  of  the  arms  control 
process  which  we  must  look  at  is  what 
happens  to  agreements  after  they  are 
concluded.  Here,  the  record  is 
unsettling.  Soviet  noncompliance  calls 
into  question  important  security  benefits 
from  past  accords  and  could  create  new 
risks.  It  erodes  the  confidence  essential 
to  an  effective  arms  control  process. 

The  President  has  provided  three 
Administration  reports  to  the  Congress 
on  Soviet  noncompliance.  The  most 
recent— that  of  December  1985— reports 
on  18  issues.  There  are  nine  cases  of 
violations,  suggesting  a  pattern  of 
Soviet  noncompliance.  In  the  cases  that 
concern  us  most,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
violated  one— and,  in  some  cases,  more 
than  one— of  its  legal  obligations  under, 
or  political  commitments  to,  the  ABM 


Treaty  and  the  SALT  II  agreement. 

We  are  not  saying  that  the  Soviet 
Union  is  disregarding  all  of  its  treaty 
obligations  and  commitments.  The 
U.S.S.R.  appears  to  be  complying  with 
some  arms  control  agreements  and  with 
significant  provisions  of  the  treaties  it  is 
violating.  However,  selective  adherence 
is  not  enough.  Parties  to  agreements  are 
required  to  honor  all  obligations  and 
commitments. 

Soviet  noncompliance  is  indicative  of 
an  attitude  contrary  to  the  fundamentals 
of  sound  arms  control  agreements.  It 
presents  special  obstacles  to  maintaining 
existing  arms  control  agreements,  un- 
dermines the  political  confidence  neces- 
sary for  concluding  new  treaties,  and 
underscores  the  necessity  that  any  new 
agreement  be  verifiable. 

Through  its  noncompliance,  the 
Soviet  Union  has  made  military  gains  in 
the  areas  of  strategic  offensive  arms. 
The  possible  extent  of  the  Soviet 
Union's  noncompliance  in  the  area  of 
strategic  defense  also  is  of  increasing 
importance  and  serious  concern.  Soviet 
noncompliance  clearly  has  the  potential, 
if  left  uncorrected  and  without  a 
response,  of  undermining  the  essential 
strategic  balance  and  the  credibility  and 
viability  of  our  deterrent. 

The  Administration  has  been  work- 
ing unsuccessfully  to  resolve  these 
issues  through  diplomatic  channels, 
some  for  many  years.  We  have  used  the 
Standing  Consultative  Commission  to 
discuss  SALT  compliance  questions  on  a 
detailed  technical  and  legal  level.  We 
have  also  communicated  at  high  levels 
with  the  Soviet  Government  on  several 
occasions. 

Specifics  of  Soviet  Violations 

There  are  three  especially  flagrant  and 
disturbing  Soviet  violations  which  are 
familiar  to  you  but  which  I  wish  to 
review  briefly: 

•  The  large,  phased-array  radar 
under  construction  near  Krasnoyarsk; 

•  The  mobile  SS-25  ICBM  now 
being  deployed;  and 

•  Encryption  of  ballistic  missile  test 
telemetry. 

The  Krasnoyarsk  Radar.  Under  the 
ABM  Treaty  of  1972,  radars  for  early 
warning  of  strategic  ballistic  missile 
attack  must  be  located  along  the  periph- 
ery of  the  parties'  national  territory  and 
be  oriented  outward.  Radars  for  track- 
ing objects  in  outer  space  or  national 
technical  means  of  verification  are  not 
limited.  Our  detailed  technical  analysis 
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shows  that  the  Ki-asnoyarsk  radar  is 
not,  as  the  Soviets  claim,  for  tracking 
objects  in  outer  space  or  national  techni- 
cal means  of  verification  but,  rather,  for 
ballistic  missile  detection  and  tracking. 
It  is  also  not  located  along  the  periph- 
ery of  the  Soviets'  national  territory, 
and  it  is  orientated  inward  and  is,  there- 
fore, a  clear-cut  violation  of  the  1972 
ABM  Treaty. 

This  is  not  just  a  legal  discrepancy. 
The  prohibition  on  the  construction  of 
large  phased-array  radars  like  the  one 
at  Krasnoyarsk  was  a  central  pillar  of 
the  ABM  Treaty.  Without  such  radars, 
neither  side  could  rapidly  deploy  a  ter- 
ritorial ABM  defense.  The  construction 
of  the  Krasnoyarsk  radar,  therefore,  not 
only  violates  a  key  provision  of  the 
ABM  Treaty,  it  also  raises  a  serious 
concern  that  the  Soviets  may  be 
attempting  to  create  the  infrastructure 
for  a  sudden  future  move  to  a  territorial 
defense. 

The  SS-25  ICBM.  The  second  viola- 
tion is  the  Soviet  SS-25  ICBM.  The 
SS-25  ICBM  is  a  violation  of  the 
SALT  II  agreement,  which  limits  each 
party  to  one  new  type  of  light  ICBM. 
The  Soviet  Union  has  officially  informed 
us  that  the  SS-X-24  ICBM  is  its  one 
permitted  new  type.  The  SS-25  is, 
therefore,  a  prohibited  second  new  type. 
A  new  type  of  ICBM  cannot  differ  from 
an  ICBM  that  e.\isted  at  the  time  the 
treaty  was  signed,  among  other  things, 
by  more  than  5%  in  throw-weight. 

The  Soviets  claim  that  the  SS-25  is 
a  permitted  modernization  of  the  SS-13 
ICBM.  It  is  not.  Our  detailed  analysis 
shows  that  the  throw-weight  of  the 
SS-25  is  considerably  more  than  5% 
heavier  than  that  of  the  SS-13.  In  addi- 
tion, under  the  treaty  no  ICBM  of  an 
existing  type  with  a  postboost  vehicle 
and  a  single  reentry  vehicle  can  be 
flight  tested  or  deployed  whose  reentry 
vehicle  weight  is  less  than  50%  of  the 
throw-weight  of  that  ICBM.  Even  if  the 
Soviet  argument  were  accepted  that  the 
SS-25  is  a  modernization  of  the  SS-13, 
the  ratio  of  the  reentry  vehicle  weight 
to  the  throw-weight  is  less  than  the 
required  50%. 

Encryption  of  Ballistic  Missile 
Test  Telemetry.  The  last  violation  I  will 
discuss  is  Soviet  encryption  of  ballistic 
missile  test  telemetry— another  unambig- 
uous violation  of  the"  SALT  II  Treaty. 

The  treaty  permits  encryption  of 
telemetric  information  during  testing— 
except  that  which  impedes  verification 
of  compliance  by  national  technical 


Status  of  MBFR  Negotiations 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  12,  1986' 

The  Warsaw  Pact  statement  regarding 
troop  reduction  was  made  at  a  Warsaw 
Pact  meeting  in  Budapest  yesterday. 
This  has  apparently  been  agreed  to  by 
Warsaw  Pact  leaders  but  has  not  been 
presented  for  a  detailed  Western  review 
in  any  of  the  conventional  arms  control 
fora.  That  would  be  not  yet  in  Vienna, 
where  MBFR  [mutual  and  balanced  force 
reductions]  is  being  considered,  or  CDE 
[Conference  on  Confidence-  and 
Security-Building  Measures  and  Disarm- 
ament in  Europe]  in  Geneva,  or  the  Con- 
ference on  Disarmament  in  Stockholm. 

We  find  the  ideas,  as  reported,  of 
interest  and  would  welcome  the  opportu- 
nity to  analyze  concrete  proposals 
embodying  them.  We  would  note,  how- 
ever, that  the  Warsaw  Pact  has  not 
responded  fully  to  a  more  modest,  but 
more  concrete,  NATO  proposal  last 
November  at  Vienna  for  a  first  step 
toward  conventional  reductions.  That 
proposal,  last  November,  involved  initial 
reductions  of  U.S.  troops  by  5,000  and 
Soviet  troops  by  11,500  with  a  3-year, 
no-increase  commitment  on  forces  in  the 
zone.  Also,  it  called  for  a  development  of 
a  verification  regime  over  3  years  and 
the  development  of  an  agreed  database 
on  which  future  reductions  would  be 
calculated. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JULY  3,  1986^ 

The  most  recent  round  of  the  MBFR 
talks  has  just  concluded  in  Vienna. 
Regrettably,  the  Warsaw  Pact  partici- 
pants continued  to  display  a  disinclina- 
tion to  respond  constructively  to  the  far- 
reaching  NATO  offer  of  December  5, 
1985. 


In  order  to  make  headway  toward 
our  goal  of  reducing  conventional  forces 
in  Europe  in  an  equitable  manner,  the 
Western  proposal  of  last  December 
accepted  the  East's  own  framework  for 
a  first-phase  agreement  of  limited  dura- 
tion. Under  such  an  approach,  there 
would  be  initial  U.S.  and  Soviet  reduc- 
tions followed  by  a  no-increase  commit- 
ment on  the  forces  in  the  area  of  all  of 
the  participants  to  the  agreement.  Most 
significantly,  in  the  interest  of  meeting 
stated  Eastern  concerns,  the  West 
offered  to  set  aside  its  longstanding 
requirement  that  East  and  West  reach 
prior  agreement  on  the  levels  of  the 
forces  which  would  be  subject  to  an 
agreement. 

Unfortunately,  the  draft  agreement 
which  the  East  introduced  on  Febru- 
ary 20,  1986,  was  woefully  inadequate, 
particularly  with  respect  to  the  vital 
issue  of  verification.  Despite  the  recent 
assertions  of  Eastern  leaders  that  their 
governments  were  willing  to  agree  to 
reasonable  verification  measures,  the 
East  fell  back  on  old  proposals  which 
had  previously  been  rejected  by  the 
West  as  incapable  of  ensuring  com- 
pliance with  treaty  obligations.  Indeed, 
the  East  even  backtracked  from  its 
earlier  position  on  certain  verification 
measures. 

The  United  States  and  its  allies  will 
continue  to  make  every  effort  to  reach 
an  equitable  agreement  in  MBFR,  as 
well  as  in  other  arms  control  areas.  A 
significant  move  by  the  Warsaw  Pact  in 
the  direction  of  the  West  in  the  Vienna 
negotiations  would  be  an  excellent  first 
step  in  demonstrating  whether  the  War- 
saw Pact  is,  indeed,  seriously  interested 
in  strengthening  European  security. 

'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  June  16,  1986. 

-'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  July  7.  ■ 


means.  Since  the  SALT  II  Treaty  was 
signed  in  1979,  the  Soviets  have  been 
heavily  encrypting  telemetry  broadcasts 
during  tests  of  strategic  ballistic  mis- 
siles. At  this  time,  Soviet  encryption  is 
virtually  "total"  and  uncontestably 
impedes  U.S.  verification  of  Soviet 
compliance  with  the  treaty. 

The  Soviet  encryption  practice  is 
both  disturbing  as  a  flagrant  violation  of 
the  SALT  commitment  and  a  major 


potential  obstacle  to  the  verification  of 
future  agreements.  Our  ongoing  START 
and  INF  negotiations  in  Geneva,  for  ex- 
ample, will  come  to  naught  without  a 
firm  Soviet  commitment  to  facilitate,  not 
impede,  verification  of  compliance.  Such 
a  commitment  can  be  of  little  standing 
without  a  demonstration  now  of  Soviet 
commitments  to  existing  verification 
provisions. 
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The  U.S.  Response 

Last  year,  on  June  10,  the  President 
made  what  was  widely  recognized  as  a 
statesmanlike  decision  when  he  decided, 
in  spite  of  the  clear  cases  of  Soviet  non- 
compliance, to  "go  the  extra  mile"  and 
give  the  Soviet  Union  another  opportu- 
nity to  comply  with  their  arms  control 
treaty  obligations  and  commitments  and 
join  us  in  a  regime  of  truly  mutual  re- 
straint. This  meant  that  the  United 
States  would  continue  to  carry  out  its 
political  commitment  to  abide  by 
treaties  which  are  technically  not  in 
force,  despite  the  fact  that  the  Soviet 
Union  had  not  been  exercising  equal 
treaty  restraint  and,  as  I  noted,  had 
demonstrated  their  capacity  to  violate 
arms  control  agreements.  This  decision 
was  not  made  as  an  ultimatum;  no  dead- 
line was  issued.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  the  United  State  made  com- 
pletely clear  to  the  Soviets  through 
every  available  channel  of  communica- 
tion that  the  United  States  could  not 
continue  to  exercise  such  restraint 
unless  the  Soviets  took  measures  to  pur- 
sue actively  arms  control  agreements, 
reverse  their  unparalleled  military  build- 
up, and  scrupulously  comply  with  the 
terms  of  their  commitments. 

A  year  later,  we  find  that  the  situa- 
tion with  respect  to  these  criteria  is  not 
encouraging.  This  is  why  the  President 
has  now  decided  that  the  United  States 
will  take  the  appropriate  and  propor- 
tionate responses  to  Soviet  noncompli- 
ance that  he  suggested  last  June  we 
might  have  to  take.  The  United  States 
has  sci'upulously  kept  its  part  of  the 
bargain.  But  we  cannot  indefinitely  and 
unilaterally  respect  agreements  that  the 
Soviets  are  violating.  That  is  not  what 
arms  control  is  about. 

In  light  of  Soviet  activities,  the 
President  has  decided  that  from  now  on 
we  will  base  our  force  posture  on  the 
nature  and  magnitude  of  Soviet  strate- 
gic forces  rather  than  the  limits  imposed 
by  SALT.  So,  while  the  President  has 
again  decided  to  exercise  the  utmost 
restraint  in  the  deployment  of  our  .stra- 
tegic forces,  he  has  also  directed  that 
the  L'nited  States  begin  to  take 
programmatic  measures  to  ensure  that 
the  national  security  of  the  United 
States  and  its  allies  is  protected  in  the 
face  of  noncomjjliant  Soviet  activities. 
The  President  does  not  anticipate  any 
appreciable  numerical  growth  in  offen- 
sive strategic  nuclear  forces. 

P'or  example,  as  the  Soviets  have 
illegally  deployed  the  SS-25  ICBM  and 
the  Ki'asnoyarsk  radar,  w^e  will  take 


measures  to  offset  the  security  risks 
that  those  deployments  entail  for  the 
United  States  and  its  allies. 

For  now,  we'll  continue  to  place 
primary  importance  on  our  existing  stra- 
tegic modernization  program  to  under- 
write our  deterrence  today,  and  we  will 
also  pursue  the  SDI  research  program 
to  jjrovide  better  alternatives  in  the 
future.  To  ensure  that  he  has  a  solid 
range  of  options  in  the  future,  the  Presi- 
dent has  directed  a  new  review  of  a 
comprehensive  ICBM  modernization  pro- 


gram. This  includes  our  B-52  bomber 
upgrade  program,  which  calls  for  about 
190  B-52s  to  be  equipped  with  ALCMs 
[air-launched  cruise  missiles].  He  has 
also  directed  that  the  program  of  the 
advanced  cruise  missile  be  accelerated. 

While  the  President  decided  that  the 
United  States  would  dismantle  two 
Poseidon  submarines  when  the 
U.S.S.  Nevada  went  on  sea  trials  on 
May  28,  when  we  reach  131  ALCM  car- 
riers next  fall,  we  will  not  dismantle 


Nuclear  and  Space  Arms  Talks 
Conclude  Round  Five 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  26,  1986' 

Today  marks  the  close  of  round  five  in 
the  U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear  and  space 
talks  in  Geneva  (NST).  The  U.S.  goal  in 
these  negotiations  is  to  obtain  Soviet 
agreement  to  deep,  equitable,  and  effec- 
tively verifiable  reductions  in  the  nuclear 
arsenals  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  in  a  manner  that  strength- 
ens strategic  stability. 

For  the  past  7  weeks,  the  U.S.  nego- 
tiating team  in  Geneva  has  worked  hard 
in  pursuit  of  this  goal  by  explaining  and 
elaborating  on  the  concrete  proposals 
which  the  United  States  is  offering  in  all 
three  areas  of  these  negotiations.  These 
LI.S.  proposals  include: 

•  In  the  strategic  arms  (START) 
negotiating  group,  a  formula  for  equita- 
ble and  verifiable  reductions  of  50%  in 
offensive  nuclear  forces; 

•  In  the  intermediate  nuclear  forces 
[INF]  negotiating  group,  a  concrete, 
phased  approach  for  eliminating  the 
entire  class  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  land- 
based  INF  missiles;  and 

•  In  the  defense  and  space  group,  an 
offer  to  engage  in  a  dialogue  on  manag- 
ing the  transition  to  a  more  stable  basis 
for  deterrence  through  increased  reli- 
ance on  defensive  systems,  rather  than 
offensive  nuclear  arms,  and  an  "open 
laboratories"  initiative  to  assure  each 
side  of  the  defensive  nature  of  the  other 
side's  strategic  defense  research. 

The  American  negotiators  have  pre- 
sented these  proposals  in  the  spirit  of 
last  November's  Geneva  summit.  At  the 
summit,  General  Secretary  Gorbachev 


and  I  promised  to  seek  50%  reductions 
in  offensive  nuclear  arms,  appropriately 
applied,  as  well  as  an  interim  INF  agree- 
ment. Much  to  our  disappointment,  until 
recently  the  Soviets  have  shown  no 
interest  in  seriously  following  up  at  the 
negotiating  table. 

In  the  past  2  weeks,  however,  the 
Soviet  negotiators  at  Geneva  have  tabled 
new  proposals.  I  am  hopeful  that  these 
proposals  signal  the  beginning  of  a  seri- 
ous Soviet  effort  to  join  with  us  in  actu- 
ally reducing  offensive  nuclear  arms.  If 
the  Soviet  Union  is  now  genuinely  seek- 
ing progress,  we  may  have  reached  a 
turning  point  in  our  efforts  to  build  a 
safer  and  more  peaceful  world.  I  deeply 
hope  that  this  is,  indeed,  the  case. 

We  approach  these  negotiations  with 
realism  and  determination.  While  we 
clearly  cannot  accept  these  Soviet  pro- 
posals without  changes,  we  are  studying 
Soviet  ideas  on  reductions  very  carefully 
to  see  how  they  might  help  to  move  us 
toward  our  goal  of  deep,  equitable,  and 
verifiable  arms  cuts.  At  the  same  time, 
we  believe  that  if  progress  can  be  made 
in  one  of  the  three  NST  negotiating 
areas,  it  should  not  be  held  up— as  the 
Soviets  are  still  insisting— pending 
agreement  in  another  area. 

We  know  there  is  much  hard  bar- 
gaining ahead,  but  for  our  part,  the 
United  States  is  determined  to  do  every- 
thing we  can  to  achieve  these  deep 
reductions.  If  recent  events  indicate  that 
the  Soviet  Union  is  now  ready  to  work 
together  with  us  in  this  urgent  endeavor, 
we  can  begin  now  to  ensure  a  safer  and 
more  stable  peace  for  future  generations. 

'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  June  30,  1986.  ■ 
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other  weapons  systems  as  compensation 
under  the  terms' of  SALT  II. 

So  while  we  remain  technically 
SALT  compliant  for  now,  it  should  be 
clear  that  the  Soviets  must  take  con- 
structive steps  to  alter  the  current  situ- 
ation. Should  they  do  so,  the  United 
States  will  certainly  take  this  into 
account. 

This  does  not  mean  that  we  plan  a 
dramatic  expansion  of  our  forces.  Until 
we  reach  our  objectives  in  Geneva,  we 
will  continue  to  exercise  the  utmost 
restraint.  But  we  hope  by  now  it  is 
patently  clear  to  the  Soviet  Union  that 
noncompliance  entails  real  costs. 

As  the  President  has  stated: 

In  order  for  amis  control  to  have  mean- 
ing and  credibly  contribute  to  national  securi- 
ty and  to  global  or  regional  stability,  it  is 
essential  that  all  parties  to  agi-eements  fully 
comply  with  them.  Strict  compliance  with  all 
provisions  of  amis  control  agreements  is  fun- 
damental, and  this  Administration  will  not  ac- 
cept anything  less.  To  do  so  would  undermine 
the  arms  control  process  and  damage  the 
chances  for  establishing  a  more  constructive 
U.S. -Soviet  relationship. 

I  would  describe  the  above  attitude 
as  tough  but,  above  all,  fair  and  realis- 
tic. If  you  will  excuse  the  unintended 
pun,  no  arms  control  agreement  worth 
its  "salt"  can  afford  to  duck  the  hard 
facts.  The  man  in  the  street  in  both 
Long  Island  and  Leningi-ad  senses  intui- 
tively that  there  are  too  many  nuclear 
weapons  in  the  world  today.  The  Cher- 
nobyl disaster  has  shown  us  the  terrible 
damage  a  slight,  unintended  nucleai' 
mistake  can  wreak  on  the  world.  How 
much  more  damage  would  be  wrought 
by  an  intentional  nuclear  detonation  we 
can  all  too  well  imagine. 

Whether  we  like  it  or  not,  one  other 
fact  is  also  clear:  we  share  one  Earth 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  We  are  locked 
together  in  a  nuclear  dilemma,  as  is  the 
rest  of  the  world.  I  fully  accept  the 
Soviet  Union's  contention  that  there  can 
be  no  security  for  the  United  States 
without  security  for  the  Soviet  Union 
and  no  security  for  NATO  without  secu- 
rity for  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

The  U.S.  proposals  on  the  table  now 
at  Geneva  are  reasonable  and  fair  and 
are  in  the  security  interests  of  both  par- 
ties. We  must  not  feel  pressured  to 
have  agreements  for  agreements'  sake, 
but  we  want  very  much  to  walk  down 
the  path  of  genuine  arms  contr-ol  with 
the  Soviet  Union.  And  what  the  Presi- 
dent said  with  regard  to  interim  re- 
straint applies  equally  well  to  arms 
control:  we  are  willing  to  go  the  extra 
mile.H 


West  Proposes  Initiative  in  CDE 


WESTERN  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  30,  1986' 

This  negotiation  is  still  spinning  its 
wheels  on  the  sands  of  political  indeci- 
sion, and  time  is  passing  quickly.  We  are 
halfway  through  this  session  which  we 
have  all  called  critical  in  the  search  for 
mutually  acceptable  solutions  based  on 
the  common  ground  identified  so  far. 

We  can  no  longer  afford  to  repeat 
old  arguments,  valid  though  some  of 
them  may  be.  We  need  to  reassess  our 
respective  positions,  taking  into  account 
the  interests  and  perceptions  expressed 
by  others  here. 

Initiatives  now  seem  called  for,  to 
unblock  the  road  ahead  toward  an  agree- 
ment which,  in  accordance  with  the  man- 
date, will  begin  a  process  meaningful  for 
building  confidence  and  security  as  well 
as  for  the  confidence-  and  security- 
building  measures. 

In  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  NATO 
delegations,  the  16  delegations  which 
together  made  the  first  initiative  at  this 
conference,  I  can  say  that  we  have, 
therefore,  decided  that  we  would  be  pre- 
pared to  make  moves  in  the  following 
areas  of  the  negotiation. 

Notification  of  ground  force  activ- 
ities has  often  been  described  as  the  core 
of  the  agreement  we  have  to  adopt;  the 
definition  of  the  thresholds  for  ground 
force  activities  is  a  key  element  of  this 
measure.  Three  approaches  to  this  prob- 
lem have  been  presented:  One  puts  the 
emphasis  on  structures;  another  on  man- 
power; a  third  one  on  "mobility  and 
firepower,"  which  in  practical  terms 
means  equipment.  An  attempt  to  com- 
bine these  three  approaches  was  recently 
made  by  the  neutral  and  nonaligned 
states.  We  think  that  this  is  the  right 
way  to  proceed,  and  we  would  like  to 
declare  our  readiness  to  draft  on  the 
basis  of  the  proposal  tabled  by  the 
Austrian  delegation  on  June  13.  We 
hope  others  will  take  a  similarly  po.sitive 
view. 

We  must,  however,  make  it  clear 
that  this  formula,  as  it  stands,  is  far 
from  ideal  from  our  point  of  view.  The 
attempt  to  equal  out  existing  disparities 
in  force  structures  between  participating 
states— that  is,  to  achieve  an  under- 
standing for  CDE  purposes  of  what  a 
division  is— is  useful.  Our  concern,  how- 
ever, is  to  find  a  solution  that  would 
include  all  formations  of  ground  forces 
that  have  a  militarily  significant  capabil- 


ity, regardless  of  what  participating 
units  may  be  called.  We  believe  amend- 
ments will  be  required  to  this  end. 

The  level  of  the  threshold  is  an 
essential  issue.  Our  approach  is  to 
emphasize  structures,  and  the  number  of 
troops  is  only  one  element  in  this 
approach.  It  has  been  contended  that  our 
proposal  would  result  in  an  excessive 
number  of  notifications  per  year.  We  do 
not  think  that  the  figures  which  were 
mentioned  in  support  of  this  objection 
are  accurate.  But  we  are  ready  to  con- 
sider raising  the  numerical  element  of 
the  threshold  beyond  the  figure  of  6,000 
troops. 

We  seek  increased  confidence 
through  militarily  significant  and 
verifiable  confidence-  and  security- 
building  measures  which  cover  the  whole 
of  Europe.  We  envisage  a  reasonable 
number  of  notifications  which  would  con- 
stitute a  step  beyond  the  confidence- 
building  measures  of  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act.  What  we  foresee  is  not  300  notifica- 
tions per  annum,  not  even  100.  We 
believe  it  is  a  common  objective  that  the 
number  of  notifications  not  be  unneces- 
sarily burdensome.  We  have  to  build  con- 
structively upon  this  common  ground 
and  agree  to  a  comprehensive  threshold 
which  would  correspond  to  this  shared 
goal  without  entering  into  a  numbers 
game. 

Moreover,  we  are  prepared  to  make 
another  move.  Understanding  of  mobili- 
zation practices  through  notification 
would  contribute  significantly  to  greater 
stability  and  confidence-building.  How- 
ever, we  have  heard  concern  expressed 
on  our  proposal  relating  to  notification 
of  mobilization  activities.  Some  countries 
whose  defense  capabilities  almost  exclu- 
sively rely  on  the  recall  of  reservists 
have  argued  that  such  a  measure  would 
affect  their  security  interests. 

We  are  willing  to  consider  whether 
we  could  meet  this  preoccupation,  but 
we  would  expect  similar  consideration  of 
our  concern  in  other  areas  such  as  con- 
straints where  provisions  have  been 
advocated  which,  in  turn,  would  unac- 
ceptably  affect  our  security  interests. 

I  would  like  to  stress  that  all  this 
would  constitute  a  significant  departure 
from  the  position  established  in  the 
Western  proposal  made  at  the  Stock- 
holm conference.  The  moves  we  are  pre- 
pared to  make  are  presented  in  order  to 
encourage  our  negotiating  partners  to 
match  them,  inter  alia,  by  contributing 
to  solving  the  issue  of  air  activities  on 
the  basis  of  existing  common  ground. 
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On  observation,  we  continue  to 
believe  that  agreement  to  observe  all 
notifiable  military  activities  from  their 
beginning  to  their  end  would  be  a  sub- 
stantial improvement  over  the  provisions 
contained  in  the  Final  Act.  But  this 
ambitious  aim  has  raised  many  logistical 
and  financial  objections. 

It  is  our  view  that  observation 
should  assist  participating  states  in 
meeting  the  overall  objectives  of  the 
confidence-building  process:  It  must 
enable  the  observers  to  assess  the  scope 
and  nature  of  military  activity,  which,  of 
course,  does  not  imply  that  the  first  man 
to  leave  and  the  last  to  return  to  normal 
peacetime  locations  should  be  observed. 

Here  again  we  are  prepared  to  look 
sympathetically  at  the  above-mentioned 
objections  and  consider  a  limitation  on 
the  duration  of  observation  both  as  far 
as  its  starting  and  its  ending  are  con- 
cerned. We  expect  this  move  to  enable 
everybody  both  to  agree  to  a  low  thresh- 
old for  notification  and  to  factilitate 
agreement  on  detailed  and  specific 
modalities  for  the  observation  regime. 

On  verification,  our  inspection  pro- 
posal meets  the  mandate  criteria  and 
ensures  each  state  equal  opportunity 
to  verify  compliance  with  the  agreed 
confidence-  and  security-building  meas- 
ures. Objections  have  been  raised,  how- 
ever, emphasizing  the  burden  repre- 
sented by  our  proposal. 

While  we  would  have  preferred  to 
leave  open  this  option  for  each  partici- 
pating state  to  conduct  two  inspections  a 
year,  we  believe  it  is  essential  that  each 
participating  state  should  have  the 
option  to  conduct  at  least  one  inspection 
a  year.  Central  to  our  approach  to  verifi- 
cation is  the  position  that  inspections 
must  be  an  essential  and  integral  part  of 
the  result  of  the  conference. 

However,  we  are  prepared  to  reduce 
the  number  of  inspections  each  state  is 
entitled  to  carry  out  every  year  from 
two  to  one  as  evidence  of  our  willingness 
to  ensure  against  the  abuse  of  the  right 
to  inspect  military  activities  of  other  par- 
ticipating states.  Inspections  will  be  used 
only  on  those  occasions  when  doubts 
about  compliance  arise.  Inspections  are 
not  meant  to  be  onerous  or  unduly  intru- 
sive. But  it  must  be  clear  that  the  inspec- 
tion provisions  cannot  be  impaired  by 
any  escape  clause,  defective  modalities, 
or  other  flaws  that  would  render  them 
ineffective. 

The  mandate  of  the  conference 
requires  us  to  enact  "new,  effective  and 
concrete  actions"  to  increase  confidence 
and  security  in  Europe  and  thereby 
reduce  the  risk  of  military  confrontation. 


To  fulfill  this  obligation,  we  must  agree 
on  verifiable  measures  of  true  military 
significance.  The  16  sponsors  will  not 
accept  merely  insignificant  improve- 
ments of  the  confidence-building  meas- 
ures of  the  Final  Act.  None  of  us  can 
afford  to  compromise  on  this  point. 

The  time  has  now  come  for  new 
efforts  to  further  the  drafting  process. 
The  points  I  have  just  made  are  intended 
to  serve  that  purpose.  This  is  not,  of 
course,  the  first  example  of  our  deter- 
mination to  reach  an  agreement.  May  I 
recall  that  on  the  issue  of  the  non-use  of 
force,  we  have  also  made  significant 
steps,  first  in  agreeing  to  include  this 
issue  on  the  agenda  of  the  conference, 
then  in  tabling  the  most  comprehensive 
contribution  to  date,  and  more  recently 
in  drafting  actively  on  this  subject.  We 
have  done  this  even  though  work  in  the 
field  of  concrete  measures  was  stagnating. 

The  initiative  we  are  taking  repre- 
sents careful  study  and  sometimes  diffi- 
cult decisions  on  our  part.  In  making 


these  offers— that  is,  in  showing  yet 
again  that  we  are  prepared  to  be 
flexible— we  must,  of  course,  make  it 
clear  that  we  do  so  in  the  expectation 
that  our  other  negotiating  partners  will 
show  matching  movements  not  only  on 
the  issues  I  have  mentioned  but  also  on 
others,  such  as  information,  which  I  have 
not  raised  today.  Nor  would  we  expect 
negotiating  partners  to  introduce 
obstacles  to  real  progress. 

The  only  way  to  reach  a  substantive 
agreement  is  to  follow  a  give-and-take 
process.  We  hope  that  the  initiative  we 
have  taken  today  will  create  a  dynamism 
leading  to  such  an  agreement  in  the 
8  weeks  left  to  us  before  the  conference 
adjourns  on  the  19th  of  September.  We 
shall  be  prepared  to  do  our  part. 


'Made  to  the  Conference  on  Confidence- 
and  Security-Building  Measures  and  Disarma- 
ment in  Europe  (CDE)  on  behalf  of  the  NATO 
nations  by  Canada's  representative  to  the 
CDE,  Ambassador  W.T.  Delworth.  ■ 


The  U.S.  Foreign  Service 
in  a  Year  of  Challenges 


by  Ronald  I.  Spiers 

Address  at  the  Department  of  State's 
2 1st  annual  Foreign  Service  Day  on 
May  2,  1986.  Ambassador  Spiers  is 
Under  Secretary  for  Management. 

Almost  precisely  1  year  ago,  I  was 
j)rivileged  to  give  you  a  "state  of  the 
union"  i-eport  on  the  Department  of 
State  and  the  U.S.  Foreign  Service. 
This  is  an  account  of  where  we  stand 
1  year  further  on. 

This  has  been  a  difficult  year  for  the 
Department  of  State  and  the  Foreign 
Service.  It  has  seen  our  introduction  to 
the  stringencies  of  Gi'amm-Rudman- 
Hollings,  additional  difficulties  in  accom- 
modating our  pei'sonnel  structure  to  the 
1980  Foreign  Service  Act,  and  a  continu- 
ation of  the  pi'oblems  of  security  and 
terrorism.  There  are  also  a  number  of 
accomplishments  which  I  can  report  to 
you. 

Effects  of  the  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollinjfs  Legislation 

The  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  legislation 
sets  a  series  of  deficit  ceilings  which 
progressively  decrease  until  they  reach 
zero  in  1991  and  then  puts  in  place  a 
sjjending  cut  procedure  which  becomes 


automatic  if  the  Congress  and  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  cannot  agree  on  budget 
priorities. 

The  effept  of  Gramm-Rudman  this 
year  was  a  4.3%  cut  in  our  already 
approved  1986  budget  halfway  through 
the  fiscal  year.  This  meant  we  had  to 
find  $62  million  in  savings  out  of  our  sal- 
aries and  expenses  accounts.  The 
Depai-tment  of  State  is  a  salaries  and 
expenses  agency.  We  have  no  big 
programs  to  cut  into  or  postpone.  We 
are  a  "presence,"  and  if  we  have  to 
save  large  sums  of  money,  we  have  to 
cut  people  and  organizational  units.  This 
year  Gramm-Rudman  forced  us  to 
tighten  up  across  the  board:  to  reduce 
hiring,  to  restrict  travel,  and  to  forgo 
new  programs  and  projects.  We  were 
able  to  meet  this  target,  although  with 
some  discomfort. 

The  picture  for  1987  is  clouded.  If 
anything,  the  situation  thi-eatens  to  get 
worse.  While  the  President  has  pro- 
posed a  budget  which  would  give  us  the 
resources  we  need  to  do  our  job  and 
which  r-eflects  the  high  priority  this  Ad- 
ministration attaches  to  the  activities  of 
the  State  Department,  the  budget's 
reception  on  the  Hill  has  not  been  good. 
The  President's  proposal  for  FY  [fiscal 
year]  1987  would  pi-ovide  $4.9  billion  for 
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the  Department  of  State,  of  which  $3.4 
billion  would  be  for  our  opei-ating 
budget.  This  would  be  an  increase  of 
$740  million  over  what  we  have  re- 
cjuested  for  1986,  almost  all  of  which  is 
for  security  programs.  However,  ele- 
ments of  the  Congress  have  implied  that 
the  most  we  could  expect  would  be  a 
freeze  at  1986  levels,  post-Gramm- 
Rudman.  Given  inflation,  exchange  rates 
losses,  and  the  need  to  finance  high 
priority  new  pi'ograms,  this  would  mean 
we  would  have  to  carve  $210  million  out 
of  ongoing  programs— in  effect,  a  sub- 
stantial cut.  Others  say  that  we  should 
expect  an  even  deeper  slice. 

With  the  Secretary's  agi-eement,  I 
commissioned  a  group  of  our  senior  col- 
leagues to  examine  what  we  would  have 
to  do  to  achieve  savings  of  this  magni- 
tude. The  answer  came  back  that  the 
only  way  we  could  do  so  and  still  make 
room  for  the  new  programs  to  which  the 
Secretary  of  State  attaches  highest 
importance— opening  a  consulate  in 
Kiev,  staffing  new  posts  in  Micronesia, 
building  a  sorely  needed  alternate  data 
processing  center,  proceeding  with  the 
new  Foreign  Service  Institute  center  at 
Arlington  Hall,  continuing  to  rebuild  our 
reporting  and  analysis  capabilities- 
would  be  closing  as  many  as  40-50 
posts. 

While  thei'e  is  no  question  that  some 
posts  should  be  closed  while  others  are 
opened,  a  retreat  of  this  magnitude 
would  carry  very  adverse  signals  about 
the  U.S.  position  in  the  world.  A  mas- 
sive closing  of  consulates  would  disrupt 
the  capillaries  of  our  infor-mation  gathei'- 
ing  and  influence  wielding  thi'oughout 
the  world.  Nevertheless,  we  see  no 
alternative  to  such  di-astic  measui-es  if 
these  dire  budget  predictions,  in  fact, 
materialize.  It  is  ironical  that  the  State 
Department  operating  budget  of  $3.4 
billion  is  only  0.4%  of  the  overall  Fed- 
eral  budget. 

Both  the  Secretary  and  I  feel  that  it 
would  be  wrong  to  distribute  equal  per- 
centage cuts  among  our-  ongoing  activ- 
ities. We  would  only  end  up  trying  to  do 
the  same  number  of  things  but  doing 
them  less  well  and  continuing  the 
seepage  of  our  j-esjjonsibilities  to  othei- 
agencies  of  government.  It  is  our  For- 
eign Service  posts  which,  for  the  most 
part,  generate  the  requirements  for  peo- 
ple, for  buildings,  for  communications, 
for  equi])ment,  for  allowances,  for  trans- 
portation, and  for  travel.  This  year  we 
have  already  had  to  make  j)lans  to  close 
seven  of  our  smaller  consulates  in 
resi)()nse  to  cuts  made  by  OMR  [Office 
of  Management  and  Budget]  even  before 


our  budget  was  presented  to  Congress. 
This  caused  us  political  pain  in  all  the 
locales  involved.  However,  this  is  noth- 
ing compared  to  what  may  lie  ahead. 

Implementation  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980 

Last  year  I  spoke  briefly  about  some  of 
the  personnel  problems  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  Foreign  Service 
Act  of  1980.  These  problems  are  transi- 
tory in  nature  and  should  be  seen  in 
historical  context. 

The  initial  i-ecommendations  for  Civil 
Service  reform  in  the  late  1970s  in- 
cluded putting  the  senioi-  grades  of  the 
Foreign  Service  into  the  Senior  Execu- 
tive Service.  The  Depailment  resisted 
this  attack  on  the  Foi-eign  Service 
strongly  and  successfully  on  the  Hill, 
but  the  price  of  success  was  a  commit- 
ment on  our  part  to  modify  the  Foreign 
Service  Act  to  keep  it  in  line  with 
general  U.S.  Government  civilian  jser- 
sonnel  policy,  particulai-ly  with  respect 
to  basing  our  senior  Service  benefits 
and  retention  on  performance  i-ather 
than  seniority.  The  outcome  was  the 
new  Foreign  Service  Act. 

The  reason  we  prevailed  on  the  Hill 
and  kept  out  of  the  new  Civil  Service 
Act  was  simj^le:  we  ai'gued  that  the 
For-eig7i  Service  was  different  fi-om  the 
Civil  Sei-vice  because  of  the  obligation 
for  worldwide  service  (with  all  the  phys- 
ical and  health  dangers  such  service  im- 
plied) and  because  of  its  competitive 
nature— the  up-or-out  system. 

During  this  time,  there  was  the 
realization  in  the  Department  that  the 
up-or-out  system  was  not  working  well. 
In  agi-eeing  to  wor-k  out  a  new  F'oreign 
Service  Act,  there  was  also  a  decision  to 
develop  one  which  i-estored  a  basic 
premise  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1946  by  reviving  real  competition  in  the 
Service  throughout  the  ranks.  Only  in 
that  way  could  the  continuation  of  the 
separate  Service  and  its  special  benefits 
be  justified  and  sustained. 

Two  key  concepts  on  how  to  i-estore 
competition  emerged. 

•  P'ii-st,  selection  of  senior  officers 
would  be  made  more  rigorous.  This  led 
to  the  "senior  threshold"— the  point  in  a 
career  beyond  which  many  officers 
would  not  pass— and  the  idea  of  a 
smaller,  more  (lualified  Senior  Foreign 
Service. 

•  The  second  new  concept  was 
"selection  in"  or  the  so-called  limited 
career  extensions  for  senior  officers. 


The  idea  here  was  that  after  a  period  of 
time  in  class  (7  years  for  counselor,  for 
example),  officers  still  in  that  grade 
would  be  retired  unless  the  Department 
decided  to  offer  them  a  3-year  extension 
of  their  time  in  class.  This  ended  what 
amounted  to  nearly  unlimited  tenui-e  for 
senior  officers— essentially  a  Civil  Serv- 
ice approach  inconsistent  with  the  offi- 
cially competitive  nature  of  the  Sei-vice. 
Under  this  system,  72  of  our  senior 
officers  have  involuntarily  retired  due  to 
failure  to  receive  limited  career  ex- 
tensions. 

At  the  threshold  level,  it  was  decided 
to  retire  officers  who  had  been  passed 
over  six  times  but  to  allow  them  to  decide 
when  or  if  they  wished  to  start  com- 
peting for  promotion  to  the  senior  Serv- 
ice. The  thought  here  was  to  give  con- 
trol over  this  crucial  decision  to  the 
officer  concerned.  This  is  the  origin  of 
the  "6-year  window." 

The  effects  of  these  parts  of  the  new 
Foreign  Service  Act  are  now  being  felt. 
For  example,  about  55  FS-ls  will  be  re- 
tired in  1987  because  they  will  have 
been  passed  over  for  promotion  six  or 
more  times,  and  these  55  are  in  addition 
to  an  almost  ecjual  number  of  FS-ls 
who  will  have  to  retire  for  time  in  class. 

It  has  been  said  that  these  55 
officers  would  have  elected  to  open  their 
windows  at  a  later  date  if  they  had 
knt)wn  that  promotion  opportunities 
would  shrink  while  they  were  compet- 
ing. Perhaps  that  is  ti-ue,  but  even  if 
promotion  opportunities  had  remained 
constant,  we  estimate  that  only  eight  of 
these  officers  would  have  been  pro- 
moted (and  we  project  that  six  will 
probably  be  promoted  this  year).  Fur- 
thei-more,  many  of  these  officei-s  would 
have  been  retired  for  i-egular  time  in 
class  within  the  next  2  or  3  years,  in 
any  event. 

'  It  has  also  been  said  that  we  are 
losing  too  many  of  our  best  officers  as  a 
result  of  this  return  to  a  competitive 
Foi-eign  Service.  First,  I  have  to  say 
that  while  these  officers  are  good  (after- 
all,  we  select  the  very  best),  they  have 
not  been  judged  by  their  peers  to  be  as 
good  as  those  who  have  been  promoted. 
Second,  we  have  studied  the  (juestion  of 
skills  and  have  concluded  that  these 
r-etirements  will  not  cr-eate  any  seruous 
problems.  One  has  to  remember-  that  we 
ar-e  always  tr-aining  new  officers  to 
replace  older-  ones,  in  any  event,  and  the 
r-etir-ement  of  these  and  other-  officers  on 
the  basis  of  the  regular-  time-in-class 
basis  is  a  part  of  nor-mal  per-sonnel  and 
tr-aining  planning. 
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The  Foifiyii  St'iAice  is  as  tiood  as  it 
is  lu'eausc  of  its  competitive  nature. 
Competition  is  costly.  That  is  the  pi-ice 
of  the  kind  of  P^jreijjn  Service  we  have 
and  want.  We  have  done  oui'  best  to 
hel])  lliose  who  cannot  .yo  on  to  the 
senioi-  I'anks.  First,  they  are  retired 
honoi-ahly  on  _u-oo(l  pensions.  Second,  we 
do  our  be.st  to  help  them  find  other  em- 
ployment if  they  are  intei'ested.  In  my 
ojiinion  and  in  the  view  of  outside  con- 
sultants, the  employment  prospects  of 
foi'mei'  members  of  the  Service  are 
.eood.  Neveilheless,  this  is  a  traumatic 
time  foi-  many  of  oui'  valued  colleagues. 

One  of  the  policies  that  has  met  sub- 
stantial criticism  during  this  year  was 
the  decision  to  conduct  a  classification 
review  of  the  Senioi'  Foreign  Service. 
This  review  resulted  in  the  downgrading 
of  almost  IfiVr  of  the  jobs  classified  at 
the  Senior  P'oreign  Service  level,  reduc- 
ing them  from  79(i  to  670.  We  believed 
it  was  both  untenable  and  illegal  to 
exempt  the  P'oreign  Service  from  the 
disciplines  that  apply  to  other  elements 
of  the  public  service.  Jobs  in  the  Senior 
Foreign  Service  must  include  a  level  of 
responsibility  and  skill  that  justifies 
classification  at  the  senior  level. 

P'urthermore,  we  felt  that  there 
should  be  a  reasonable  balance  between 
the  number  of  positions  classified  at  the 
Senior  Foreign  Service  level  and  the 
number  of  officers  in  the  Senior  Foreign 
Service.  This  classification  review  has 
put  us  in  a  position  to  defend  the  size  of 
the  Senior  P'oreign  Service  and  to  rebut 
those  who  re])eatedly  criticized  us  on 
the  grounds  that  we  have  an  un- 
conscionably greater  proportion  of  our' 
|)eople  at  the  senior  levels  than  the  Civil 
Service  or  the  military  services.  The 
Senior  Foreign  Service  is  now  approxi- 
mately I47f  of  the  total  number  of  our 
generalist  officers,  and  I  believe  it  will 
stay  this  way.  One  byjji'oduct  of  this 
j)olicy  has  been  a  somewhat  lower  num- 
ber of  promotions,  but  it  has  also  done 
away  with  the  problem  of  "corridor 
wiilkers."  Whereas  several  years  ago 
there  wiTf  120  in  this  category,  there 
are  now  fewer  than  80  senior  officer's  in 
overcomiilement  status.  The  bulk  of 
these  arc  in  j)i'ocessing  for  new  assign- 
ments 01'  retii'ement  or  have  medical 
I'casons  for  being  in  that  category. 

While  both  of  these  issues— reduc- 
tion of  the  size  of  the  Senior  P'oreign 
Service  and  the  decision  not  to  recom- 
mend a  lengthening  of  the  (>year 
w  indow— have  been  difficult,  I  believe 
that  we  have  bitten  the  bullet  and  that 
we  have  established  the  basis  for  a 
.stable  and  defensible  Foi'eign  Sei'vice 


structure  for  the  years  ahead.  Too  often 
in  the  past,  we  have  ignored  these 
problems  or  just  let  them  pile  u])  in 
hopes  that  they  would  go  away  or  some- 
body else  would  do  something  about 
them. 

Career  v.  Noncareer  Appointments 

The  final  personnel  flifficulty  that  I 
want  to  mention  is  a  classic  one— the 
balance  between  career  and  noncai'eer 
chief  of  mission  ap]3ointments.  The 
career  Service  has  done  poorly  in  this 
regard  over  the  past  year.  If  this  treiifl 
continues,  I  believe  it  will  have  a  very 
bad  effect  on  the  Foreign  Service  as  a 
whole.  We  are  now  at  the  60-40  ratio 
between  career  and  noncareer  ap- 
pointees—the lowest  ratio  in  over  two 
decades.  A  number  of  senior  people  will 
be  coming  back  in  a  few  months  with  no 
onward  assignments  in  sight.  All  in  all, 
we  have  had  a  net  loss  of  25  presi- 
dential appointment-level  positions  at 
home  and  abroad  since  January  of  1981. 

This  may  seem  an  inconsiderable 
number,  but  the  Service  is  a  relatively 
small  one,  and  shifts  of  this  magnitude 
can  have  a  large  impact  on  the  career 
outlook  for  our  personnel  at  all  levels. 
Each  time  a  career  position  at  this  level 
is  lost,  seven  promotion  opportunities 
below  it  are  also  lost.  The  actual  impact 
of  a  shift  of  25  positions  is,  thus,  175 
promotions  and  hii'ings.  We  do  not  pro- 
mote people  to  fill  jobs  which  are  not 
there,  and  we  risk  demoralizing  some  of 
our  best  people  at  the  most  productive 
])oint  in  their  careers.  The  Secretary 
and  the  White  House  have  agreed  that 
our  target  should  be  a  %-Va  ratio,  but  it 
will  only  be  possible  to  accomplish  this 
gradually  as  posts  open  up  under  the 
3-year  rotation  rule. 

Terrorism  and  Security  Issues 

Terrorism  and  security  have  been  an  in- 
creasing preoccupation  during  the  last 
year.  The  Advisory  Panel  on  Overseas 
Security,  which  the  Secretary  convened 
in  1984,  produced  a  report  last  June 
that  contained  over  90  far-reaching 
I'ecommendations  for  the  Department. 
Besides  recommending  the  establish- 
ment of  a  Bureau  of  Diplomatic  Security 
and  a  jrrofessional  Dijrlomatic  Security 
Service,  the  Inman  panel  recommended 
that  significant  new  resources  be  sought 
for  a  comprehensive  worldwide  security 
program  to  |)rotect  all  government  em- 
ployees abroad.  Pursuant  to  this  panel's 
I'cport,  the  Department  developed  a 
diplomatic  security  irrogram  that  would 


involve  the  expenditure  of  $4.4  billion 
spread  over  5  years:  $2.7  billion  of  this 
would  be  for  construction,  including 
more  than  60  new  embassies  and  consu- 
lates. The  balance  would  be  spent  for 
I'elated  ojjerating  exjjenses,  including 
security  officers,  residential  security 
improvements,  and  more  secui'e  commu- 
nications equipment. 

The  Secretary  of  State  accepted 
almost  all  of  the  Inman  panel  recommen- 
dations. Several  new  security  stand- 
ards—a 100-foot  building  setback  to 
attenuate  blast  effects,  for  example— will 
guide  our  new  building  program.  Many 
of  our  posts  now  front  onto  busy 
streets.  Many  have  extensive  glass  fa- 
cades. Often,  we  share  office  buildings 
with  other  organizations  and  businesses. 
All  this  is  clearly  undesirable  and  simply 
unacceptable  in  a  great  many  situations. 

It  is  too  soon  to  tell  what  the  impact 
of  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  will  be  on 
this  proposed  new  security  program. 
The  Administration  and  President  Rea- 
gan personally  attach  high  priority  to 
improving  security  overseas  and  believe 
that  the  exj^enditure  of  these  large  sums 
is  fully  justified.  We  have  received  se- 
vere criticism  in  Congress  in  the  past 
for  laxity  in  security.  We  in  manage- 
ment have  jjut  great  effort  into  raising 
the  security  consciousness  of  our  person- 
nel at  home  and  abroad.  Vigilance  is  not 
enough,  however.  We  will  need 
resources  as  well.  We  have  gotten  help 
from  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
in  designing  an  "embassy  of  the  future," 
in  which  security  features  will  be  unob- 
trusive but  effective. 

As  great  as  is  the  threat  of  jjhysical 
violence  from  terrorism,  we  have  be- 
come increasingly  concerned  about  elec- 
tronic penetrations  of  our  embassies, 
and  a  large  part  of  the  contemplated  ex- 
penditures is  to  provide  protection 
against  this  threat.  We  have  had  to  de- 
vote a  great  deal  of  attention  to  bring- 
ing our  Foreign  Buildings  Office  into  the 
modern  era,  and  we  will  have  to  be 
drawing  on  I'esources  of  the  ])rivate  sec- 
tor to  help  construct  and  manage  this 
very  large  enterprise. 

The  new  embassy  buildings  will  be 
expensive.  We  are  not  building  ordinary 
office  buildings  but,  rather,  special  pur- 
pose buildings  designed  to  meet  unusual 
physical  and  security  standards.  These 
standards,  I'anging  from  the  size  of  the 
site  to  seismic  characteristics  to  protect 
against  blast  effect,  increase  the  cost  of 
construction  by  about  50^.  These  build- 
ings are  more  ai)i)ropriately  compared 
to  hospitals  or  secure,  hardened  com- 
mand and  control  facilities  than  to  office 
buildings. 
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The  mattt'i"  is  now  before  the  Con- 
g-fess  of  the  United  States,  unci  it  must 
determine  whether  congressional  pi'iori- 
ties  are  the  same  as  the  Administra- 
tion's. The  Inman  program  has  been 
supported  in  the  House,  which  has 
authorized  the  moneys  requested.  The 
future  is  uncei'tain  in  the  Senate,  which 
has  not  yet  turned  its  full  attention  to 
this  pi-oblem.  If  this  security  prog']-am  is 
not  funded  adeciuately,  the  conse{|uences 
are  obvious:  oui'  personnel,  theii'  fami- 
lies, and  our  national  security  informa- 
tion will  be  at  greater  risk  because  the 
United  States  decided  that  their  safety 
was  less  important  than  some  othei- 
claims  on  the  national  resources. 

This  proposed  program  will  not 
solve  all  oui'  security  problems,  but  it 
will  minimize  them.  It  is  comprehensive 
and  long  overdue.  It  addresses  oui'  most 
basic  security  concerns.  It  is  one  of  our 
highest  priorities. 

Terrorism  is  a  low-level  form  of  wai'- 
fare.  Much  of  it  is  state  supported.  We 
must  assume  terrorism  will  increase 
rather  than  diminish  in  the  yeai's  ahead. 
We  must  continue  to  improve  our  intelli- 
gence and  our  coopei'ative  pi'ogi'ams 
with  other  counti'ies  and  continue  to 
take  all  prudent  measui'es  of  passive 
defense,  deterrence,  and  preemption. 

It  is  tr'ue  that  much  terrorism  has 
its  roots  in  unresolved  political  griev- 
ances, many  of  which  are  beyond  the 
present  reach  of  diplomatic  solutions. 
That,  however,  is  no  mor-al  justification 
for  tei'roi'ism  or-  excuse  for  inaction  on 
our  part.  We  must  defend  ourselves  as 
we  strive  to  resolve  the  problems  under- 
lying teri'orism.  The  fact  that  the  roots 
of  terrorism  lie  in  the  domain  of  politics 
undei'scores  the  critical  importance  of 
the  role  of  the  Department  and  Foreign 
•Service  in  this  battle.  In  the  last  analy- 
sis, it  is  only  oui'  work  which  can  stop 
terrorism.  We  must  have  the  people  to 
do  the  job,  and  they  must  be  able  to 
work  in  safety.  We  ai'e  the  front  line  in 
this  war. 


Accomplishments 
During  the  Past  Year 

I  have  devoted  a  fail-  amount  of  atten- 
tion to  these  major  problem  areas,  and  I 
would  like  to  conclude  by  listing  a  few 
of  last  year's  accomplishments. 

•  We  have  made  j)rogress  in  restor- 
ing OUI-  reporting  and  analysis  capabili- 
ties and  in  stopjjing  the  ei'osion  we  have 
suffered  in  this  ar-ea.  These  capabilities 
are  absolutely  critical  to  the  nation  and 
are  one  of  our  fundamental  responsi- 
bilities. 


•  We  have  improved  internal  com- 
munications in  the  Sei'vice  through  a 
monthly  management  cable  and  othei' 
communications  channels  in  a  way  that 
has  enhanced  undei'stantling  and  accejit- 
ance  of  some  very  difficult  management 
policy  decisions. 

•  We  have  made  substantial  prog- 
ress in  developing  procedures  to  ensui'e 
difficult  ])ostings  do  not  go  unfilled  and 
to  achieve  more  eciuitable  sharing  of 
hardship  assignments. 

•  We  have  raised  the  j^ay  ceiling  for 
senior  people  in  hardship  assigiiments, 
thereby  removing  serious  inequities  that 
also  led  to  difficulties  in  staffing  hai-d- 
ship  posts  with  the  best  people. 

•  Oui'  best  people  have  traditionally 
avoided  assignment  to  the  Senioi'  Semi- 
nar and  to  ti'aining  in  general.  Yet  such 
training  is  necessary  to  maintain  and  im- 
pi'ove  basic  professional  skills.  We  have 
put  gr-eat  effort  into  ensuring  pi-eferen- 
tial  assignments  for  seminar  graduates, 
and  it  is  now  becoming  accepted  that 
selection  foi-  this  seminar  is  a  mark  of 
distinction. 

•  We  got  a  good  start  in  the  devel- 
opment of  a  new  For'eign  Service  Insti- 
tute at  Arlington  Hall.  Congress  has 
apjjroved  the  transfer  of  lanfl  to  the 
Department  of  State,  and  we  are  now 
beginning  design  competition  for  the 
building. 

•  We  are  replacing  many  of  oui- 
local  staff  in  Moscow  with  Americans. 
Although  this  is  an  expensive  project,  it 
is  I'esponsive  to  substantial  congres- 
sional interest  and  will  im))r<)ve  secui'ity 
considerably. 

•  The  Office  of  Foi'eign  Missions  has 
made  gi'eat  strides  in  using  i-ecii)i-ocity 
to  ensure  more  ecjuitable  treatment  of 
OUI'  personnel  abroad. 

•  New  financial  management  centei-s 
in  Bonn,  London,  Brussels,  and  Tokyo 
are  now  in  successful  operation.  Thive 
more  are  scheduled  for  this  year.  We 
ai'e  completing  installation  of  a  world- 
wide American  payi'oU  system  which 
will  avoid  many  of  the  difficulties  and 
inconveniences  which  usefl  to  be  I'e- 
garded  as  inevitable. 

•  We  are  developing  comjjutei'ized 
woi-k  force  planning  systems,  which  will 
mean  that  we  can  make  informed  and 
coherent  decisions  on  promotion,  ivcruit- 
ment,  and  career  extensions. 

•  We  have  launched  a  "short  tour" 
program  which  permits  us  to  use  some 
of  our  best  and  most  senior'  peoi)le  foi' 
s})ecific  projects  in  Washington.  Not 
only  does  this  accomplish  important 
things  which  otherwise  would  not  get 
done,  it  permits  us  to  construct  bridges 


between  assignments.  It  is  an  economi- 
cal and  effective  use  of  great  talent. 

•  We  have  established  a  DCM  |de])- 
uty  chief  of  mission]  committee  which 
focuses  high-level  attention  on  candi- 
dates for  these  key  management  posi- 
tions and  ensures  that  all  available 
well-qualified  candidates  are  consid- 
ei'ed— not  just  those  known  only  to  the 
leaders  of  the  geograi)hic  bureaus. 

•  We  have  been  in  touch  with  many 
majoi'  American  business  enterjji'ises  to 
see  what  we  can  leai'n  fi'om  theii'  man- 
agement experience,  pai'ticularly  in  the 
areas  of  personnel,  recruitment,  train- 
ing, evaluation,  and  pi'ofessional  de- 
velopment. 

The  Challenges  Ahead 

Many  challenges  still  lie  befoi'e  us.  The 
Dejrai'tment  needs  moi'e  effective  ways 
of  I'elating  resoui'ces  to  policy  pr'iorities. 
We  need  to  reduce  the  levels  of  U.S. 
Government  overseas  pi-esence  in  diplo- 
matic missions.  Depai'tment  personnel 
now  constitute  only  2S7c  of  oui'  overseas 
mission  staffing,  and  the  size  of  our 
overseas  missions  has  grown  by  2(F/( 
during  this  Administration.  The  Secre- 
tary of  State,  undei'  the  President's 
direction,  has  launched  a  project  to 
reduce  this  expanded  presence.  This  is 
particularly  important  given  the  high 
security  costs  of  protecting  our  i)eople 
of  all  agencies  overseas. 

We  still  need  to  do  more  to  achieve 
a  higher  re])resentation  of  minorities, 
women,  and  administrative  and  consular 
personnel  in  senior  positions.  We  have 
only  begun  to  give  infoi'mation  resource 
management  the  kind  of  attention  this 
subject  deserves.  We  want  to  accelerate 
our  work  on  a  coherent  foreign  affairs 
information  system  which  will  bring 
together  office  automation,  telecommuni- 
cations, and  automated  data  ])i'ocessing 
systems  in  an  integrated  j)i'ogram. 

Finally,  let  me  .say  one  last  thing— 
perha])s  the  most  important  thing  I 
have  to  say:  the  Department  and  the 
Foreign  Service  need  your  support  as 
we  move  forward  into  deeper  and  more 
dangerous  waters.  We  need  your  helj)  in 
the  form  of  suggestions.  There  are 
never  enough  good  ideas.  We  neefl  your 
support  ])olitically.  Never  has  this  coun- 
try needed  a  strongei'  and  more  highly 
professional  Foreign  Service  and  De- 
partment than  now.  You  are  our  best  in- 
terest grouj).  Be  active.  ■ 
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Sino-American  Relations: 
No  Time  for  Complacency 


by  Winston  Lord 

Address  before  the  National  Council 
on  U.S.-China  Trade  on  May  28,  1986. 
Mr.  Lord  is  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  (P.R.C.). 

Introduction 

I  am  honored  and  grateful  to  be  here  for 
several  reasons. 

First,  you  are  one  of  the  premier  pri- 
vate organizations  devoted  to  improving 
relations  between  the  United  States  and 
the  People's  Republic  of  China.  Much  we 
have  accomplished  could  not  have  hap- 
pened without  you.  Much  we  need  to  do 
will  require  your  help.  As  Khrushchev 
once  remarked  to  Western  business 
leaders,  "You  stay  in  power  while  the 
politicians  change  all  the  time." 

Second,  permit  me  to  pay  personal 
tributes  on  one  change  that  is  taking 
place.  Chris  Phillips  has  long  been  a  dis- 
tinguished public  servant,  and  for  13 
years  he  has  provided  strong  leadership 
for  this  council.  He  leaves  an  impressive 
legacy.  This  thriving  organization  is  for- 
tunate, indeed,  to  have  Roger  Sullivan 
take  over  the  helm.  Both  in  government 
and  the  private  sector,  he  has  labored 
well  on  behalf  of  Sino-American  relations. 

Third,  I  can  pause  to  step  back  from 
the  daily  pressures  as  Ambassador  and 
reflect,  with  you,  upon  the  broad  con- 
tours of  a  relationship  that  I  firmly 
believe  is  vital  to  both  nations  and  to  the 
world's  hopes  for  peace  and  prosperity. 

Kipling  argued  that  between  East 
and  West  the  twain  shall  never  meet. 
But— as  his  ballad  itself  depicts— they  do 
meet  sometimes  when  people  with  cour- 
age seize  fate.  Fifteen  years  ago,  I  was 
privileged  to  be  present  at  the  creation, 
when  farsighted  leaders  in  Beijing  and 
Washington  began  opening  doors  and 
tearing  down  walls,  indeed,  even  walk- 
ing on  them.  As  one  who  has  worked 
ever  since  for  better  relations,  I  can 
speak  with  the  candor  of  commitment. 

We  have  made  great  strides  since 
that  opening.  But  I  come  here  today  not 
so  much  to  celebrate  achievement  as  to 
censure  complacency.  Success  is  a  proc- 
ess, not  a  fixed  condition.  Many  prob- 
lems remain.  Many  opportunities 
beckon.  And  just  as  bad  relations— 
indeed,  no  relations— were  not  immuta- 
ble in  the  past,  so  good  relations  are  not 
inevitable  in  the  future. 


My  basic  message  is  this:  Let  us— 
China  and  America— use  this  relatively 
quiet  phase  of  sound  relations  not  to 
cheer  ourselves  on  what  we  have  done 
but  to  chart  a  course  on  where  we 
should  go. 

I  will  first  address  the  bilateral 
dimension,  the  gains  and  the  pains;  then 
the  international  context,  the  sweet  and 
the  sour.  In  both  areas,  I  will  suggest 
what  each  country  can  do  to  strengthen 
our  bonds. 

The  Bilateral  Relationship 

Whereas  geopolitics  brought  us  together 
in  the  1970s,  economics  is  now  a  major 
force  driving  us  forward.  The  growth  of 
our  bilateral  links  is  one  of  the  astound- 
ing success  stories  in  international  rela- 
tions. But  this  very  progress  has 
spawned  new  problems,  even  as  it  holds 
out  vast  potential. 

This  is  hardly  surprising.  Time  and 
space  divide  us.  We  have  totally  dif- 
ferent histories  and  cultures.  For  a  gen- 
eration, we  peered  across  an  ocean  of 
antagonism.  There  are  sharp  contrasts 
in  our  politics,  societies,  and  values. 
China  is  gradually  shedding  a  long 
period  of  estrangement  from  Western 
countries.  We  are  still  learning  about  the 
real  China,  trying  to  steer  between  our 
historical  poles  of  romance  and  hostility. 


Since  China  emerged  from  the  holo- 
caust of  the  Cultural  Revolution,  its 
national  preoccupation  has  been  modern- 
ization. Under  Chairman  Deng  Xiaoping, 
the  Chinese  have  opened  up  to  the  rest 
of  the  world  and  have  unleashed  a  titanic 
wave  of  change. 

•  They  have  successfully  boosted 
agricultural  production.  China  now  feeds 
its  1  billion  people,  with  some  left  over 
for  export. 

•  They  have  restructured  their  econ- 
omy to  lift  living  standards  even  as  they 
tackle  severe  bottlenecks  in  trans- 
portation and  communications  and  short- 
falls in  energy  and  management. 

•  They  have  created  special  eco- 
nomic and  development  zones  along  the 
Chinese  coast  to  drive  economic  develop- 
ment and  relay  foreign  technology  to  the 
less  developed  interior. 

•  They  have  begun  enacting  legisla- 
tion to  provide  a  framework  for  foreign 
trade  investment. 

•  They  have  taken  a  more  active 
role  in  global  economic  institutions, 
including  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  (IMF),  the  World  Bank,  and  the 
Asian  Development  Bank,  and  they  eye 
the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade  (GATT). 

•  Finally,  and  most  ambitiously, 
they  have  embarked  on  an  unprece- 
dented course  in  urban  reform.  The  goal 
effectively  is  to  transform  the  industrial 
system  whi^h  China  modeled  on  the 
Soviet  Union  in  the  1950s.  They  seek  to 
replace  it  with  one  more  flexible,  more 
responsive  to  the  market,  more  efficient 
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in  production  and  distribution— although, 
as  they  say,  basically  socialist  in  character. 

China's  new  direction  is  one  of  the 
boldest  domestic  ventures  in  modern  his- 
tory. No  wonder  serious  problems  arise. 
It  has  not  been  clear  saiHng  since  1978. 
Last  year  initial  moves  to  abandon  the 
cumbersome,  irrational  system  of  regu- 
lated prices  helped  fuel  the  highest  rate 
of  inflation  in  30  years.  Decentralization 
spurred  excessive  growth  in  the  supply 
of  money  and  credit. 

There  were  massive  outflows  of  hard 
currency  in  late  1984  and  early  1985,  as 
lower  level  organizations  stocked  up  on 
consumer  goods,  mostly  from  Japan. 
Grain  production  dipped  due  to  bad 
weather  and  incentives  to  grow  other 
crops. 

Concern  has  mounted  over  what  the 
Chinese  call  "unhealthy  tendencies,"  and 
what  we  would  describe  as  conflicts  of 
interest  and  white  collar  crime. 

As  a  result,  the  Chinese  are  consoli- 
dating. They  are  slowing  urban  reforms, 
holding  down  prices,  conserving  foreign 
exchange,  lifting  grain  production,  and 
fighting  corruption.  The  leaders  stress 
that  the  reforms  and  the  openings  are 
irreversible,  that  the  momentum  will 
resume  in  1987. 

Where  does  the  United  States  fit 
into  China's  modernization?  Here  again, 
the  progress  has  been  remarkable.  Fif- 
teen years  ago,  trade  was  negligible. 
There  was  no  investment,  no  science  and 
technology  cooperation,  no  military  ties, 
no  students  or  teachers  at  each  other's 
universities,  no  tourism,  no  cultural  rela- 
tions. In  short,  the  two  societies  had 
been  sealed  off  from  each  other  for  over 
20  years.  Indeed,  China  had  been  iso- 
lated from  most  of  the  globe. 

Contrast  that  landscape  with  today. 
Our  bilateral  trade  exceeded  $8  billion  in 
1985,  up  25%  in  1  year.  American  busi- 
ness has  invested  roughly  $1.4  billion  in 
China,  second  only  to  Hong  Kong.  About 
250  U.S.  companies  now  have  offices  in 
China.  We  have  the  largest  bilateral 
science  and  technology  exchange  pro- 
gram in  the  world— 2  weeks  ago  we 
signed  our  27th  protocol.  Our  military 
relations  are  being  pursued  on  three 
fronts— high-level  visits,  working-level 
exchanges,  and  limited  defensive  arms 
sales. 

In  a  historic  development,  American 
campuses  have  become  home  to  over 
15,000  Chinese  students,  almost  half  of 
all  those  abroad.  More  than  100  Ameri- 
can universities  have  shaped  over  200 
exchange  agreements  with  Chinese 
counterparts.  Hundreds  of  Chinese  and 


American  cultural  and  professional 
groups  criss-cross  the  Pacific  each 
month.  Over  200,000  American  tourists 
and  throngs  of  businessmen  flock  annu- 
ally to  China.  Almost  1,000  Americans 
now  teach  there. 

The  Chinese  people  have  growing 
access  to  Western  books,  periodicals, 
movies,  radio  and  television  programs. 
China  is  now  receiving  a  much  more  bal- 
anced view  of  the  outside  world.  This  is 
in  China's  interest,  for  a  major  nation  in 
today's  complex  world  must  have  accu- 
rate knowledge  of  global  trends  to  make 
rational  decisions. 

The  merit  of  certain  advances 
depends  on  your  point  of  view.  Some 
Chinese  are  trading  in  baggy  blues  and 
traditional  opera  for  skin-tight  jeans  and 
disco.  Others  can  sample  Rambo  and 
Amadeus,  Kentucky  Fried  Chicken  and 
Elizabeth  Arden,  even  the  barbarian 
Super  Bowl.  There  will  be  a  Holiday  Inn 
in  Tibet. 

In  any  event,  the  general  flow  of 
goods,  people,  and  ideas  promotes 
China's  modernization.  It  yields  oppor- 
tunities for  American  business.  It 
enriches  the  cultural  life  of  both  nations. 
And  it  builds  American  and  Chinese  con- 
stituencies for  the  overall  relationship. 
In  times  of  future  stress,  more  people  on 
both  sides  will  work  to  preserve  ties.  By 
helping  China  to  help  itself,  we  make  it 
less  vulnerable  to  outside  pressures  and 
more  integrated  with  the  world  economy. 

In  today's  international  environ- 
ment, China  has  many  potential  foreign 
partners.  If  it  can  maintain  political 
stability,  China  will  become  stronger 
with  or  without  U.S.  assistance.  It  is 
more  apt  to  be  receptive  to  American 
ideas  if  we  have  thickened  our  coopera- 
tion. It  is  more  apt  to  be  responsible  in 
the  region  and  the  world  if  it  is  an  active 
participant  in  the  global  economy. 

Today  China's  doors  are  open  again, 
voluntarily  and  wider  than  at  any  time  in 
our  memory.  If  they  remain  open,  the 
viewpoints  of  the  leadership  and  people 
over  the  coming  decades  will  undergo 
important  changes.  We  should  be  part  of 
this  process. 

In  sum  it  is  in  America's  hard- 
headed  self-interest  to  help  China  mod- 
ernize and  relate  to  the  world. 

The  course  will  not  be  easy.  Two 
completely  different  societies  are  inter- 
acting after  a  long  period  of  mutual  iso- 
lation. For  Americans  many  practices  in 
China  clash  with  our  concepts  of  human 
rights.  For  Chinese  the  growing  web  of 
foreign  contacts  resurrects  a  riddle  faced 
by  earlier  reformers:  how  to  capture  the 
magic  of  Western  technology  without 
forfeiting  China's  essence. 


There  are,  moreover,  many  misper- 
ceptions  on  both  sides.  In  my  experience, 
even  educated  Chinese  still  do  not  com- 
prehend the  American  system.  As  for 
Americans,  our  understanding  of  China 
is  still  cramped  by  the  formal,  restricted 
nature  of  our  access,  whether  it  be  our 
journalists,  academics,  or  government 
officials. 

Beyond  politics  and  culture,  disputes 
and  just  plain  tough  bargaining  are 
inevitable,  especially  in  economics.  Some 
cases  in  point: 

•  Sino- American  trade  has  grown. 
But  we  disagree  about  the  balance,  and 
we  both  face  domestic,  protectionist 
pressures.  It  is  difficult  to  identify 
potential  exports  for  China  beyond  sen- 
sitive light-consumer  items.  Looming 
ahead  are  possible  further  U.S.  limits  on 
textiles  and  antidumping  cases.  Prices 
for  petroleum  and  other  Chinese  com- 
modity exports  have  plummeted. 

•  China  has  wisely  decided  to  bor- 
row foreign  funds  to  spur  its  develop- 
ment. But  it  is  wary  about  foreign 
exchange  and  a  growing  trade  gap.  It 
remains  conservative  about  incurring 
foreign  debt. 

•  American  investment  continues. 
But  many  business  people  are  frustrated 
by  high  costs,  price  gouging,  tight  for- 
eign exchange  controls,  limited  access  to 
the  Chinese  market,  bureaucratic  foot- 
dragging,  lack  of  qualified  local  person- 
nel, and  unpredictability.  And  we  are 
still  far  apart  on  a  bilateral  investment 
treaty. 

•  We  and  our  allies  have  substan- 
tially liberalized  export  controls.  But 
the  pace  of  technology  and  the  volume 
of  cases  will  always  cause  delays  and 
frustrations. 

•  We  strove  to  bring  the  nuclear 
agreement  into  force,  and  we  have 
explored  participation  in  the  gigantic 
Three  Gorges  project.  But  it  now 
appears  that  Chinese  resource  con- 
straints and  other  factors  may  delay 
large  undertakings  for  many  years. 

•  The  flow  of  goods  and  people 
increases.  But  it  has  been  difficult  to 
make  progress  on  civil  aviation  and 
maritime  issues. 

None  of  this  detracts  from  the  posi- 
tive momentum  in  our  ties.  The  process 
is  exciting,  diverse,  and  far  beyond  what 
was  predicted  just  a  few  years  ago.  But 
hard  work  lies  ahead— both  to  solve 
prickly  issues  and  to  insulate  them  from 
the  overall  relationship. 

Let  me  suggest  how  Americans  and 
Chinese  might  address  some  of  these 
issues.  First  on  our  side.  Protectionism 
must  be  resisted.  Access  to  foreign 
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markets  and  technology  is  crucial  to 
China's  development  and  reform.  The 
President  devotes  enormous  effort  to 
blunting  domestic  pressures.  As  a  late 
entrant,  especially  in  textiles,  China  is 
clearly  at  a  disadvantage,  which  we  have 
sought  to  recognize.  The  Administration, 
congressional  leaders,  and  American 
business  must  lead  public  opinion.  If 
China  cannot  sell  to  America,  America 
will  not  sell  to  China. 

We  must  continuously  monitor  our 
performance  on  technology  transfer.  In 
recent  years,  the  Administration  has 
worked  hard  to  ease  exports  in  the  U.S. 
and  in  COCOM  member  countries  [Coor- 
dinating Committee  for  Multilateral 
Security  Export  Controls].  There  are 
limits  set  by  national  security  concerns 
and  some  sensitive  technology  even  we 
and  our  allies  do  not  share.  Within  this 
context,  we  must  ensure  that  what  we 
said  would  happen  happens.  This,  too, 
boosts  American  exports  as  well  as 
overall  relations. 

American  business  should  carefully 
prepare  for  China.  Neither  U.S.  inter- 
e.sts  nor  U.S. -China  ties  are  served  by 
encouraging  ill-prepared  firms  to  jump 
into  the  Chinese  market.  It  takes  a  great 
deal  of  knowledge,  skill,  patience,  and— 
let's  face  it— money  to  be  able  to  com- 
pete effectively  there.  And  it  takes 
precise  written  agreements  to  prevent 
subsequent  disputes.  We  should  encour- 
age American  investment  in  China.  But 
both  government  and  private  consultants 
should  tell  prospective  entrants  about 
the  pitfalls  as  well  as  the  promise. 

In  turn,  there  is  much  China  can  do. 

The  Chinese  have  pushed  hard  to 
attract  foreign  business.  But  they  are 
hobbled  by  inexperience,  misunderstand- 
ing of  foreign  needs,  and  the  tension 
between  foreign  and  domestic  regula- 
tions. Thanks  to  the  efforts  of  both  the 
U.S.  Government  and  business,  there  is 
a  growing  awareness  among  concerned 
Chinese  officials  that  they  have  a  long 
way  to  go.  They  are  beginning  to  recog- 
nize that  China  must  compete  with 
scores  of  countries  to  entice  foreign 
investment. 

The  Chinese  often  ask  what  they  can 
do  to  improve  the  commercial  environ- 
ment. It  reminds  me  of  the  visit  Alex- 
ander the  Great  made  to  Diogenes,  who 
lived  in  a  barrel.  Standing  before  the 
entrance  the  young  king  iwomed,  "I  am 
Alexander,  conqueror  of  the  largest 
empire  on  Earth.  Name  your  gift  and  it 
shall  be  yours."  The  philosopher  replied 
simply,  "Get  out  of  the  light."  Getting 
out  of  the  light  would  be  a  good  first 
.stef).  While  the  choices  are  for  the 


Chinese  to  make,  they  will  have  to 
improve  the  overall  climate.  Several 
areas  need  priority  attention. 

China  must  bridle  those  bureaucratic 
elements  who  seek  to  get  rich  quickly  by 
charging  foreigners  exorbitant  prices  for 
housing,  services,  and  office  space.  It 
must  resist  the  urge  to  tax  heavily  the 
imported  equipment  needed  by  foreign 
businessmen. 

China  needs  greater  clarity  in  the 
design  and  implementation  of  its  eco- 
nomic legislation. 

China  should  improve  its  statistics,  a 
maze  that  even  the  initiated  have  trouble 
deciphering.  The  Chinese  operate  with 
several  different  trade  statistics,  all  of 
them  "authoritative"  to  their  various 
bureaucracies,  none  of  them  matching 
ours. 

China  needs  to  diversify  its  exports 
to  the  United  States.  Now  they  are  con- 
centrated heavily  in  a  few  narrow  cate- 
gories, several  of  which,  such  as  textiles, 
generate  protectionist  pressures. 

China  must  open  its  domestic  market 
more  for  both  goods  and  services.  This  is 
essential  for  mutual  trade.  It  is  also 
important  if  China  wants  to  join  the 
GATT  and  become  integrated  in  the 
world  economy. 

In  many  areas  both  sides  need  to 
make  efforts.  Two  of  the  most  important 
are  in  the  negotiations  for  a  bilateral 
investment  treaty  and  for  a  maritime 
accord. 

That  progress  can  be  made  was 
shown  earlier  this  month  when  a  break- 
through during  Treasury  Secretary 
Baker's  visit  to  China  greatly  brightened 
hopes  for  Senate  ratification  this  year  of 
the  U.S. -China  tax  treaty.  This  would  be 
of  immense  benefit  to  both  American 
businessmen  and  the  Chinese  economy. 

The  National  Council  can  have  a 
major,  constructive  impact  on  such 
issues.  I  urge  you  to  keep  them  on  the 
agenda.  With  mutual  effort  and  skill, 
most  of  them  can  be  managed.  But  there 
are  still  far  too  many  which  must  be 
treated  at  high  levels  because  they  are 
not  resolved  at  lower  ones.  A  truly  nor- 
mal relationship  should  mean  truly  nor- 
mal problemsolving. 

One  problem  between  us  which  is  not 
easily  managed,  even  with  good  inten- 
tions, is  Taiwan.  You  are  aware  of  the 
background  of  this  and  the  need  to  han- 
dle it  sensitively. 

The  United  States  is  not  at  the  cen- 
ter of  differences  between  the  P.R.C. 
and  Taiwan.  The  core  of  the  problem  is 
historical  mistrust  between  Chinese  on 
both  sides  of  the  strait.  We  are  deter- 
mined to  make  new  friends,  but  we  can- 


not abandon  old  ones.  We  will  adhere 
fully  to  the  three  communiques  signed 
with  the  People's  Republic  of  China 
while  meeting  our  obligations  under  the 
Taiwan  Relations  Act.  We  will  seek 
neither  to  mediate  nor  to  obstruct  recon- 
ciliation between  China  and  Taiwan.  The 
United  States  believes  this  question 
should  be  solved  by  the  parties  them- 
selves. We  have  only  one  interest— that 
the  process  be  peaceful. 

The  International  Context 

Fifteen  years  ago,  the  international 
scene  first  drove  our  two  countries 
together.  Now  the  global  elements  of  our 
relationship  are  more  muted,  but  no  less 
important.  They  need  nurturing,  because 
our  relationship  cannot  thrive  on  eco- 
nomics alone. 

In  the  early  1970s,  China  broke  out 
of  the  isolation  of  the  Cultural  Revolu- 
tion to  counter  the  threat  of  Soviet 
encroachment.  We  in  turn  sought  a  new 
flexibility  in  our  diplomacy,  to  help 
achieve  global  balance  and  Asian  stabil- 
ity. Economic  and  cultural  benefits  were 
long-term  aims  rather  than  immediate 
prospects. 

After  a  dramatic  start,  our  relation- 
ship with  China  leveled  off  in  the 
mid-1970s.  We  were  frozen  in  the  post- 
Vietnam  and  Watergate  environment. 
The  Chinese  were  buffeted  by  the  winds 
of  dynastic  change  and  a  succession 
struggle. 

In  the  late  1970s,  Soviet  and  proxy 
advances  spurred  the  process  of  normal- 
ization between  Beijing  and  Washington. 
Since  then,  with  some  pauses,  the  bilat- 
eral results  have  been  truly  impressive 
on  many  fronts— visits  and  agreements, 
trade  and  investment,  science  and 
technology,  culture  and  education. 

Meanwhile,  the  Asian  region  has 
shown  dramatic  progress,  thanks  in 
large  part  to  the  easing,  then  growth,  of 
Sino-American  relations.  As  we  carved 
out  a  new  relationship  with  Beijing,  we 
removed  the  elements  of  instability 
inherent  in  U.S. -Chinese  antagonism. 
The  fall  of  Vietnam  in  1975  had  sowed 
major  doubts  in  the  United  States,  and 
even  more  in  Southeast  Asia,  about 
America's  staying  power.  Yet  now,  11 
years  later,  the  Asian  scene  is  generally 
one  of  achievement  and  hope.  With  the 
tragic  exception  of  Indochina,  the 
dominos  did  not  drop.  Asia  boasts  the 
world's  most  dynamic  economies.  It  is 
Arnerica's  largest  regional  trading  part- 
ner. Our  influence  and  stakes  have  never 
been  greater.  Our  interests  and  those  of 
our  ASEAN  [Association  of  South  East 
Asian  Nations],  Japanese,  and  Chinese 
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friends  are  more  clearly  than  ever  on 
track,  as  evidenced  by  the  President's 
recent  trip  to  Tokyo  and  Bali. 

Today,  therefore,  the  base  for  our 
relations  with  China  is  much  broader 
than  parallel  concerns  about  security. 
This  is  healthy.  The  Asian  context  has 
developed  positively  as  we  and  China 
have  moved  from  confrontation  to  con- 
vergence. This  is  encouraging. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  the  over- 
all global  consensus  between  our  nations 
has  narrowed.  This  needs  to  be  addressed. 

As  one  moves  away  from  China's 
periphery,  our  positions  often  diverge. 
The  Chinese  have  largely  taken  the  ini- 
tiative in  this  regard.  China  now  follows— 
particularly  outside  Asia— an  "independ- 
ent foreign  policy,"  aligning  itself  with 
no  one,  attuning  itself  to  the  Third 
World.  It  states  that  the  root  cause  of 
world  tensions  is  the  rivalry  between  the 
two  superpowers  for  international  domi- 
nation. This  rhetoric  sometimes  suggests 
that  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  are  a  morally  equivalent,  com- 
parable threat  to  world  peace.  This  is  a 
far  cry  from  the  late  1970s  when  the 
Chinese  were  urging  us  to  take  firm 
action  against  the  "polar  bear." 

Indeed,  Beijing  has  sought  to 
improve  relations  with  its  northern 
neighbor.  There  are  several  reasons,  and 
a  certain  logic,  for  this.  Whatever  their 
long-term  calculations,  the  Chinese  feel 
less  threatened  by  the  Russians  in  the 
near  term.  The  Soviet  Union— with  its 
severe  economic  squeeze,  technological 
lag,  border  problems,  and  internal  con- 
tradictions—looks decidedly  less  formida- 
ble to  Beijing.  Conversely,  the  United 
States  in  the  1980s  has  strengthened  its 
defenses,  its  economy,  and  its  morale, 
thereby  providing  a  sturdier  global  bal- 
ance. China,  with  its  emphasis  on  mod- 
ernization, does  not  have  the  resources 
to  bolster  its  own  defenses  in  the  short 
run— so  it  seeks  to  lower  tensions  with 
Moscow  while  playing  for  time.  The  Rus- 
sians have  their  own  incentives  to  make 
progress  with  the  Chinese. 

The  results  have  been  more  high- 
level  visits,  trade  and  exchanges,  and 
less  name-calling  between  Beijing  and 
Moscow. 

What  does  this  mean  for  the  so- 
called  strategic  triangle? 

This  is  a  catchy  phrase,  but  not  par- 
ticularly illuminating.  All  large  powers, 
including  China,  must  keep  an  eye  on 
what  other  ones  are  doing  and  how  their 
interests  are  affected.  In  this  sense,  the 
Sino-Soviet-American  strategic  triangle 
is  but  one  of  many  intersecting  patterns 
that  comprise  a  complex  balance  of 


North  Koreans  Propose 
Three-Way  Military  Talks 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  19,  1986' 

On  June  17,  North  Korean  liaison 
officers  at  the  Military  Armistice  Com- 
mission (MAC)  at  Panmunjom  passed  a 
letter  signed  by  the  North  Korean 
Defense  Minister  and  addressed  to  the 
Commander  in  Chief  of  the  UN  Command. 

In  this  letter,  and  in  a  companion  let- 
ter to  Republic  of  Korea  Minister  of 
National  Defense  Lee  Ki  Baek,  the 
North  Korean  Government  states  that  it 
desires  to  reduce  tensions.  It  proposes 
three-way  talks  on  ways  of  reducing  ten- 
sions that  would  involve  the  North 
Korean  Defense  Minister,  the  Minister 
of  National  Defense  of  the  Republic  of 
Korea,  and  the  Commander  in  Chief  of 
the  UN  Command.  The  letter  is  being 
studied  by  the  UN  Command,  which  will 
provide  a  response  in  due  course. 

The  U.S.  Government  welcomes  all 
efforts  to  reduce  tensions  on  the  Korean 
Peninsula.  We  hope  these  letters  are  a 
sign  that  North  Korea  shares  this  inter- 
est and  will  work  toward  that  goal. 

It  has  long  been  our  view  that  con- 
tact between  the  two  parties  concerned- 
North  and  South  Korea— remains  key  to 
reducing  tensions.  Accordingly  we  have 
supported  and  encouraged  the  North- 
South  dialogue  which  began  in  1984. 


Aside  from  supporting  such  direct 
efforts  to  reduce  tensions,  the  UN  Com- 
mand has  put  forward  a  number  of  pro- 
posals to  reduce  tensions  at  the  MAC  in 
Panmunjom,  including  proposals  for 
advance  notification  of  significant 
military  exercises  and  exchanges  of 
observers.  The  MAC  is  the  forum  that  is 
charged  with  overseeing  the  armistice. 
The  MAC  represents  all  parties  that 
were  involved  in  hostilities  during  the 
Korean  conflict. 

We  note  that  North  Korea  has  studi- 
ously ignored  our  longstanding  proposals 
in  this  forum.  We  are  not  convinced  that 
it  is  constructive  to  propose  a  new  forum 
when  a  perfectly  adequate  mechanism  to 
address  reduction  of  tensions,  with  all 
the  necessary  players,  has  been  in  exist- 
ence for  more  than  30  years. 

We  call  on  North  Korea  to  avail 
itself  of  these  mechanisms  and  proposals 
for  reducing  tension.  We  would  regard 
as  a  positive  development  any  North 
Korean  move  to  resume  the  dialogue  it 
suspended  with  the  Republic  of  Korea 
last  January  and  to  address  seriously  the 
important  proposals  on  the  table  at 
Panmunjom. 

'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  Depart- 
ment deputy  spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


power.  Other  significant  actors  include 
Western  Europe,  Japan,  ASEAN,  India, 
and  Pakistan. 

No  more  useful  is  the  phrase  "China 
card"— or  any  other  card.  To  be  sure, 
there  is  some  inherent  geopolitical  lever- 
age and  balancing  in  the  play  of  relations 
between  major  powers.  To  be  sure,  the 
fact  we  no  longer  need  to  target  our 
forces  on  China  makes  much  easier  our 
task  of  containing  the  Soviet  Union.  But 
we  do  not  seek  an  alliance  with  China 
any  more  than  China  seeks  one  with  us. 
We  wish  neither  to  provoke  Moscow  nor 
perturb  our  friends.  Nor  do  we  wish  to 
block  the  improvement  of  relations 
between  Moscow  and  Beijing.  Conflict 
between  the  two  giants  would  be  danger- 
ous. Cooperation  between  them  will  be 
limited  because  of  profound  historical, 
geographical,  cultural,  and  strategic  bar- 
riers. China  needs  no  coaching  on  how  to 
define  its  security  concerns. 


For  our  part  we  would  like  to  ease 
relations  with  the  Soviet  Union.  We  can- 
not do  so  without  Soviet  reciprocity.  We 
will  not  do  so  at  the  expense  of  allies  or 
friends.  But  if  we  do  so,  it  would  serve 
not  only  global  stability  but  our  dealings 
with  China  itself. 

So  let  us  be  clear  on  this  point:  We 
are  strengthening  the  relationship  with 
China  for  its  own  sake,  not  to  play  trian- 
gles or  to  play  cards.  Our  policies  toward 
Beijing  and  Moscow  clearly  are  inter- 
related, but  they  are  pursued  on  differ- 
ent tracks. 

What,  then,  is  the  state  of  our  inter- 
national dialogue  with  the  Chinese?  I 
believe  there  are  grounds  neither  for 
alarm  nor  complacency.  There  remain 
many  factors  which  suggest  that  we  can 
have  close,  expanding,  friendly— but  also 
nonallied— relations. 

First,  China  depends  on  a  stable 
balance  of  power.  The  Chinese  realize 
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that  a  strong  United  States  is  essential 
for  its  own  security. 

Second,  China  knows  we  pose  no 
threat  to  it.  We,  in  turn,  have  demon- 
strated in  both  word  and  deed  that  we 
are  willing  to  contribute  to  its  historic 
drive  to  modernize. 

Third,  we  and  China  converge  on 
many  specific  issues. 

•  We  agree  that  Vietnam  should  get 
out  of  Cambodia. 

•  We  agree  that  the  Soviet  Union 
should  get  out  of  Afghanistan. 

•  We  agree  that  there  must  be 
global  limits  on  intermediate-range  mis- 
siles in  Europe  and  Asia. 

•  We  agree  that  conflict  on  the 
Korean  Peninsula  would  be  a  disaster 
and  that  peace  should  be  maintained. 

•  We  agree  that  good  relations  with 
Japan  are  beneficial  all  around. 

•  We  agree— quietly— that  a  sub- 
stantial U.S.  presence  in  Asia  serves  the 
cause  of  regional  peace. 

These  elements  for  good  relations 
are  strong.  But  let  us  not  assume  that 
over  the  long  run  they  are  sufficient. 
There  is  potential  for  selective  strengthen- 
ing of  our  ties.  Both  sides  need  to  make 
further  efforts  to  enrich  our  dialogue  on 
international  issues  so  as  to  erase  mis- 
perceptions,  lessen  tensions,  and  enlarge 
areas  of  cooperation. 

Here  is  what  America  should  bring 
to  this  dialogue. 

•  We  should  not  expect  China  to  line 
up  solidly  with  us  across  the  board  on 
international  questions.  Not  even  our 
treaty  partners  do  that.  Different  his- 
tories, cultures,  geography,  and  national 
interests  will  produce  some  divergence. 

•  China  is  a  friend,  not  an  ally.  At 
times,  it  serves  both  our  purposes  to 
have  daylight  between  us.  China  needs 
to  show  some  independence.  So  do  we. 

•  Not  every  rhetorical  jab  by  Beijing 
is  gratuitous.  On  some  issues,  China 
genuinely  disagrees  with  our  tactics, 
even  where  we  share  common  geo- 
political purposes.  We  should  listen  with 
respect  when  there  are  sincere  disagree- 
ments, as  opposed  to  cheap  shots. 

•  We  should  distinguish  between 
words  and  actions.  On  Asian  issues 
where  we  largely  agree,  China  devotes 
concrete  resources.  Elsewhere  their 
moves  are  largely  rhetorical.  Sticks  and 
stones  hurt  more  than  names. 


To  my  Chinese  friends  I  offer  the 
following. 

•  Friends  should  treat  each  other  as 
such.  Public  diplomacy  is  an  important 
foreign  policy  tool.  China's  principal 
audience  may  often  be  the  Third  World, 
but  the  American  people  and  Congress 
listen  carefully.  It  undermines  domestic 
support  for  the  relationship  when  we  say 
China  is  a  friendly  country,  while  China 
says  that  "the  source  of  the  world's  ills 
is  the  fierce  contention  of  the  two  super- 
powers for  hegemonism."  We  do  not 
appreciate  being  confused  with  the 
Soviet  Union. 

•  Just  as  China  has  security  inter- 
ests, so  does  the  United  States.  Attacks 
on  issues  of  major  importance  or  emo- 
tion for  us  undercut  the  base  of  the  rela- 
tionship. When  friendly  countries  sign 
onto  outrageous  resolutions  in  the 
United  Nations,  we  notice. 

•  China  needs  to  appreciate  more 
the  link  between  global  balance  and 
Asian  balance.  It  is  not  in  its  interest 
that  American  resources  be  diverted 
away  from  Asia  by  other  security 
threats,  for  example  in  Central  America. 

•  There  is  bound  to  be  some  correla- 
tion between  China's  sharing  of  geopolit- 
ical perspectives  and  our  sharing  of 
advanced  technology,  especially  military. 

To  avoid  complacency  about  the  con- 
text of  our  relations  with  China,  there- 
fore, we  must  broaden  and  deepen  our 
discussions  on  international  questions. 
We  agree  on  much.  But  there  is  inade- 
quate consensus  to  bind  us  together. 
And  we  must  not  allow  our  disputes  to 
pull  us  apart. 

The  quality— and  results— of  our  dia- 
logue will  depend  largely  on  the  atti- 
tudes we  each  bring  to  it.  Let  us  under- 
stand each  other's  perspectives  and 
purposes.  Where  we  disagree,  let  us 
debate  each  other's  methods,  not 
motives.  Let  us  strengthen  cooperation 
where  it  already  exists.  And  let  us  seek 
fresh  areas  of  collaboration. 

In  this  way  we  can,  over  time,  shore 
up  the  international  foundations  for  our 
growing  bilateral  links. 


Conclusion 

An  American  lawyer  now  teaching  at 
Beijing  University  was  sharing  some 
Western  publications  with  one  of  his 
prize  students.  First  he  showed  him  a 
recent  cover  of  The  New  York  Times 
Magazine  which  read:  "China  on  the 
Move." 

"Is  it  true?"  asked  the  American. 

"Yes,"  agreed  the  Chinese  student. 

The  lawyer  then  pulled  out  a  News- 
week cover  headlined:  "Putting  on  the 
Brakes— China  Slows  Its  Rush  to 
Reform." 

"How  about  this  one?"  he  asked. 

"Yes,"  the  student  answered,  "also 
true." 

"But,"  the  American  lawyer  per- 
sisted, "the  headlines  contradict  one 
another." 

The  Chinese  student  thought  for  a 
moment.  "That  is  also  correct,"  he 
concluded. 

I  would  agree  with  that  Chinese  stu- 
dent. Both  headlines  are  correct.  As  so 
often  in  China,  contradictions  reflect 
reality. 

China  is  on  the  move.  But  the  very 
speed  of  its  pace  and  rigors  of  its  course 
will  require  it  to  apply  the  brakes  often. 

Also  on  the  move  is  our  bilateral  rela- 
tionship. But  we  should  not  be  lulled  by 
relatively  smooth  stretches.  We  should 
keep  both  hands  on  the  wheel,  for  there 
will  be  twists  and  turns.  Indeed,  we  need 
to  widen  the  road.  The  general  direction, 
however,  is  clear.  Abiding  mutual  inter- 
ests drive  us  ahead.  I  believe  that 
together  we  can  and  we  will  go  forward 
toward  new  horizons  of  hope.  ■ 
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Multilateral  Development  Banks 
and  the  Environment 


by  John  D.  Negroponte 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Coynmittee  on  May  1. 
1986.  Ambassador  Negroponte  is  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Oceans  and  Interna- 
tional Environmental  and  Scientific 
Affairs.'^ 

I  am  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
present  views  on  behalf  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  regarding  the  environ- 
mental responsibilities  and  activities  of 
the  multilateral  development  banks 
(MDBS). 

At  the  outset,  I  would  like  to  stress 
that  the  Department  fully  supports  the 
goal  of  the  subcommittee  in  this  area. 
Indeed,  the  Department  believes  that  in 
order  to  be  sustainable,  development 
must  be  based  on  sound  ecological  prin- 
ciples and  that  these  principles  must  be 
closely  and  carefully  integrated  into  the 
development  process.  Given  the  major 
role  the  multilateral  development  banks 
play  in  influencing  the  nature  and  pace 
of  the  development  process,  their  capac- 
ity and  commitment  to  address  the  envi- 
ronmental dimension  is  of  critical 
importance. 

The  Department  of  State  has  for 
many  years  carried  out  an  active  inter- 
national environmental  program.  A  sub- 
stantial part  of  this  effort  has  been 
devoted  to  issues  related  to  rational 
management  of  the  world's  scarce  natural 
resources.  Our  leadership  role  in  interna- 
tional efforts  to  address  the  tropical 
deforestation  problem  is  just  one  exam- 
ple. We  are  pleased,  therefore,  to  have 
been  explicitly  recognized  by  the  Con- 
gress as  a  key  participant  in  a  broad 
effort  to  improve  the  environmental  per- 
formance of  the  MDBs.  Over  the  past 
year,  the  Bureau  of  Oceans  and  Interna- 
tional Environmental  and  Scientific 
Affairs  (OES),  which  I  am  privileged  to 
head,  has  assigned  a  top  priority  to  the 
MDB-environment  issue  area. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  at  the  out- 
set that,  in  our  view,  significant  prog- 
ress has  been  made  in  a  relatively  short 
period  of  time  in  elevating  and  address- 
ing this  issue.  We  have  enjoyed,  in  this 
respect,  excellent  cooperation  from  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury,  as  well  as 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment (AID),  in  collaborative  efforts  to 
pursue  the  mandate  that  Congress  has 
given  the  Administration  in  this  area. 


In  addition,  we  have  been  working 
closely  with  the  principal  U.S.  non- 
governmental environmental  organiza- 
tions which  were  instrumental  in  focusing 
public  attention  on  the  MDB-environment 
interrelationship.  We  have  frequent  and 
candid  contact  vvith  representatives  of 
these  organizations.  While  we  may  have 
differences  of  views  from  time  to  time 
regarding  the  specific  strategy  to  follow, 
and  priorities,  there  is  solid  agreement 
among  the  spectrum  of  involved  U.S. 
Federal  and  non-Federal  institutions  as 
to  overall  goals  and  objectives. 

A  Collective  Goal 

for  the  Administration 

It  is  important  I  believe  to  describe  the 
organizational  framework  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  as  it  relates  to  the  subject 
before  us. 

The  OES  bureau  is  the  primary 
action  component  in  our  Department. 
Mr.  Richard  Benedick  is  my  deputy 
assistant  secretary  directly  responsible 
for  environmental  matters.  He,  in  turn, 
directs  the  activities  of  two  offices:  the 
Office  of  Environment  and  Health  and 
the  Office  of  Food  and  Natural  Resources. 
It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  latter  office 
to  deal  with  the  question  of  the  environ- 
mental implications  of  MDB  activities  on 
a  day-to-day  basis. 

OES,  ot"  course,  does  not  work  in  a 
vacuum.  The  Department  of  State,  as 
does  Treasury,  must  grapple  with  a 
myriad  of  "nonenvironmental"  issues 
every  day,  covering  a  wide  range  of  poli- 
tical, economic,  and  assorted  other 
issues  around  the  globe.  OES  must  thus 
interact  and  cooperate  with  the  various 
regional  geographical  bureaus  in  the 
Department,  which  oversee  the  conduct 
of  the  United  States'  bilateral  relations 
with  other  countries.  We  must,  in  addi- 
tion, coordinate  particularly  close  with 
the  Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business 
Affairs.  Our  "EB"  bureau  deals  with  the 
gamut  of  economic,  trade,  and  financial 
issues  affecting  our  relations  with  the 
rest  of  the  world;  and  it  has  the  principal 
responsibility  in  the  Department  for 
working  with  Treasury  on  overall  U.S. 
policy  toward  the  MDBs.  This  working 
relationship  is  sound  and  productive. 

I  would  stress  that  our  efforts  to 
strengthen  MDB  performance  in  the 
environmental  field  are  receiving  sup- 
port at  the  highest  levels  of  the  State 
Department.  Just  a  few  months  ago,  the 


Acting  Secretary  of  State  and  AID 
Administrator  Peter  McPherson  sent  a 
cable  to  all  ambassadors  and  AID  mis- 
sion directors  expressing  their  personal 
interest  in  the  subject  of  sustainable 
development.  They  stressed  the  impor- 
tance they  attach  to  having  U.S. 
Embassy  and  Mission  officials  doing  all 
they  can  to  encoiu'age  the  MDBs,  as  well 
as  other  donors  and  borrowing  coun- 
tries, to  move  toward  more  environmen- 
tally sound  development  projects. 

More  recently.  Secretary  Shultz 
wrote  Treasury  Secretary  Baker  to 
underline  the  State  Department's  strong 
interest  in  promoting  sustainable  devel- 
opment in  the  Third  World.  Secretary 
Shultz  noted  that  while  the  goal  of  bet- 
ter integration  of  environmental  consid- 
erations into  MDB  project  planning  and 
implementation  is  complex,  and  some- 
times sensitive,  "the  effort  is  worth- 
while." He  committed  the  State  Depart- 
ment to  continue  to  work  closely  with 
Treasury  toward  that  goal. 

A  skeptic  might  ask  why  the  State 
Department  and  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment are  spending  time  and  resources 
on  this  subject.  The  short  answer  is  that 
careful  attention  to  environmental  con- 
siderations and  sound  resource  manage- 
ment makes  for  good  development  eco- 
nomics. That  is,  it  is  economically  more 
advantageous  to  undertake  development 
projects  in  an  environmentally  responsi- 
ble and  sound  manner  in  the  first  place 
than  to  have  to  repair,  abort,  or  abandon 
them  at  some  later  date.  Examples  of 
the  costs  of  poor  environmental  planning 
include:  premature  siltation  of  dams  due 
to  poor  watershed  management;  loss  of 
tropical  forest  resources  and/or  reforest- 
ation costs  from  slash-and-burn  activities 
of  unanticipated  settlers  using  new 
access  roads;  and  health  care  outlays 
resulting  from  poorly  planned  or  imple- 
mented irrigation  projects,  which  lead  to 
the  spread  of  waterborne  diseases. 

It  sounds  so  simple  and  unexcep- 
tionable; but,  of  course,  it  is  not.  While 
there  are  grounds  for  optimism  about 
improved  environmental  performance  by 
the  MDBs  over  the  long  run,  there  is  still 
much  to  be  done.  The  efforts  of  the  Con- 
gress, the  Administration,  and  the  non- 
governmental organizations  and  the 
many  citizens  they  represent  must  not 
slacken  if  we  are  to  assure  ultimate 
achievement  of  our  collective  goal. 


Pursuing  Environmental 
Achievements 

How  can  this  goal  be  pursued? 

The  Administration  is  taking  a  multi- 
faceted  approach,  and  the  State  Depart- 
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ment  is  involved  to  one  degree  or 
another  in  most  of  the  activities. 

For  example,  the  OES  bureau  has, 
through  the  Office  of  Food  and  Natural 
Resources,  been  participating  in  the 
interagency  MDB  project  review  process 
■■\VGMA"  [working  group  for  multi- 
lateral aid]  and  in  other,  more  informal 
efforts  to  evaluate  specific  MDB  projects 
from  an  environmental  and  resource 
management  point  of  view.  The  short- 
coming of  the  WGMA  review  process  is 
that  it  basically  intercepts  projects  when 
they  are  well  advanced  in  the  decision- 
making process,  and  ready  for  presenta- 
tion to  MDB  Boards  of  Directors  for 
approval.  At  this  point,  only  the  most 
egregiously  ill-prepared  or  poorly  tar- 
geted projects  can  be  sent  back  to  the 
drawing  board.  And  that  can  happen 
only  if  other  countries  join  the  United 
States  in  insisting  on  it.  What  is  really 
needed  is  a  more  basic  attempt  to  affect 
the  process  by  which  the  banks  develop 
and  prepare  projects.  Our  long-term  goal 
is  to  ensure  that  all  MDB  projects  are 
fully  responsive  to  environmental  con- 
cerns when  they  come  before  the  Execu- 
tive Directors  for  final  approval. 

In  this  regard,  I  should  mention  that 
AID  maintains  a  so-called  early  project 
notification  system  which  seeks  to  obtain 
views  of  AID  Missions  abroad  on  a  range 
of  MDB  projects  while  they  are  still  in 
the  early  developmental  stage.  Environ- 
mental considerations  are  one  of  a  series 
of  issues  which  are  to  be  addressed  by 
our  posts.  The  objective  is  to  use  what- 
ever information  can  be  developed  in 
this  fashion  to  influence  project  design, 
should  that  be  in  the  U.S.  interest.  OES 
participates  in  this  effort  when  appropri- 
ate. As  the  subcommittee  is  aware,  this 
system  is  not  foolproof.  However,  it  does 
provide  a  degree  of  "early  warning"  on 
some  MDB  projects  in  some  countries 
and,  as  such,  plays  a  useful  role  in  the 
total  U.S.  Government  effort  to  move 
the  activities  of  the  MDBs  in  the  direc- 
tions we  all  desire. 

OES  staff  have  recently  participated 
with  Treasury  officials  in  a  series  of 
meetings  arranged  with  the  Committee 
on  the  Environment  of  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank  (IDB).  This 
is  another  example  of  the  broader 
approach  which  we  are  pursuing  to  influ- 
ence the  process  of  project  preparation 
at  an  early  stage.  The  general  conclusion 
we  drew  was  that  the  committee  is  serv- 
ing a  very  useful  role  within  the  IDB, 
but  that  its  involvement  in  the  project 
design  process  could  be  more  systematic 
and  comprehensive.  In  view  of  its  impor- 
tance and  evolving  role,  we  plan  to  con- 
tinue to  monitor  the  activities  of  the 
committee  in  the  months  ahead. 


New  Approaches 

One  area  in  which  State  has  been  taking 
the  lead  role  involves  so-called  beneficial 
projects.  At  the  outset,  I  must  admit 
that  we  have  not  progressed  as  far  and 
as  fast  as  we  would  have  liked  in  this 
important  area.  However,  we  are,  I 
l)elieve,  moving  in  what  should  be  useful 
and  productive  ways. 

First,  we  are  engaging  staff  of  the 
World  Bank  in  a  dialogue  on  issues 
related  to  the  design  and  management  of 
irrigation  projects.  The  importance  of 
increasing  agricultural  production  in 
many  parts  of  the  developing  world,  and 
the  key  role  irrigation  will  play  in  this 
process,  lead  to  the  choice  of  this  sub- 
ject. We  hope  this  dialogue  will  lead  to 
the  identification  of  specific  constraints 
to  environmentally  sound  irrigation  proj- 
ects. This,  in  turn,  should  provide  useful 
insights  into  ways  to  overcome  these 
constraints  and  also  identify  well- 
designed  projects  or  project  components 
which  can  serve  as  examples  to  others 
on  how  irrigation  schemes  can  be 
designed  and  operated  in  a  manner  that 
will  reduce,  to  a  minimum,  any  adverse 
environmental  impacts. 

The  second  specialized  development 
sector  we  have  chosen  to  explore  with 
the  banks  is  tropical  forests.  You  are 
certainly  aware  of  the  World  Resources 
Institute's  recent  report,  "Tropical 
Forests:  A  Call  for  Action."  This  is  a 
landmark  in  helping  identify  priority 
areas  for  international  action.  It  has 
already  stimulated  the  Food  and  Agricul- 
ture Organization  to  produce  a  global 
"tropical  forestry  action  plan"  which  is 
now  receiving  serious  attention  around 
the  world.  We  believe  that  the  global 
action  plan,  which  integrates  the  World 
Resources  Institute's  investment  strat- 
egy, represents  our  best  current  hope 
for  mobilizing  an  expanded  international 
approach  to  tropical  forest  management. 
We  plan  to  explore  shortly,  with  the 
World  Bank,  specific  aspects  of  the 
action  plan  to  identify  investment  priori- 
ties and  opportunities. 

We  are  also  considering  energy  con- 
servation as  a  possible  third  develop- 
ment sector  in  which  to  engage  the 
MDBs  on  focused  discussions  of 
development-environment  relationships. 
Because  of  our  staffing  limitations,  we 
cannot  undertake  all  of  these— and/or 
other— themes  concurrently.  However, 
we  hope  that  with  continuing  attention 
to  the  general  subject,  and  patience,  we 
will  soon  be  able  to  report  positive 
results  from  the.se  efforts. 


It  goes  without  saying  that  these 
issues  are  not  unique  to  the  World  Bank. 
We  will  thus  be  engaging  the  other 
MDBs  on  the  three  themes  in  the  future 
as  well. 

In  addition,  we  are  seeking  and  uti- 
lizing "targets  of  opportunity"  for  open- 
ing a  dialogue  on  a  range  of  issues  with 
those  MDBs  not  based  in  Washington. 
For  example,  OES  staff  met  with  the 
new  U.S.  Executive  Director  to  the  Afri- 
can Development  Bank  (AFDB)  prior  to 
his  transfer  to  Abidjan,  and  also  had 
useful  meetings  with  the  Swedish-funded 
environmental  officer  currently  sta- 
tioned at  the  AFDB. 

We  have  also  been  examining  the 
programs  of  the  World  Bank's  Economic 
Development  Institute  (EDI).  State  and 
Treasury  Department  officials  have 
recently  held  a  series  of  very  useful 
meetings  with  a  range  of  professionals 
from  the  EDI.  Our  conclusion  is  that 
what  is  probably  most  desirable  is  a 
carefully  thought-out  program  to  inte- 
grate environmental  and  resource  man- 
agement issues  into  a  variety  of  the 
existing  and  planned  courses  and  semi- 
nars of  the  EDI.  We  and  Treasury  will 
continue  to  pursue  this  concept  with  the 
World  Bank,  via  the  U.S.  Executive 
Director's  office. 

Raising  International  Awareness 

One  last  area  on  which  I  would  like  to 
report  relates  directly  to  Section  540(c) 
of  PL  99-190.  This  section  urges  the 
Departments  of  State  and  Treasury  to 
seek  to  engage  other  donor  countries  in 
the  effort  to  move  the  MDBs  toward 
more  environmentally  sound  develop- 
ment projects. 

This  is  an  absolutely  critical  compo- 
nent of  our  overall  strategy.  We  are 
thoroughly  convinced  that  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  all  MDB  member  countries- 
donors  and  borrowers  alike— to  seek 
improved  environmental  performance  by 
the  MDBs,  particularly  in  these  days  of 
heightened  concern  about  maximizing 
the  impact  of  limited  developmental 
resources.  It  is  also  clear  that,  no  matter 
how  hard  the  U.S.  Government  presses, 
it  is  not  realistic  to  expect  that,  acting 
alone,  we  can  effect  necessary  change. 
We  must  have  the  support  of  other  bank 
members. 

We  have  been  working  very  closely 
with  our  colleagues  at  Treasury  to  enlist 
other  donors  in  this  initiative.  The 
groundwork  was  laid  in  the  cable  to  all 
U.S.  overseas  posts  to  which  I  referred 
earlier.  We  have  followed  up  on  this  with 
a  second  communication  to  our  Embas- 
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sies  in  selected  donor  countries,  asking 
them  to  inform  appropriate  governmen- 
tal agencies  in  their  host  countries  of 
U.S.  intentions  to  seek  broad  interna- 
tional support  for  efforts  to  strengthen 
the  environmental  component  of  MDB 
project  lending. 

Last  month,  we  transmitted  another 
message  to  key  multilateral  bank  donor 
governments,  this  time  seeking  support 
for  specific  U.S.  positions  at  the  just- 
concluded  April  30  meeting  of  the  World 
Bank's  Board  of  Directors  on  the  FY 
1987  budget.  In  advance  of  this  meeting, 
we  and  Treasury  officials  had  informal 
discussions  with  representatives  of  the 
Executive  Directors'  offices  of  other 
members.  We  sensed  considerable  sym- 
pathy for  our  overall  goal,  and  varying 
degrees  of  support  for  our  specific  objec- 
tives. We  are  also  receiving  some  quite 
positive  signals  from  abroad.  For  exam- 
ple, our  Embassy  in  Copenhagen 
recently  reported  that  the  Nordic 
nations  are  very  supportive  of  our  MDB 
initiatives  and  have  instructed  their 
Executive  Director  to  support  the  U.S. 
positions. 

At  the  same  time  that  the  State 
Department  is  approaching  other  donors 
via  our  diplomatic  posts  abroad.  Treas- 
ury is  raising  the  same  themes  in  the 
several  international  fora  in  which  it 
plays  the  lead  role,  such  as  replenish- 
ment meetings. 

It  is  quite  evident  that  we  cannot 
expect  unanimity  among  even  donor 
nations  concerning  all  the  details  of  the 
major  proposals  in  your  legislation.  Yet, 
I  think  we  will  be  receiving  important 
general  support  from  a  sizable  number 
of  them.  In  the  longer  run,  however,  it 
will  be  critical  to  engage  key  borrower 
members  of  the  MDBs  as  well.  In  the 
final  analysis,  even  the  most  environ- 
mentally conscientious  multilateral  bank 
could  be  thwarted  in  its  objectives  if  bor- 
rowing countries  are  not  convinced  that 
sound  resource  management  and 
environmental  protection  makes  good 
developmental  sense. 

Fortunately,  we  are  sensing  an 
increasing  awareness  and  interest  in 
such  issues  in  the  developing  world.  We 
see  this  not  just  in  the  discussions  with 
other  Executive  Directors'  offices;  it 
tracks  also  with  what  we  are  experi- 
encing in  other  international  fora, 
notably  the  UN  Environment  Program. 
There,  one  of  our  primary  goals  has  for 
years  been,  simply  put,  consciousness 
raising.  There  is  no  question  that 
developing  nations  are  slowly  moving 
toward  an  understanding  of  the  integral 
relationship  between  sound  resource 


management  and  environmental  protec- 
tion and  sustainable  development. 
Despite  this  trend,  though,  it  will  take  a 
major,  long-term  effort  going  well 
beyond  the  confines  of  our  present 
dialogue  with  the  multilateral  banks  to 
effect  the  type  of  permanent  change  in 
attitude  and  priorities  which  we  all  can 
agree  is  necessary. 

Conclusion 

I  would  like  to  reiterate  in  conclusion 
that  the  Department  of  State  is  fully 
supportive  of  the  goal  of  promoting  truly 
sustainable  development.  In  support  of 
this,  we  are  desirous  of,  and  committed 
to,  encouraging  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  to  become  even  more 
valuable  partners  in  the  process  than 
they  are  already. 

Progress  is  definitely  being  made. 
This  is  quite  apparent  if  one  compares 
the  level  of  public  awareness,  govern- 
ment attention,  and  MDB  sensitivity  and 
policy  dialogue  which  is  present  today,  in 
relation  to  the  situation  which  existed 


just  2  years  ago.  We  are  keenly  aware, 
however,  that  achieving  the  goals  that 
the  Congress  has  set  for  us  will  be  not  be 
easy.  We  must  all  be  prepared  to  remain 
engaged  in  the  pursuit  of  these  goals 
over  the  long  term.  There  are  many 
obstacles,  not  the  least  of  which  are  the 
independence  and  closely  guarded 
sovereignty  of  the  developing  countries 
and  their  not  uncommon  view  that 
environmental  considerations  are  lux- 
uries which  often  cannot  be  "afforded." 

This  notwithstanding,  we  are  con- 
vinced that  sound  environmental  plan- 
ning is  an  essential  part  of  a  sound 
development  process.  The  effort  to  inte- 
grate environmental  and  natural 
resource  management  considerations 
into  development  lending  is  important, 
worthwhile,  and  should  pay  increasing 
dividends. 


^The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


U.S.  Policy  on  Acid  Rain 


by  Richard  E.  Benedick 

Address  before  the  Inteniafional 
Couferevce  on  Acidification  and  Its 
Policy  rmplicatio}is  in  Amsterdam,  The 
Netherlands,  on  May  8,  1986.  Ambas- 
sador Benedick  is  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Environment,  Health,  and 
Natural  Resources. 

Acid  i-ain  has  pi-ovcii  in  the  United 
States  to  be  a  divisive  domestic  i)()litical 
issue,  a  serious  conci'i-ii  with  our  iioi'th- 
ei-n  neighboi-,  Canada,  and  a  comple.x 
ecological  pi-oblom  with  considerable 
scientific  uncertainty.  All  of  these  fac- 
tors have  contributed  to  the  evolution  of 
U.S.  policy  on  acid  rain. 

Past  .Actions  and  I'rogross 

The  United  States  enacted  major  legis- 
lation to  i)i'otect  ail'  ([uality  ovei-  1.') 
years  ago.  The  Clean  Aii-  Act  of  1970, 
together  with  major  amendments  added 
in  li)77,  resulted  in  an  air  pollution  con- 
trol effort  that  has  served  as  a  model 
for  many  other  industrialized  nations. 
They  have  also  led  to  significant,  meas- 
urable impi-ovements  in  air  (luality  in 
the  United  States. 


Probably  the  single  most  important 
featui'e  of  the  Clean  Ail-  Act  is  thi'  es- 
tablishment of  national  ambient  air 
(|uality  standards  (NAAQS)  for  air  pollu- 
tants. These  standards  re(iuire  that 
ambient  concentrations  of  those  pollut- 
ants be  limited  to  levels  that  safeguard 
l)ublic  health  and  welfare.  NAAt^S  for 
sulfur  dioxide  (S()._,),  nitrogen  oxidt's 
(NO^),  and  volatile  organic  compounds 
(V(  )Cs)— all  of  which  contribute  to  acid 
rain— have  been  in  effect  for  over  10 
years. 

Within  the  United  States,  it  is  the 
individual  States  which  are  responsible 
for  ensuring  that  the  NAAQS  are  met 
within  their  own  borders.  In  order  to  at- 
tain the  Kedi'ral  standards  locally,  the 
States  st't  emissions  limits  on  existing 
facilities. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  also  sets  emis- 
sions limits  for  various  classes  of  new 
stationary  sources.  The  theory  behind 
this  was  that  emissions  from  new 
sources  could  be  controlled  at  much 
lower  cost  than  emissions  from  existing 
sources  and  that  the  retjuirement  to  con- 
trol new  sources  would  encourage  the 
development  of  more  efficient  and  cost- 
effective  control  technologies.  Further- 
more, the  control  of  new  sources  could 
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lead  to  cleaner  air  as  old  facilities  were 
eventually  replaced.  To  date,  the  United 
States  has  set  new  source  performance 
standards  to  control  emissions  of  SO2 
and/or  NOx  from  all  new  oil-  and  coal- 
fired  powerplants,  large  industrial  boil- 
ers, smelters,  nitric  acid  plants,  sulfuric 
acid  plants,  stationary  gas  turbines,  and 
petroleum  refineries.  Standards  for 
VOCs  have  also  been  set  for  several 
new  source  categories. 

Besides  controlling  several  kinds  of 
stationary  sources,  the  Clean  Air  Act 
also  limits  air  emissions  from  new  mo- 
bile sources.  Standards  to  limit  NOx  ^"^d 
VOCs  from  new  cars  and  light-duty 
trucks  were  first  implemented  in  1973, 
and  they  have  been  tightened  since 
then. 

These  Federal  and  State  actions 
have  undoubtedly  helped  to  improve  air 
quality  in  the  United  States— a  remark- 
able accomplishment  considering  the 
strong  growth  of  U.S.  industrial  produc- 
tion in  recent  years.  At  this  time,  about 
98%  of  counties  in  the  United  States  are 
in  compliance  with  the  national  stand- 
ards for  SO2  and  NOx.  Sulfur  dioxide 
emissions  fell  from  a  peak  of  28  million 
metric  tons  in  1972  to  about  21  million 
metric  tons  in  1984,  despite  a  35% 
gi'owth  in  coal  use.  Volatile  organic  com- 
pounds followed  a  similar  path,  while  a 
precipitous  rise  in  NOx  emissions  was 
halted  and  turned  to  a  level  trend. 

Despite  this  progress,  there  is  some 
cause  for  concern.  Approximately  4%>  of 
lakes  recently  surveyed  in  the  north- 
eastern United  States  were  found  to  be 
acidic.  There  is  evidence  of  reduced  crop 
growth  from  ambient  ozone  levels. 
Although  unexplained  visible  damage  to 
high  altitude  spruce  fir  trees  amounts  to 
a  fraction  of  1%-  of  the  eastern  U.S. 
forest  area,  we  are,  nevertheless,  con- 
cerned about  possible  future  trends. 
Growth  rate  changes  have  been  re- 
corded for  several  other  tree  species, 
which  may  be  linked  to  atmospheric  pol- 
lution. It  is  also  believed  that  buildings 
and  materials  in  some  areas  are  ex- 
periencing accelerated  deterioration. 

Future  Uncertainties  and 
Policy  Considerations 

Looking  to  the  future,  NOx  emissions 
are  projected  to  increase  slightly  by 
1995,  desi)ite  the  continuing  turnover  of 
the  national  vehicle  fleet  and  the 
progressively  more  stringent  controls 
placed  on  automobile  and  truck  emis- 
■sions.  Sulfur  dioxide  emissions  are  much 
more  difficult  to  project,  because  eco- 
nomic growth,  existing  regulatory  ])r'()- 


grams,  changing  fuel  use  patterns,  and 
the  extended  life  of  U.S.  powerplants  all 
will  affect  emissions  in  different  and  un- 
certain ways.  We  are  currently  unsure 
whether  they  will  increase  or  decrease 
over  the  next  decade. 

Against  this  background,  evolving 
U.S.  acid  rain  policy  must  address  three 
primary  questions. 

First,  to  what  extent  must  emis- 
sions of  acid  rain  precursors  be  reduced 
in  order  to  adequately  protect  the 
resources  at  risk  in  North  America? 

Second,  where  should  emissions 
reductions  take  place? 

And  third,  when  should  those  reduc- 
tions be  made? 

Over  the  longer  term,  existing 
regulatory  programs  should  reduce 
emissions.  But  will  this  reduction  be 
adequate,  and  will  our  lakes  and  forests 
be  threatened  in  the  meantime?  Do  we 
need  to  embark  on  a  major  program  of 
retrofit  controls  on  existing  sources?  If 
so,  in  what  parts  of  the  country  should 
sources  be  retrofitted? 

In  the  United  States,  acid  rain  has 
been  as  politically  divisive  as  any  en- 
vironmental issue  the  country  has  faced. 
Various  proposed  solutions  have  op- 
posed one  region  against  another;  they 
have  threatened  the  livelihood  of  high- 
sulfur  coal  miners  and  have  raised  the 
possibility  of  significant  increases  in 
electric  rates  in  precisely  those  indus- 
trial areas  hardest  hit  by  economic 
dislocations. 

The  acid  rain  issue  has  been  espe- 
cially difficult  to  resolve  because  pro- 
posed solutions  must  choose  from  a 
limited  array  of  options.  Most  SO2  emis- 
sions in  the  United  States  are  from  elec- 
tric utility  and  industrial  boilers.  At  this 
time,  only  three  emissions  control  tech- 
niques are  proven  and  available  for 
reducing  SO2  emissions  from  coal-fired 
boilers:  coal  washing,  coal  switching, 
and  flue  gas  scrubbing.  However,  coal 
washing  cannot  be  used  to  achieve  sub- 
stantial SO2  reductions,  and  the  other 
two  methods  impose  high  socioeconomic 
costs  on  particular  regions— for  example, 
unemployment  or  higher  electricity 
rates.  The  availability  of  a  broader 
range  of  efficient  and  cost-effective  con- 
trol technologies  could  help  to  reduce 
these  political  and  economic  difficulties. 

A  further  complication  is  the  un- 
availability of  a  solid  basis  to  determine 
the  extent  and  magnitude  of  current  or 
potential  future  acid  rain  damage.  No 
one  can  say  with  confidence  what  level 
of  environmental  benefits  would  result 
from  any  specific  control  program.  We 


are  limited  in  our  ability  to  predict  how 
much  acid  deposition  would  be  reduced 
in  any  particular  geographic  area  by  any 
given  control  program.  Although  the 
costs  of  control,  and  the  people  who 
would  pay  those  costs,  are  rather  well 
understood,  the  extent  of  environmental 
improvement  that  would  result  remains 
highly  unceilain.  In  such  a  situation,  po- 
litical consensus  is  difficult  to  achieve. 

Recent  Developments 

In  1983,  the  U.S.  Government  carried 
out  a  thorough  review  of  the  state  of 
acid  rain  knowledge  and  the  options 
available  for  its  management.  Following 
that  review,  it  was  concluded  that, 
although  acid  rain  was  clearly  a  serious 
concern,  there  was  insufficient  informa- 
tion to  embark  upon  a  new  emissions 
control  program.  This  was  not  a  decision 
either  for  or  against  further  controls 
but,  rather,  to  defer  such  a  decision  un- 
til a  more  adequate  scientific  and  techni- 
cal base  was  established. 

In  the  meantime,  it  should  be  recog- 
nized that  the  United  States  has  taken 
notable  steps  in  recent  years  to  address 
the  acid  rain  problem. 

First,  it  is  using  existing  legal 
authority  to  expand  control  over  emis- 
sions of  acid  rain  precursors. 

Second,  an  ambitious  research  pro- 
gram is  addressing  the  scientific 
uncertainties. 

Third,  the  development  and  demon- 
stration of  innovative  control  technology 
is  being  strongly  promoted. 

And  fourth,  a  new  chapter  in  coop- 
eration with  our  Canadian  neighbors  has 
been  opened. 

New  Regulations.  The  United 
States  recently  implemented  new  regu- 
lations to  control  future  emissions  of 
SO2,  NOx,  and  VOCs.  In  March  1985, 
new  standards  were  established  for  con- 
trolling emissions  of  particulates  and 
NOx  froi"  light-duty  and  heavy-duty 
trucks,  as  well  as  from  urban  buses. 
After  becoming  effective  with  the  1988 
model  year,  these  standards  are  ex- 
pected to  reduce  NOx  emissions  by 
about  2  million  metric  tons  per  year. 

Regulations  were  also  recently 
passed  limiting  the  amount  of  pollution 
control  credit  that  can  be  claimed  by  a 
plant  that  builds  a  tall  smokestack.  Tall 
stacks  help  such  plants  achieve  ambient 
.air  quality  standards  locally  by  dispers- 
ing emissions  over  broader  areas,  but 
they  do  not  reduce  the  total  amount  of 
SO2  emitted.  By  eliminating  this  incen- 
tive to  build  tall  smokestacks,  the  U.S. 
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Government  aims  to  encourage  pollution 
controls  that  will  actually  limit  total 
emissions. 

Other  regTjlations  are  being  devel- 
oped that  should  further  reduce  future 
SO2  and  NOx  emissions,  including  stand- 
ards to  control  emissions  from  new  in- 
dustrial boilers,  which  should  be  in 
effect  by  the  end  of  the  decade. 

Expanded  Research.  In  addition  to 
regulatory  actions,  the  U.S.  Government 
has  funded  a  10-year  research  program 
targeted  specifically  at  causes  and  ef- 
fects of  acid  rain— the  National  Acid 
Precipitation  Assessment  Program. 
Since  1982,  steadily  rising  annual  budg- 
ets have  totaled  $225  million,  plus  an  ad- 
ditional $85  million  in  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  Research  funds  are  divided  among 
projects  studying  atmospheric  processes, 
terrestrial  effects,  deposition  monitoring, 
and  aquatic  effects. 

Among  other  things,  the  1985  pro- 
gram funded  projects  that: 

•  Increased  the  quality  of  manmade 
emissions  inventories; 

•  Accelerated  the  development  of 
atmospheric  models; 

•  Fully  implemented  the  nationwide 
wet  deposition  monitoring  network; 

•  Commenced  dry  deposition 
monitoring; 

•  Completed  the  first  phase  of  a 
National  Surface  Water  Survey; 

•  Conducted  soil  surveys  of 
representative  watersheds; 

•  Developed  methodologies  for  a  na- 
tional survey  of  forest  effects;  and 

•  Analyzed  control  technologies. 

Innovative  Technology.  The  move- 
ment of  acidic  substances  and  oxidants 
across  the  U.S. -Canadian  border  is 
receiving  particular  attention  by  both 
governments.  In  March  1985,  President 
Reagan  and  Canadian  Prime  Minister 
Mulroney  appointed  two  distinguished 
special  envoys.  Drew  Lewis  of  the 
United  States  and  Bill  Davis  of  Canada, 
to  study  the  transboundary  acid  rain  is- 
sue and  report  back  with  recommenda- 
tions on  ways  to  resolve  it. 


The  special  envoys  presented  their 
report  in  January  1986.  A  major  ele- 
ment of  their  recommendations  for  the 
United  States  is  a  5-year,  $5  billion  con- 
trol technology  commercial  demonstra- 
tion program,  cofunded  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  private  industry.  By 
demonstrating  in  exisiting  plants  the 
commercial  feasibility  of  innovative  con- 
trol technologies  that  promise  lower 
costs  and/or  greater  efficiencies,  this 
program  could  expand  the  list  of  control 
options  available  to  U.S.  industry,  facili- 
tate a  domestic  consensus  on  acid  rain, 
and  achieve  some  near-term  reductions 
in  transboundary  flows. 

The  U.S.  Government  has  stated 
that  it  will  seek  to  provide  the  future 
funding  recommended  by  the  special  en- 
voys. In  this  connection,  I  would  note 
that  the  United  States  has  already  ex- 
pended $2.2  billion  in  research  funds  be- 
tween fiscal  years  1981  and  1985  to 
develop  technologies  for  cleaner  use  of 
coal.  In  this  year's  budget,  $700  million 
is  earmarked  for  clean  coal  research  up 
to  1991.  In  addition,  an  $800  million 
joint  industry/government  program  to 
demonstrate  new  clean  ways  to  use  coal 
is  being  implemented. 

Cooperation  With  Canada.  The  en- 
voys also  recommended  that  the  two 
governments  put  in  place  mechanisms  to 
encourage  cooperation  on  this  issue. 
Exisiting  legislation  in  both  countries 
will  be  reviewed  to  identify  opportuni- 
ties to  control  transboundary  air  pollu- 
tion; acid  rain  will  remain  high  on  the 
agenda  of  meetings  between  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  Prime  Minister;  and  the 
two  governments  will  establish  a  bilater- 
al advisory  and  consultative  group  on 
transboundary  air  pollution. 


The  special  envoys  also  recom- 
mended enhanced  cooperative  research 
efforts  to  study  dry  deposition  monitor- 
ing; rates  of  aquatic  change;  impacts  on 
aquatic  biology,  forests,  and  materials; 
and  potential  damage  from  heavy 
metals. 

Conclusion 

Let  me  conclude  by  observing  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  this  year 
fully  endorsed  the  report  of  the  special 
envoys,  and  planning  is  now  underway 
to  implement  all  of  its  recommendations. 
As  the  report  stressed,  in  order  for 
progress  on  acid  rain  to  be  possible,  the 
recommendations  must  be  realistic: 
"they  must  not  ask  either  country  to 
make  a  sudden,  revolutionary  change  in 
its  position"  or  "call  for  immediate 
abandonment  of  major  policy  stands." 

I  should  emphasize  here  that  it  is 
not  U.S.  policy  to  wait  for  definitive  an- 
swers on  all  acid  rain  uncertainties  be- 
fore acting.  Decisions  on  acid  rain,  like 
other  environmental  decisions,  will  al- 
ways have  to  occur  in  the  face  of  some 
scientific  uncertainty.  The  United  States 
will  act  when  it  is  reasonably  certain 
that  such  action  will  achieve  its  intended 
results  and  that  those  results  will  justify 
the  social  and  economic  costs  involved. 

Thus,  while  the  United  States  has 
deferred  new  mandatory  controls  for 
acid  rain,  we  are  moving  ahead 
vigorously  with  the  programs  outlined 
above.  The  U.S.  Government  is  fully 
committed  to  finding  appropriate  solu- 
tions to  the  problem  of  acid  rain  as 
expeditiously  as  possible.  ■ 
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U.S. -European  Relations 


by  Rozanne  L.  Ridgway 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Europe  and  the  Middle  East  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
June  19,  1986.  Ambassador  Ridgway  is 
Assistant  Secretary  for  European  and 
Canadian  Affairs.  ^ 

I'm  pleased  to  accept  your  invitation  to 
appear  today  to  discuss  recent  develop- 
ments in  U.S. -European  relations,  in 
particular  the  President's  May  27  deci- 
sion on  interim  restraint,  and  the  pros- 
pects for  strategic  nuclear  arms  control. 
I  will  begin  with  a  review  of  that  deci- 
sion, but  I  want  also  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  review  the  totality  of  our 
agenda— arms  control,  bilateral  rela- 
tions, human  rights,  regional  issues— 
with  the  Soviet  Union. 

Interim  Restraint 

First,  the  interim  restraint  decision  of 
May  27,  as  the  President  himself 
described  it,  follows  an  undertaking  by 
the  President  in  -June  1985: 

.  .  .to  go  the  extra  mile,  dismantling  a 
Poseidon  submarine ...  to  give  the  Soviet 
I'nion  adequate  time  to  take  the  steps 
necessary  to  join  us  in  establishing  an  interim 
framework  of  truly  mutual  restraint. 
However,  I  made  it  clear  that,  as  subsequent 
U.S.  deployment  milestones  were  reached,  I 
would  assess  the  overall  situation  and  deter- 
mine future  U.S.  actions  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  in  light  of  Soviet  behavior  in  exercising 
restraint  comparable  to  our  own,  correcting 
their  noncompliance,  reversing  their  unwar- 
ranted military  buildup,  and  seriously  pursu- 
ing equitable  and  verifiable  arms  reduction 
agreements. 

By  this  May,  the  President  said,  in 
announcing  his  decision,  that  he  found 
"no  real  progress  toward  meeting  U.S. 
concerns  with  respect  to  the  general  pat- 
tern of  noncompliance.  .  . ";  "no  abate- 
ment of  the  Soviet  strategic  force 
buildup";  and  that  "we  have  yet  to  see 
the  Soviets  follow  up  constructively  on 
the  commitment  made  by  General 
Secretary  (Gorbachev  and  myself  to 
achieve  early  progress  in  the  Geneva 
negotiations.  ..." 

At  the  same  time,  the  President 
went  on  to  say,  he  has  found  himself 
faced  with  ongoing  decisions  on  U.S. 
military  plans  and  programs,  and  deter- 
mined that. 


.  .  .the  most  essential  near-term  response 
to  Soviet  noncompliance  remains  the  imple- 
mentation of  our  full  strategic  modernization 
program,  to  underwrite  deterrence  today,  and 
the  continued  pursuit  of  the  Strategic 
Defense  Initiative  (SDI)  research  program,  to 
see  if  it  is  possible  to  provide  a  safer  and 
more  stable  basis  for  our  future  security  and 
that  of  our  allies. 

As  one  step  in  implementing  the 
U.S.  strategic  modernization  program, 
the  President  said  he  had  directed  accel- 
eration of  the  advanced  cruise  missile 
program.  Although  he  announced  that 
for  economic  reasons  the  United  States 
will  retire  and  dismantle  two  Poseidon 
submarines  this  summer,  and  thus 
remain  technically  in  observance  of 
SALT  II  [strategic  arms  limitation  talks] 
limitations,  he  also  stated  his  intention 
not  to  dismantle  U.S.  strategic  systems 
to  compensate  for  the  131st  B-52  bomber 
equipped  for  cruise  missile  carriage, 
when  late  this  year  we  again  run  up 
against  a  theoretical  SALT  II  limitation. 
As  the  President  explained  on  May  27: 

...  in  the  future,  the  United  States  must 
base  decisions  regarding  its  strategic  force 
structure  on  the  nature  and  magnitude  of  the 
threat  posed  by  Soviet  strategic  forces  and 
not  on  standards  contained  in  the  SALT 
structure,  which  has  been  undermined  by 
Soviet  noncompliance,  and  especially  in  a 
flawed  SALT  II  treaty,  which  was  never 
ratified,  would  have  expired  if  it  had  been 
ratified,  and  has  been  violated  by  the  Soviet 
Union. 

In  addressing  the  President's  May 
27  decision  a  few  days  later  for  our 
European  allies  and  for  the  U.S.  press  at 
the  NATO  ministerial  in  Halifax, 
Secretary  Shultz  outlined  the  underlying 
rationale  in  these  terms: 

•  The  very  strong  allied  view  of  the 
need  to  maintain  a  credible  deterrent; 
and 

•  A  "shift  of  gears  from  a  form  of 
re.straint  under  a  treaty  that  was  never 
ratified  and  was  being  violated,  and,  for 
that  matter,  has  become  increasingly 
ob.solete ...  to  a  form  of  restraint  that 
looks  at  behavior  by  the  Soviet  Union 
and  looks  at  responsibilities  that  the 
United  States  has,  and  the  alliance  has, 
for  the  maintenance  of  our  defensive 
deterrent  capability." 


The  Secretary  described  the 
elements  of  the  decision  as  enhancing: 

•  Mutual  restraint,  not  interim 
restraint; 

•  The  goal  of  the  Geneva  negotia- 
tions—significant nuclear  weapons 
reductions— not  the  continuing  increases 
allowed  under  SALT  II; 

•  The  relevance  of  warheads  and 
throw  weight  as  measures  of  deliverable 
nuclear  power,  not  launchers,  the  pri- 
mary unit  of  account  of  SALT  II;  and 

•  A  responsible  U.S.  response  to 
unresolved  Soviet  arms  control  agree- 
ment violations. 

The  Secretary  pointed  to  flat  state- 
ments of  the  President  in  his  May  27 
statement  about  what  we  would  not  do: 

I  do  not  anticipate  any  appreciable 
numerical  growth  in  U.S.  strategic  offensive 
forces.  Assuming  no  significant  change  in  the 
threat  we  face  as  we  implement  the  strategic 
modernization  program,  the  United  Staes  will 
not  deploy  more  strategic  nuclear  delivery 
vehicles  than  does  the  Soviet  Union.  Further- 
more, the  United  States  will  not  deploy  more 
strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads  than  does 
the  Soviet  Union. 

The  consequence  of  the  President's 
decision  is  to  shift  gears  away  from  an 
increasingly  obsolete  standard  of 
limiting  increases  to  a  policy  which  per- 
mits us  to  defend  ourselves,  deter  Soviet 
aggression,  and  offer  the  prospect  of 
real  mutual  restraint  at  the  lowest  possi- 
ble level  of  forces.  The  President's 
message  is  one  of  restraint  and 
reductions. 

In  addition,  we  face  very  serious 
budgetary  constraints,  and  it  makes  no 
economic  sense  for  us  to  tear  down 
effective  deterrent  systems  while  the 
Soviet  nuclear  buildup  continues.  For 
example,  the  Soviets  have  gone  from 
about  5,000  to  about  9,000  warheads 
under  SALT  II. 

From  now  on,  U.S.  restraint  will  be 
based  on  the  nature  and  magnitude  of 
the  Soviet  threat.  If  the  Soviets  take 
constructive  steps  in  arms  control  by  the 
end  of  the  year,  the  President  will  take 
that  into  account.  No  decisions  have 
been  made  on  the  retention  of  individual 
U.S.  systems.  If  the  Soviets  exercise 
restraint,  the  President  will  exercise 
restraint  when  we  reach  the  next 
modernization  milestone.  But,  if  the 
President  should  decide  to  dismantle 
strategic  systems,  it  will  be  a  result  of 
his  assessment  of  U.S.  national  security 
in  the  light  of  what  the  Soviets  do  and 
not  because  of  an  obsolete  limit. 
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Whether  SALT  is  dead  or  ahve  is  a 
word  game  that  misses  the  real  issue.  I 
can  assure  you  that,  for  our  part, 
restraint  is  alive.  We  continue  to  encour- 
age the  Soviets  also  to  exercise  restraint 
and  take  constructive  arms  control 
steps. 

Arms  Control  Negotiations 

I  would  like  to  take  this  occasion  to  see 
where  we  are  across  the  range  of  arms 
control  negotiations  with  the  Soviets. 

Since  the  beginning  of  the  year,  the 
Soviets  have  made  a  number  of  arms 
control  proposals.  By  and  large,  these 
proposals  have  done  little  to  resolve  the 
concrete  obstacles  that  have  impeded 
progress  at  the  Geneva  negotiations. 
Recently,  however,  the  Soviets  have 
made  several  proposals  responding  to 
our  moves  of  last  November  and 
February. 

We  are  studying  these  proposals 
seriously  and  weighing  them  carefully  to 
determine  whether  they  build  on  areas 
of  convergence  and  help  to  move  the 
negotiations  forward.  Until  our  analysis 
is  complete,  I  do  not  want  to  character- 
ize the  proposals  in  any  way,  either  neg- 
atively or  positively.  It  is  also  important 
that  we  preserve  the  confidentiality  that 
is  necessary  if  we  are  to  move  forward. 
We  will  want  to  determine  whether 
the  Soviet  moves  lead  toward  an  agree- 
ment that  meets  our  standards— one  that 
is  effectively  verifiable,  that  provides  for 
deep  reductions,  and  which  promotes 
greater  strategic  stability. 

In  START  [strategic  arms  reduction 
talks],  we  seek  deep  and  stabilizing 
reductions,  particularly  in  ballistic 
missile  warheads  and  throw  weight. 
In  the  INF  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces]  framework,  our  goal 
remains  the  total  elimination  of  all  U.S. 
and  Soviet  LRINF  [longer  range  inter- 
mediate-range nuclear  forces]  missiles, 
but  we  are  also  ready  to  negotiate  on  the 
basis  of  our  November  proposal,  which 
would  provide  for  an  interim  agreement 
greatly  reducing  these  missiles  on  a 
global  basis.  An  INF  agreement  must 
take  account  of  the  threat  that  we  and 
our  allies  face  from  SS-20s  deployed  in 
Soviet  Asia.  A  U.S. -Soviet  agreement 
cannot  contain  constraints  on  British 
and  French  nuclear  forces,  and  an  agree- 
ment must  restrict  short-range  INF  so  it 
cannot  be  increased  to  substitute  for 
LRINF. 

In  the  defense  and  space  negotiating 
group,  we  continue  to  press  for  serious 
discussion  of  ways  that  greater  reliance 
on  strategic  defense  can  enhance 
stability. 


East  Berlin  Volkskammer  Elections 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  9,  1986' 

On  June  8,  1986,  the  authorities  of  the 
German  Democratic  Republic  (G.D.R.) 
held  elections  in  which  deputies  from  the 
Eastern  sector  of  Berlin  were  directly 
elected  to  the  G.D.R.  Volkskammer.  The 
Governments  of  France,  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Northern 
Ireland,  and  the  United  States  of 
America  will  present,  in  Moscow,  a  for- 
mal diplomatic  protest  to  the  Soviet 
Government  concerning  this  action. 
The  procedure  under  which  the 
Eastern  sector  of  Berlin  directly  elects 
representatives  to  the  Volkskammer, 
and  thereby  treats  this  sector  as  if  it 
were  part  of  the  territory  of  the  G.D.R., 
is  in  contradiction  with  the  wartime 
status  of  the  special  Berlin  area,  and 
accordingly,  also  in  contradiction  with 
the  Quadripartite  Agreement  of  Septem- 


ber 3,  1981,  which  applies  to  the  whole 
of  Berlin. 

The  Governments  of  France,  the 
United  Kingdom,  and  the  United  States 
have  publicly  stated  on  many  previous 
occasions  that  the  status  of  the  special 
Berlin  area  cannot  be  modified 
unilaterally  and  that  they  will  continue 
to  reject  all  attempts  to  put  in  question 
the  rights  and  responsibilities  which 
France,  the  United  Kingdom,  and  the 
United  States  retain  relating  to  Ger- 
many as  a  whole  and  to  all  four  sectors 
of  Berlin.  The  three  allied  governments 
reaffirm  that  no  unilateral  decision 
taken  by  G.D.R.  authorities  can  alter  the 
legal  situation  of  Greater  Berlin.  The 
three  governments  will  continue  to  exer- 
cise their  full  rights  and  responsibilities 
in  Berlin. 


'Made  available  to  news  correspondents 
by  Department  spokesman  Bernard  Kalb.  ■ 


European  Communities' 
Agricultural  Markets 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JULY  2,  1986' 

The  President  announced  today  that  a 
provisional  agreement  has  been  reached 
to  keep  European  Community  (EC) 
agricultural  markets  open  to  U.S. 
exports.  The  agreement  was  reached 
after  the  United  States  threatened 
retaliation  in  the  face  of  proposed  EC 
tariffs  in  connection  with  the  expansion 
of  the  EC  to  include  Spain  and  Portugal. 
This  agreement  is  important  for 
American  farmers  in  that  it  will  allow 
U.S.  exports  of  corn  and  sorghum  to 
Spain  to  continue  while  further  negoti- 
ations are  conducted  under  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade. 

The  President  applauds  the  EC's 
flexibility  in  helping  to  avert  a  con- 
frontation on  this  issue.  He  also  con- 


gratulates U.S.  Trade  Representative 
Clayton  Yeutter  and  Agriculture 
Secretary  Richard  Lyng  for  skillfully 
negotiating  this  interim  solution.  He 
believes  this  arrangement  will  enhance 
the  Administration's  policy  of  expanding 
trade  through  reduced  protectionist  har- 
riers and  increased  fairness  for  U.S. 
exporters. 

The  dispute  arose  over  new  EC 
measures  which  took  effect  March  1, 
which  had  the  potential  of  restricting 
over  $600  million  in  U.S.  farm  exports  to 
Spain.  On  March  31  the  President 
announced  his  intention  to  take  action 
against  the  new  restrictions  absent  prog- 
ress with  the  EC  in  resolving  the 
dispute. 

'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  July  7,  1986.  ■ 


In  MBFR  [mutual  and  balanced  force 
reductions],  NATO's  December  move 
made  several  major  concessions  in  order 
to  break  the  13-year  deadlock  in  the 
Vienna  talks.  It  adopted  the  basic 
framework  for  agreement  proposed  by 
the  East  last  year;  so  we  are  now 
negotiating  from  the  same  script.  It  also 


dropped  the  longstanding  requirement 
for  data  agreement  on  Eastern  force 
levels  prior  to  reductions,  which  the 
Soviets  have  long  claimed  to  be  the  main 
barrier  to  agreement. 

We  are  thus  disappointed  that,  in 
disregard  of  these  important  steps,  the 
Eastern  response  merely  resurfaced  old. 
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unacceptable  provisions  from  previous 
proposals,  with  no  progress  on  key 
verification  issues.  Despite  [Soviet 
General  Secretary]  Gorbachev's  Janu- 
ary 15  commitment  to  accept  reasonable 
monitoring  in  MBFR,  the  Soviets  con- 
tinued to  insist  on  purely  voluntary 
on-site  inspection,  and  even  backtracked 
on  some  verification  measures. 

The  purpose  of  the  CDE  [Conference 
on  Confidence-  and  Security-Building 
Measures  and  Disarmament  in  Europe] 
talks  in  Stockholm  is  to  negotiate 
verifiable  confidence-building  and  secu- 
rity measures.  These  won't  control  arms 
or  limit  their  use.  The  U.S. -NATO  goal 
is  to  establish  a  regime  to  increase 
transparency  in  European  military  activ- 
ities. We  want  to  require  all  states  with 
European  military  activities  to  notify 
other  states  that  they  will  be  having 
exercises  and  to  invite  observers.  We  are 
also  asking  for  an  exchange  of  calendars 
of  planned  activities  1  year  in  advance. 

But  the  crux  of  the  matter  is  verifi- 
cation, especially  of  questions  raised  by 
unannounced  military  activities.  It  would 
be  worse  to  have  an  unverifiable  set  of 
confidence-  and  security-building  meas- 
ures from  Stockholm  than  no  concluding 
document.  Today,  it  is  difficult  to  tell 
what  Stockholm's  prospects  are.  The 
conference  adjourns  September  19. 

In  a  more  sweeping  approach  to  con- 
ventional arms  control  in  Europe,  on 
April  18  Gorbachev  called  for  substantial 
reductions  in  ground  and  air  forces  of 
European  states,  and  relevant  U.S.  and 
(Canadian  forces,  from  the  Atlantic  to 
the  Urals.  Reduced  units  would  be 
disbanded,  and  armaments  would  be 
destroyed  or  returned  to  national  terri- 
tory. June  11  Warsaw  Pact  elaboration 
called  for  alliance-to-alliance  cuts  of 
100,000-150,000  on  each  side  within  a 
year  or  two,  followed  by  further  cuts  in 
ground  and  tactical  air  forces  to  about 
25'7r)  below  current  levels  by  the  early 
1 990s. 

At  last  month's  NATO  meeting  in 
Halifax,  alliance  foreign  ministers 
reaffirmed  their  goal  of  strengthening 
stability  and  security  in  the  whole  of 
P'urope  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals 
through  increased  openness  and  the 
establishment  of  a  verifiable,  comprehen- 
sive, and  stable  balance  of  conventional 
forces  at  lower  levels.  To  work  urgently 
toward  the  achievement  of  this  goal, 
NATO  ministers  set  up  a  high-level  task 
force  on  conventional  arms  control.  The 
work  of  that  group  will  address  the 
recent  Warsaw  Pact  proposal. 

In  the  chemical  weapons  ban 
negotiations  in  the  Geneva  Conference 


on  Disarmament  (CD)  we  are  pressing 
for  a  substantive  Soviet  response  to  our 
proposals  on  key  verification  issues,  par- 
ticularly challenge  inspection.  Moscow's 
purely  voluntary  approach  on  challenge 
inspection  contrasts  with  the  majority  of 
CD  members'  views  on  the  need  for  a 
stringent  obligation  to  accept  inspection. 
On  April  22,  the  Soviets  fleshed  out 
Gorbachev's  earlier  remarks  on  chemical 
weapons  production  facilities,  including 
the  systematic  on-site  inspection  of  their 
destruction.  We  welcomed  this  elabora- 
tion, but  details  need  to  be  ironed  out 
and  other  key  verification  issues 
addressed. 

Broader  U.S. -Soviet  Agenda 

The  President  commented  upon  his 
return  from  Geneva  last  November  that 
U.S. -Soviet  relations  seemed  to  be 
headed  in  the  right  direction,  but  that 
there  would  be  hard  work  ahead. 

Since  the  summit,  there  has  been 
some  progress  in  the  bilateral  area.  The 
Soviets  have  taken  several  welcome 
steps  on  humanitarian  cases,  although  in 
highly  selected  areas  of  their  very 
deficient  overall  record  on  human  rights. 
Our  exchanges  on  regional  issues  have 
continued,  although  we  still  see  no  sign 
of  Soviet  readiness  to  seek  negotiated 
solutions  to  regional  conflicts  that  con- 
tinue to  damage  East- West  relations. 
Progress  on  arms  control  as  I  have 
outlined  has  been  disappointing, 
especially  in  light  of  the  agreement  at 
the  summit  to  accelerate  the  work  of  the 
nuclear  and  space  talks  in  Geneva. 

Prospects  for  Summit 

The  Soviets  have  reaffirmed  their  inte- 
rest in  a  1986  summit,  to  which  they 
agreed  at  Geneva,  but  have  yet  to  pro- 
vide the  date.  Moreover,  the  Soviets 
have  so  far  declined  to  hold  a  meeting 
between  Secretary  Shultz  and  Foreign 
Minister  Shevardnadze,  despite  their 
commitment  at  the  Geneva  summit  to  a 
regular  dialogue  between  the  foreign 
ministers. 

We  continue  to  believe  that  a 
summit  in  the  United  States  this  year, 
and  meetings  between  the  foreign 
ministers  to  prepare  for  it,  could  foster 
progress  on  the  whole  spectrum  of  the     , 
U.S. -Soviet  agenda:  arms  control, 
regional  questions,  human  rights,  and 
bilateral  issues.  We  are  proceeding  on 
the  assumption  that  the  1986  summit 
will  be  held  as  the  Soviet  Union  and  we 
agreed  at  Geneva. 


Romanian  Most  Favored  Nation 
Decision 

The  President,  under  the  terms  of  the 
1974  Trade  Act,  submitted  a  determi- 
nation to  Congress  on  June  3  that  MEN 
[most  favored  nation]  trade  status  be 
renewed  for  Romania,  Hungary,  and  the 
People's  Republic  of  China. 

As  the  President  stated  in  his  mes- 
sage to  Congress,  and  as  Counselor 
[Edward]  Derwinski  testified  on  June  10 
to  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Sub- 
committee on  International  Trade,  the 
decision  to  renew  MFN  for  Romania  was 
a  difficult  one  but,  on  balance,  our  inter- 
ests are  served  by  renewal.  The 
President  determined  that  there  was 
substantial  emigration  from  Romania— 
the  criterion  established  by  the 
Jackson-Vanik  amendment— and  that,  in 
a  relationship  which  includes  MFN,  we 
can  have  some  modest  influence 
generally  over  Romanian  human  rights 
performance.  Recent  releases  of  political 
and  religious  activists  from  prison,  and 
announcement  of  a  general  amnesty  for 
political  prisoners,  are  examples  of  this 
influence. 

We  are  concerned  about  keeping 
faith  with  the  several  thousand 
Romanian  citizens  who  have  declared  a 
desire  to  emigrate  to  the  United  States 
and  are  qualified,  under  U.S.  law,  to 
come  here.  We  also  are  determined  to 
exert  whatever  influence  we  can  to 
moderate  Romanian  abuses  of  human 
rights  in  other  areas,  particularly  in  the 
area  of  religious  expression.  As  bad  as 
the  Romanian  record  in  this  area  is,  we 
judge  that  it  would  become  even  worse  if 
we  abandon  the  one  tool  that  has  pro- 
vided us  with  some  leverage. 

Controls  at  Berlin  Sector 
Crossing  Points 

On  May  26  the  G.D.R.  [German 
Democratic  Republic]  attempted  to 
impose  new  controls  at  the  sector  line 
which  divides  Berlin.  What  the  G.D.R. 
wanted  to  do  was  to  control  the  pass- 
ports of  diplomats  who  live  in  East 
Berlin  as  they  cross  into  the  West,  and 
to  demand  visas  of  diplomats  who  live  in 
West  Berlin  as  they  cross  into  the  East 
on  day  trips.  In  both  cases,  this  would 
have  constituted  a  change  in  the  existing 
situation  in  Berlin  and  was  a  clear 
attempt  to  erode  further  the  principle  of 
free  circulation  in  Greater  Berlin. 

We  regard  Berlin  as  one  city  under 
four  power  administration.  We  take  the 
view  that  the  G.D.R.  has  no  competence 
for  matters  affecting  Berlin,  and  we 
have  never  recognized  G.D.R.  efforts  to 
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transform  the  sector  line  in  Berlin  into 
an  international  border.  We  maintain  the 
principle  of  freedom  of  circulation  within 
Greater  Berlin,  and  we  adhere  to  the 
principle  contained  in  the  Quadripartite 
Agreement  that  changes  in  the  existing 
situation  in  the  city  can  only  be  made 
with  the  agreement  of  the  four 
powers— the  United  States,  the  United 
Kingdom,  France,  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

Now,  the  key  to  dealing  successfully 
with  this  kind  of  thing  is  united  action  by 
the  Western  countries.  I  am  happy  to 
report  that  Western  solidarity  in 
resisting  the  G.D.R.  attempt  has  been 
very  good.  Western  diplomats  in  East 
Berlin  have  refused  to  surrender  their 
passports  to  the  G.D.R.  guards  at  sector 
crossing  points,  and  they  and  their 
families  have  put  up  with  considerable 
inconvenience  in  temporarily  losing  easy 
access  to  West  Berlin.  They  have  had  to 
make  a  very  long  circuitous  trip  around 
the  city  to  a  recognized  international 
crossing  point,  which  is  particularly  dif- 
ficult for  individuals  who  work  in  the 
West  and  for  children  who  go  to  school 
there. 

At  the  NATO  ministerial  meeting  in 
Halifax  the  British,  French,  and 
American  foreign  ministers  agreed  on  a 
course  of  action  which  resulted  in 
approaches  to  the  Soviets,  both  in  Berlin 
and  in  Moscow.  A  number  of  other 
Western  governments  also  voiced  objec- 
tions to  the  G.D.R.  and  the  Soviets. 

The  result  of  our  efforts  was  that  the 
G.D.R.  very  quickly  rescinded  its  new 
demands  for  British,  French,  and 
American  diplomats  in  East  Berlin.  We 
continued  our  efforts  on  behalf  of  those 
countries  which  were  maintaining 
solidarity  with  us.  So,  the  G.D.R.  then 
announced  that  the  measures  it  had 
declared  earlier  had  been  "temporary," 
and  that  new  tamper-proof  diplomatic 
identification  cards  would  be  issued  to 
diplomats  in  East  Berlin  for  use  in  cross- 
ing into  the  West.  These  new  cards  are 
being  issued  this  week,  and  we  will 
watch  very  carefully  to  ensure  that  they 
constitute  a  return  to  the  status  quo 
ante. 

We  are  not  completely  out  of  the 
woods  yet.  There  remains  the  question 
of  the  G.D.R.  attempt  to  demand  visas 
from  diplomats  in  West  Berlin  going  on 
day  trips  into  the  East.  As  necessary  we 
will  continue  our  approaches  to  the 
Soviets  in  conjunction  with  our  allies. 


Spanish  Security  Negotiations 

Secretary  Shultz  and  Spanish  Foreign 
Minister  Fernandez  Ordonez  cochaired 
the  annual  meeting  of  the  U.S. -Spanish 
Council  in  Washington  on  May  27.  They 
had  friendly,  productive  private  discus- 
sions over  lunch  and  during  a  private 
meeting.  The  main  outcome  of  the 
meeting  was  agreement  to  begin 
negotiations  for  renewing  our  bilateral 
basing  rights  agreement  in  Madrid  on 
July  10.  In  accordance  with  a  joint  state- 
ment issued  in  Madrid  last  December, 
the  negotiations  will  also  address  the 


phased  reduction  of  the  U.S.  military 
presence  in  Spain,  "based  on  the 
assumption  by  the  Spanish  armed  forces 
of  specific  responsibilities  and  missions 
currently  undertaken  by  U.S.  forces  in 
Spain,  while  maintaining  the  overall 
defensive  capabilities  and  level  of 
security  for  both  countries  and  their 
allies." 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


U.S. -Yugoslav  Relations 


by  Michael  H.  Armacost 

Address  before  the  U.S. -Yugoslav 
Economic  Council  in  Cavtat,  Yugoslavia, 
on  June  2.  1986.  Ambassador  Armacost 
is  Under  Secretary  for  Political  Affairs. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  your  annual 
meeting.  The  council  has  done  much  to 
promote  expanded  tr-ade  between  our 
two  c(iiintiies.  Cavtat  richly  deserves  its 
i-eputation  as  an  excjuisite  location  in  a 
beautiful  country.  I  am  sure  I  speak  for 
all  the  American  guests  present  in 
thanking  our  Yugoslav  hosts  for  your 
warm  hospitality. 

This  council  naturally  (leyotejiitself 
to  the  furthei-  development  of  trade. 
Your  woTTTTUso  symHoTizt's  a'bi'oader 
shared  purpose:  the  efforts  that  two 
countries  with  different  economic  and 
social  systems  ar-e  making  to  strengthen 
their  relationship  and  learn  more  about 
each  other.  The  success  of  our  efforts  is 
closely  connected  to  the  vitality  of  our 
res))ective  economies  as  well  as  to  our 
resp(jnses  to  the  global  economic  and 
political  challenges  we  face. 

Let  me  comment  briefly  on: 

•  U.S. -Yugoslav  relations; 

•  The  U.S.  economic  situation, 
global  economic  issues,  and  expanding 
U.S. -Yugoslav  tr-ade;  and 

•  Our-  appr-oach  to  br-oader  issues 
beai'ing  on  oiu-  bilater-al  r-elationship. 

Historical  Perspectives 

Less  than  a  month  ago,  on  the 
anniver-sar-y  of  V-E  Day,  Yugoslavia's 
dead  of  two  world  war-s  wer-e  honor-ed  in 
wreath-laying  cer-emonies  at  the  tomb  of 
Yugoslavia's  unknown  soldier-.  Designed 


by  the  great  Cr-oatian  sculptor-,  Ivan 
Mestr-ovic,  this  dr-amatic  mausoleum  on 
top  of  Avala  Mountain,  near-  Belgr-ade,  is 
flanked  on  all  sides  by  huge  mar-ble 
statues  of  the  var-ious  ethnic  {)eoples  of 
Yugoslavia.  Silhouetted  tall  and  defiant 
against  the  sky,  these  statues  symbolize 
Yugoslavia's  firm  deter-mination  to 
defend  its  har-d-won  independence 
against  any  attacker*. 

Few  countr-ies  have  suffer-ed  as 
greatly  at  the  hands  of  for-eign  invaders 
as  has  Yugoslavia.  No  countr-y  has 
r-esisted  mor-e  her-oically.  And  Yugo- 
slavia has  always  been  liber-ated  by 
Yugoslav  pati-iots  themselves. 

As  Arnei-icans,  we  ai-e  pr-oud  to  have 
been  allied  with  Yugoslavia  in  both 
vvor-ld  war-s.  We  ar-e  pr-oud  to  have  had  a 
r-ole  in  the  cr-eation  of  the  moder-n  nation 
of  Yugoslavia  after-  Wor-ld  War  I.  And 
we  ar-e  pleased  that,  since  the  end  of 
Woi-ld  War-  II,  we  have  steadfastly 
sui)poi-led  Yugoslavia's  independence, 
unity,  and  tei-r-itor'ial  integr-ity. 

Our-  bilater-al  r-elationshij)  has  moved 
thi'ough  a  number  of  phases  in  the  past 
40  year-s.  It  is,  today,  comprehensive 
and  fr-uitful.  It  has  been  mar-ked  by  the 
exchange  of  high-level  visits.  Dur-ing  the 
Reagan  Administr-ation,  Vice  President 
Bush,  Secr-etar-ies  (of  State  and  of 
Defense!  Shultz  and  Weinber-ger-,  and 
the  for-mei-  Chair-man  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  Gener-al  Vessey,  have  visited 
this  countr-y.  Pr-esident  of  the  Pi-esi- 
dency  Spiljak  and  Pi-ime  Minister 
Planinc  have  come  to  the  United  States. 

We  have  very  str-ong  cultur-al, 
educational,  and  scientific  exchanges. 
These  have  been  bolster-ed  by  the 
Fulbr-ight  agr-eement  we  signed  in  19(54 
and  by  our  cooi)er-ative  scientific 
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ivseai-ch  pi-oii'i-am,  jointly  funded  at 
almost  $4  million  annually.  These 
exchange  pi'ograms  with  Yugoslavia  are 
among  the  lai-gest  we  have  with  any 
country  in  the  woi'ld. 

Oui'  ]XM)i)les  also  have  longstanding- 
ties.  Some  2  million  Americans  in  all 
i-egions  and  all  walks  of  life  trace  theii- 
ethnic  roots  to  Yugoslavia.  The  second 
lai'gest  Slovenian  city  in  the  world  is 
Cleveland,  Ohio;  the  current  Governor 
of  Minnesota,  Rudi  Peipich,  is  of 
Croatian  descent.  And  inci'easing 
numbei's  of  American  tourists— more 
than  50,0(X)  in  1985— are  enjoying  their 
holidays  in  your'  beautiful  and 
iiitei'esting  country,  particulaiiy  your 
glorious  Adriatic  coast. 
.:j  And,  of  coui'se,  our  economic 

■    relations  continue  to  grow.  During  1985, 
our  total  bilateral  ti-ade  I'eached  $1.2 
billion.  Before  dwelling  at  greatei' 
length  on  U.S. -Yugoslav  trade  ties, 
however,  let  me  say  a  few  words  about 
the  U.S.  economic  situation  and  about 
our  global  economic  policies. 

A  Market-Oriented  Approach 

In  today's  interdependent  world,  where 
economic  success  depends  upon  ra])id 
communications  and  highly  motivated 
and  pi'oductive  labor  forces,  market- 
oi'iented  economic  policies  are  the  key  to 
sustained  economic  gi'owth.  The 
countries  that  have  prospered  in  the  last 
decade  have  shai'ed  a  reliance  on  such 
policies.  Their  i)eoples  work;  they  save; 
they  invest;  they  expoil.  Above  all, 
these  countries  unleash  the  creative 
energies  of  their  people. 

These  successful  counti'ies  have 
relied  primarily  on  markets  to  set 
interest  I'ates  and  prices  and  have 
maintained  a])pro])i'iate  exchange  rates. 
They  have  encoui'aged  private  initiative, 
avoided  excessive  govei'nmental  I'egula- 
tion,  and  provided  adetjuate  incentives 
for  pi-oductive  investment.  They  have 
also  avoided  excessive  government 
consumption. 

Our  own  I'ecent  ex])erience  is  well- 
known.  In  the  late  197()s,  our  economy 
was  ))lague(l  by  "stagtlation"— a 
combination  of  low  overall  economic 
growth  and  high  inflation.  High 
government  consumj)tion  I'equired  high 
taxes,  which  i-eckiced  .savings,  i-emoved 
incentives  for  j)roductive  investment, 
and  produced  a  high  rate  of  unemploy- 
ment. Pr-esident  Reagan  came  to  office 
convinced  that  a  new  approach  was 
needed,  and  he  proceeded  ([uite  (juickly 
to  retkice  government  exi)enditures, 
taxes,  and  go\'ei'nmcntal  regulations. 


The  results  of  that  approach  are  now- 
evident. 

•  The  American  economy  is  in  its 
fourth  consecutive  year  of  expansion. 

•  About  10  million  new  jobs  have 
been  cr-eated. 

•  Inflation  is  running  at  less  than 
49c,  and  interest  rates  are  at  their 
lowest  levels  in  almost  a  decade. 

•  Prospects  for  continuing,  buoyant 
growth  this  year  and  next  ai'e  good. 

In  some  ai'eas,  we  clearly  need  to 
make  more  progress.  Our  Federal 
budget  deficit  is  one  ai-ea  in  which 
progi'ess  is  particularly  recjuired. 
Interest  rates  are  another.  Though 
falling,  they  are  still  too  high.  Oui-  trade 
deficit  is  a  third.  Last  year,  it  reached 
$148  billion— more  than  enough  to  raise 
intense  protectionist  i)ressui'es  in  our 
Congress. 

A  number  of  hopeful  global  economic 
ti-ends  should  help  reduce  this  deficit, 
among  them  reduced  oil  prices, 
depreciation  of  the  dollar,  and  strong 
economic  gi'owth  in  other  industi'ialized 
countries.  Nonetheless,  we  recognize 
the  need  to  act  vigorously  to  eliminate 
these  weak  spots  in  our  economic 
performance. 

We  are  encoui'aged  by  the  fact  that    . 
other  countries— including  Yugoslavia,    -^ 
with  its  unique  brand  of  socialism— have 
also  placed  gi'eater  reliance  on  market- 
oi-iented  policies.  Following  the  ])assage 
and  imjjlementation  of  its  long-term 
program  of  economic  stabilizatioi-i, 
Yugoslavia  has  made  gi'eat  strides 
towai'd  rationalizing  investment 
decisions,  adjusting  domestic  interest 
rates  sufficiently  to  take  inflation  into 
account,  I'ealigning  the  dinar  realisti- 
cally, and,  above  all,  promoting  an 
export-oriented  policy. 

As  a  result  of  these  ])olicies, 
significant  pi-ogress  in  economic 
stabilization  has  occurred,  although 
continued  high  inflation  and  unemploy- 
ment still  recjuire  some  degree  of 
austerity.  At  the  beginning  of  1983, 
Yugoslavia  was  running  huge  balance-of- 
payments  deficits;  it  was  on  the  bi'ink  of 
b(Mi-ig  unable  to  pay  its  foreign  loans. 
Through  strenuous  efforts  and  a 
measui'e  of  economic  hardship,  you  have 
managed  to  tur'n  a  1982  hard  currency,  , 
current  account  deficit  of  $1.6  billion 
into  3  years  of  successive  surpluses. 

This  I'eversal  of  Yugoslavia's  ti-ade 
(k^ficit  has  had  a  j)ositive  impact  on  your 
debt  position.  You  have  been  able  not 
only  to  remain  current  on  your  foi'eign 
debts  but  also  to  begin  reducing-  your 
debt.  You  are  one  of  the  verv  few  maitu' 


debtor  countries  to  do  so.  The  recent 
signing  of  both  commei'cial  bank  and 
official  I'escheduling  agreements  reflects 
increased  confidence  in  Yugoslavia's 
economic  performance.  These  agree- 
ments set  the  framework  for 
Yugoslavia's  debt  i'escheduling  through 
1988.  In  addition,  for  the  first  time  since 
1979,  Yugoslavia  will  not  have  an  IMF 
[Intei'national  Monetary  Fund]  standby 
jjrogram  but,  rather,  an  enhanced 
surveillance  arrangement.  The  United 
States,  together  -with  many  other 
countries,  is  pleased  to  have  helped 
provide  appi'opriate  financial  assistance 
to  Yugoslavia  dui'ing  this  difficult 
adjustment  period. 

The  I'ecent  Tokyo  summit  put 
suppoi't  for  developing  country 
adjustment  policies  high  on  its  ageiida. 
Measures  endorsed  by  the  summit 
included  Treasury  Secretary  Baker's 
"Program  for  Sustained  Growth,"  an 
early  and  substantial  eighth  IDA 
[International  Development  Association] 
replenishment,  and  implementation  of 
the  IMF's  new  structural  adjustment 
facility.  All  these  efforts  recognize  the 
need  for  both  developed  and  develo]3ing 
nations  to  implement  effective 
adjustment  policies.  Without  reforms- 
such  as  the  development  of  more 
efficient  capital  and  equity  markets; 
I'ationalization  and  pi'ivatization  of  public 
enterprises;  liberalizatioii  of  foi'eigTi 
trade  and  iiivestment  policy;  and 
reduction  of  subsidies,  price  controls, 
and  cori'U])tion— no  amount  of  external 
financing-  can  sustaiii  growth. 

An  Open  World  Trading  System 

Beyond  sound  domestic  economic 
policies,  we  believe  economic  growth 
depends  on  the  maintenance  of  a  fi'ee 
and  open  world  trading  system.  History 
shows  that  periods  of  trade  liberaliza- 
tion lead  to  increased  economic  growth. 
Unhampei'ed  trade  pi'omotes  a  mutually 
profitable  international  division  of  labor, 
enhances  the  potential  real  national 
I)ro(kict  of  all  countries,  and  makes 
possible  higher  standards  of  living  all 
around  the  world. 

The  international  community  has 
made  enormous  progi'ess  in  reducing 
traditional  trade  bari'iei's  during  the 
past  40  yeai's.  The  Kennedy  Round 
reduced  tai'iffs  in  nonagricultural 
products  by  about  35^7^,  and  the  1979 
Tokyo  Round  I'educed  tariffs,  on  the 
average,  by  33'/f.  These  cuts  conti'ibuted 
to  the  substantial  inci'ease  in  world 
ti'ade  that  occurred  dui'ing  this  .same 
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Geography 

Area:  255,804  sq.  km.  (99,000  sc).  mi.);  about 
the  size  of  the  State  of  Wyoming.  Cities: 
Cap/fa/- Belgrade  (pop.  1,300.000).  Other 
CfYie.s-Zagreb  (700,000),  Skopje  (440,000), 
Sarajevo  (400,000),  Ljubljana  (300,000).  Ter- 
rain: One-third  lowland  hills  and  plains,  with 
remainder  mostly  mountainous.  Climate: 
Coast,  hot  in  summer,  rainy  and  mild  in 
winter;  inland,  warm  in  summer,  cold  in 
winter. 


sovisr  umu 


People 

Nationality:  Noioi  and  adjective— 
Yugoslav(s).  Population  (July  1985  est.): 
23,137,000.  Annual  growth  rate:  0.7% 
Ethnic  groups  (clearly  defined,  1981  census): 
Serbs  36.2%,  Croats  19.7%,  Bosnian  Muslims 
B.9%,  Slovenes  7.8%,  Albanians  7.7%, 
Macedonians  5.9%,  Yugoslavs  5.4%,  Montene- 
grins 2.5%,  Hungarians  1.9%,  Gypsies  .7%, 
Turks  .5%>,  Slovaks  .4%,  Romanians  .2%, 
Ruthenians/Ukrainians  .2%,  Other  2%. 
Religrions:  Ea.stern  Orthodox  (Serbian  and 
Macedonian)  41%,  Roman  Catholic  32%, 
Muslim  12'2,  other  '.Vi ,  none  12%. 


Languages:  Serbo-Croatian,  Slovenian, 
Macedonian  (official);  Albanian,  Hungarian, 
Italian.  Education:  Attendance— 99% 
(primary  school,  1979).  Literacy— 90%. 
Health:  Infant  mortality  rate 
(1983)— 31.7/1,000.  Life  expectancy— men  fi8 
yrs.,  women  73  yrs.  Work  force  (1984):  9.7 
million.  Nnnagricultural—iiA  million. 
Agricultural— 2M  million.  Unemployed— l.O 
million. 

Government 

Type:  Federal  Republic.  Independence: 
December  1,  1918.  Constitution:  February 
1974. 

Branches:  Executive— preskleni  of  the 
Presidency  (chief  of  state)  rotated  annually 
from  among  the  collective  body.  Premier 
(head  of  government  and  president  of  the 
Federal  Executive  Council,  4-yr.  term). 
Lefir(s/n^(i'e— bicameral  Federal  Assembly 
(308  delegates) :  Federal  Chamber,  Chamber 
of  Republics  and  Provinces;  Federal  Execu- 
tive Council  (Cabinet;  Assembly's  executive 
arm).  .///rfuvaZ-Constitutional  Court,  Federal 
Supreme  Court. 

Administrative  subdivisions:  6  republics. 
2  autonomous  provinces. 

Political  party:  League  of  Communists  of 
Yugoslavia.  Suffrage:  Universal  over  18. 

Defense  (1983  est.):  5.2%  of  GNP. 

National  holidays:  New  Year's  Day, 
May  Day  (May  1-2),  Fighter's  Day  (July  4), 
Day  of  the  Republic  (Nov.  29-30). 

Flag:  Blue,  white,  and  red  horizontal 
stripes  with  a  centered  five-pointed  red  star 
edged  in  gold. 

Economy 

(;NP  (1984):  .$4(i.3  billion.  Annual  growth 
rate  (1983-84):  \.19,.  Per  capita  GNP  (1984): 
$2,017.  Avg.  inflation  rate  (1984):  57%. 


Natural  resources:  Coal,  copper,  bauxite, 
timber,  iron,  antimony,  chromium,  lead,  zinc, 
asbestos,  mercury. 

Agriculture  (16%  of  GDP):  Productn- 
corn,  wheat,  tobacco,  sugar  beets,  livestock. 
Land— 69%  arable,  33%  of  which  is  plowland. 

Industry  (47%  of  GDP):  Ti/pe-s-wood, 
processed  food,  nonferrous  metals, 
machinery,  textiles,  leather  goods, 
construction. 

Trade  (1984):  Expoiis-$10.2  billion: 
agricultural  products  (including  processed 
meats),  wooden  furniture,  leather  goods  and 
shoes,  textiles,  ships,  mineral  ores,  metal 
products,  tobacco.  Major  markets— \]SSR, 
Italy,  FRG,  Czechoslovakia,  US. 
Impo)is—$\2  billion:  machinery  and  metal 
products,  chemicals,  iron,  petroleum,  coking 
coal,  steel,  agricultural  products.  Major 
,so(/rce.s-USSR,  FRG,  Iraq,  Italy. 

Official  exchange  rate  (July  1985):  285 
dinars  =  US$1. 

Economic  aid  received:  Total 
(1945-76)-$5  billion.  US  aid  (1949-65)-$2.9 
billion,  including  $700  million  in  grant 
military  assistance  (1951-59).  US  economic 
aid  ceased  on  January  1,  1967. 

Membership  in  International 
Organizations 

UN  and  its  specialized  and  related  agencies, 
including  the  International  Monetary  Fund 
(IMF),  the  World  Bank,  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency  (IAEA),  and  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT);  Council  for  Mutual  Economic 
Assistance  (CEMA,  observer  status); 
Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and 
Development  (OECD);  Nonaligned  Movement. 

Taken  from  the  Background  Notes  of  October 
1985.  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  Editor:  Juanita 
Adams.  ■ 


period.  Between  19(51  and  1984,  world 
trade  ^ww  by  G%  each  year;  wor-ld 
output  by  4''/(  each  yeai'. 

All  nations  .share  a  stake  in 
maintaininj^-  and  strenj>lheninK"  this 
tradinj>-  system.  We  in  the  United  States 
certainly  do.  In  recent  years,  however, 
protectioni.st  pressures  have  inci-eased 
around  the  world.  The  stronj>ly 
protectionist  tr'ade  bill  recently  passed 
by  the  U.S.  House  of  Rei)resentatives 
shows  that  even  the  Amer-ican  market, 
which  we  i-ej^-ai'd  as  the  most  open  in 


the  world,  is  not  immune.  Huge  trade 
deficits  and  a  peix-eption  that  trade  is 
not  fr-ee  and  fair  have  fueled  ))opulai- 
outcries  for  a  lejfislative  i-emedy. 

The  Reajian  Administration  does  not 
believe  protectionist  measures  are  the 
ansvvei-  to  trade  i)roblems.  Indeed,  the 
President  has  pledji'ed  he  will  veto  such 
lef)islation.  Internationally,  protection- 
ism in  one  country  I'islts  fueling  i)i'otec- 
tionism  in  other  countries— to  the 
eventual  disadvantage  of  all.  Domesti- 
cally, trade  restrictions  will  only  i-aisc 


the  cost  of  i)ro(iuction  and  the  cost  of 
living.  In  the  end,  such  measuivs  will 
not  save  jobs. 

Major  efforts  are  reciuired  to 
strengthen  and  preser-ve  the  woi'ld 
trading  system.  All  countries  will  need 
to  join  in  effective  negotiations  to 
dismantle  unfair  trade  barriei-s, 
eliminate  sub.sidies  and  other  unfair 
trade  practices,  ojien  markets  even 
fuilher,  and  strengthen  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tai-iffs  and  Trade 
(GATT). 
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The  Tokyo  summit  ap-eed  on  a 
numbei-  of  measures  to  safeguard  the 
o])en  ti-ading  system  and  prospects  for 
futui-e  world  growth.  To  address  the 
underlying  causes  of  trade  imbalances,  it 
agreed  on  measures  to  improve  coordi- 
nation of  economic  policies  among  the 
seven  summit  nations  and  to  promote 
sti-ongei-  and  more  balanced  growth  and 
gi-eatei-  exchange  rate  stability. 
'~^      To  i)resei've  the  trading  system,  the 
summit  strongly  supported  the  early 
launching  of  a  comprehensive  new  round 
\/-of  multilateral  trade  negotiations  in  the 
GATT.  Comprehensive  negotiations  are 
needed  to  resolve  traditional  issues  of 
mai-ket  access  of  agr-iculture  as  well  as 
to  address  new  issues  such  as  services, 
intellectual  pro])ei-ty  rights,  and 
investment. 
.  Such  negotiations  can  provide 

^substantial  benefits  to  countries  like 
Yugoslavia.  Yugoslavia  has  a  very 
important  service  sector— namely, 
tourism— a  keen  interest  in  atti-acting 
new  foi-eign  investment  in  joint 
\-entures,  and  a  formidable  ability  to 
incorpoi-ate  Western  technology  into 
Yugoslav  enterjjrises. 

We  look  forward  to  regular 
consultations  as  pr-epar-ations  for  the 
new  GATT  I'ound  proceed. 

-.Expanding  U.S. -Yugoslav 
'^> Bilateral  Trade 

Bilateral  trade  is  an  important 
com{)()nent  of  our  bilateral  i-elationship. 
To  facilitate  this  trade  and  to 
strengthen  the  Yugoslav  economy,  the 
United  States  has  taken  an  active  role 
in  financial  support  for  Yugoslavia  since 
19«.S.  A  .$1  billion  Eximbank  [Export- 
ImiKirt  Bank]  program  in  Yugoslavia 
sujjports  U.S.  exports  of  passenger 
aii-ci'aft,  nuclear  power  technology,  and 
many  other  kinds  of  eciuijjment. 
Likewi.se,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corj)oration  has  announced  $1()()  million 
in  fi.scal  yeai-  1986  credit  guarantees  for 
Yugoslav  purchase  of  U.S.  agricultural 
])ro(lucts. 

President  Reagan  reaffii-med  our 
support  foi-  increased  trade  during  the 
visit  of  your  Prime  Minister-  to 
Washington  in  May  19X,''),  as  did 
Secretary  Shultz  when  he  visited 
Belgi-ade  last  December.  Though  the 
general  tr-end  has  been  positive,  exports 
in  both  di)-ections  can  still  incr-ease 
signiificantly. 

The  U.S.  market  offers  Yugoslavia 
g)-eat  potential.  Exjjansion  into  this 
market  recjuires  skillful  marketing,  high 
quality  control,  and  effective  servicing. 


These  are  all  skills  we  have  encour-aged 
our  Yugoslav  trading  partners  to 
develop  over  the  years.  And  the 
prospects  are  encouraging— for  example, 
the  strategy  for  marketing  Yugoslav 
automobiles  in  the  United  States 
combines  Yugoslavia's  comparative 
economic  advantage  in  labor  and 
industrial  production  with  U.S. 
marketing  know-how. 

The  pi-esence  today  of  many  Ameri- 
can businessmen  and  banker's  indicates 
the  significant  potential  for  expanding 
U.S.  exports  to  Yugoslavia.  Joint 
ventur-es  offer-  good  potential  for- 
incr-easing  expor-ts  in  both  dii-ections  and 
to  third  mar-kets.  We  ar-e  delighted  that, 
since  the  1984  Yugoslav  joint  ventur-e 
law  was  enacted,  11  U.S.  fir-ms  have 
signed  joint  venture  agreements  with 
Yugoslav  enterprises.  We  hope  the 
Yugoslav  Government  will  seriously 
consider-  adflitional  changes  in  the  law, 
as  suggested  by  this  council,  to 
stimulate  still  further-  agr-eements. 

Ener"gy  is  a  potentially  promising- 
sector-.  U.S.  industry  is  a  wor-ld  leader- 
in  the  development  and  tr-ansfer  of 
peaceful  nuclear-  technology.  Our-  gover-n- 
ment  fully  supports  U.S.  industry's 
fur-ther  involvement  in  the  Yugoslav 
nuclear  power-  program,  including  its 
proposed  second  nuclear  power  project 
at  Prevlaka.  Under  the  government-to- 
government  umbrella  for  peaceful 
nuclear-  cooper-ation,  U.S.  industr-y  is 
willing  to  tr-ansfer-  technology  and  know- 
how  to  impr-ove  Yugoslav  industr-ial 
capabilities. 

We  also  welcome  opportunities  to 
improve  consultation  about  nuclear 
safety.  The  Chernobyl  nuclear  accident 
underscor-ed  both  the  impor-tance  of 
nuclear-  power-  and  the  r-esponsibility  of 
user-  nations  to  adopt  adequate  safety 
pr-ecautions  and  provide  pr-ompt  and 
detailed  infor-mation  on  accidents.  The 
United  States  and  other  countries  have 
called  on  all  nations  to  improve  their 
cooperation  in  the  Inter-national  Atomic 
Ener-gy  Agency. 

Our-  op)X)r-tunities  for-  expanded 
tr-ade  relations  should  stimulate  our- 
mutual  resolve  to  over-come  any  tr-ade 
fr-ictions  that  exist  between  us.  We  have 
wor-ked  together  in  the  past;  we  will 
wor-k  together-  now.  In  1985,  we 
confronted  a  number  of  bilater-al  tr-ade     • 
disi)utes.  Through  constructive  negotia- 
tion, we  worked  in  a  spirit  of  mutual 
compr-omise  to  extend  and  enlar-ge  the 
bilatei-al  textile  and  appar-el  agreement 
and  establish  a  5-year-  voluntar-y 
r-estr-aint  agr-eement  on  steel. 


American  concerns  for  intellectual 
property  rights  and  market  access  and 
Yugoslav  desire  to  maintain  beneficiar-y 
status  under  the  U.S.  generalized 
system  of  prefer-ences  (GSP)  ar-e  cur-r-ent 
issues  between  us.  As  with  other 
countr-ies,  U.S.  industr-y  has  made 
for-mal  complaints  about  certain 
Yugoslav  laws  and  practices  relating  to 
market  access  and  the  protection  of 
intellectual  property.  As  required  by  the 
U.S.  1984  Trade  Act,  Pr-esident  Reagan 
is  now  r-eviewing  r-elevant  practices  of 
all  GSP  beneficiar-y  countries.  As  the 
ninth  lar-gest  GSP  user,  Yugoslavia  has 
ar-gued  that  continued  GSP  beneficiar-y 
status  is  impor-tant  to  its  ability  to 
expand  exports  to  the  United  States. 
We  have  recently  held  consultations  on 
these  difficult  issues  and  are  confident 
fur-ther  progress  can  be  made  in  fur-ther 
talks. 

Scourge  of 
International  Terrorism 

A  common  element  of  the  economic 
policies  I  have  discussed  is  openness: 
openness  in  our  system  of  trade, 
openness  in  discussion  of  growth  and 
debt  issues,  and  openness  in  individual 
tr-ansactions  between  tr-ade  par-tner-s. 

The  institutional  bar-r-iers  to 
openness  in  our  economic  r-elations- 
whether-  national,  social,  or  cultural  in 
natur-e— ar-e  for-midable,  but  they  are 
surmountable.  In  recent  years,  we  have 
discovered  a  new  barrier  to  openness.  I 
refer  to  the  scourge  of  international 
terrorism.  Neither  the  United  States 
nor-  Yugoslavia  has  been  a  stranger  of 
this  evil.  Indeed,  nationals  of  both  our 
countr-ies  have  been  victims  of  it. 

The  fr-equency,  var-iety,  and 
geographic  scope  of  terr-or-ist  activity 
ar-e  growing.  Our  Eur-opean  and 
Mediter-ranean  fi-iends  and  allies  ar-e 
increasingly  bearing  the  brunt  of 
terr-or-ist  attack.  Mor-e  vulner-able  tar-gets 
ar-e  being  selected.  And  the  heavy 
economic  costs  of  deter-r-ing  ter-r-or-ism 
ar-e  becoming  mor-e  and  more  appar-ent. 
The  high  cancellation  r-ates  on  some 
airiine  routes  is  a  vivid  sigii  that 
tour-ism  and  tour-ist-r-elated  industr-ies 
have  been  dealt  a  sever-e  economic  blow. 
We  trust  it  is  a  tr-ansitory  blow. 

The  support  that  some  states  now 
brazenly  lend  terrorists  is  a  new 
l^henomenon.  When  states  offer 
ter-r-or-ists  financial,  i-hetor-ical, 
intelligence,  and  logistical  suppor-t,  they 
encour-age  the  violation  of  ever-y  r-ule  of 
civilized  behavior.  When  states  per-rriit 
terrorists  to  strike  innocent  citizens 
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while  hiding  behind  the  diplomatic 
protections  of  the  Vienna  convention, 
they  permit  those  privileges  and 
immunities  to  be  used  for  acts  in 
fundamental  contradiction  to  their 
intent. 

We  are  determined  to  fight  terror- 
ism with  all  the  means  at  our  disposal. 
We  think  other  nations  increasingly 
share  that  resolve. 

The  Tokyo  summit  statement  on 
international  terrorism  codified 
agreement  on  specific  measures  aimed 
at  terrorists  and  states  that  support 
them  and  identified  Libya  as  one  such 
state.  Our  government  condemns  the 
actions  of  any  state  that  supports 
international  terrorists  directly  or 
indirectly.  We  call  on  all  states  to  join 
in  refusing  terrorists  transit  and  in 
denying  them  safe  haven  or  access  to 
military  training  with  ten-orist 
applications.  Our  governments  have  held 
useful  discussions  on  ways  to  improve 
our  bilateral  cooperation  against 
terrorism;  we  look  forward  to  further 
productive  consultations. 

Conclusion 

Let  me  conclude  wher-e  I  began— with 
an  observation  on  the  new  global 
political  and  economic  challenges  we 
face.  Political  and  social  changes, 
spurred  by  the  onrush  of  scientific  and 
technological  developments,  are  shifting 
the  balance  of  wealth  and  power  among 
nations.  We  live  in  an  "information 
age."  We  think  this  favors  market- 
oriented  societies  which  i)r'ovide  the 
incentives  and  flexibility  necessary  to 
unleash  the  creative  j^roductivity  of 
their  people.  It  offers  great 
opportunities  foi'  societies  to  engage  in  a 
mutually  beneficial  flow  of  goods, 
services,  and  ideas.  It  puts  societies, 
open  to  each  other  and  open  to  the 
world,  in  a  position  to  choose  the  course 
and  path  best  suited  to  their  interests 
and  circumstances. 

We  recognize  the  uniciue  position 
Yugoslavia  holds  by  virtue  of  its 
geography  and  history.  Yugoslavia's 
independence  and  nonalignment 
decisively  shape  our  bilateral 
relationship.  Inde))endence  has  been 
Yugoslavia's  tradition;  it  will  also  be 
your  future.  However,  that  independ- 
ence also  depends,  in  large  measure,  on 
the  maintenance  of  the  strategic  balance 
between  East  and  West.  As  a  key 
nonaligned  country,  Yugoslavia  has  an 
important  role  to  play  in  helping  to 
maintain  the  integrity  of  the  Nonaligned 
Movement.  Such  a  role  contributes  to 
East-West  stability  and  to  world  peace. 


We  have  been  heartened  by  the 
expansion  of  our  bilateral  relations  over 
the  past  4  years.  We  look  forward  with 
confidence  to  building  on  this  sound 
basis  as  we  work  closely  with  the  new 
Yugoslav  Government  headed  by  Presi- 
dent of  the  F'ederal  Executive  Council 
Branko  Mikulic. 

Your  presence  today  testifies  to  the 
breadth  and  benefits  of  the  relationship 


between  our  two  countries.  We  trust 
the  U.S.-Yugoslav  Economic  Council  and 
the  Yugoslav  Chamber  of  the  Economy 
will  continue  to  complement  the  efforts 
of  our  two  governments.  We  wish  you 
well  in  identifying  and  realizing  new 
economic  ventures.  Speaking  for  the 
U.S.  Government,  I  can  assure  you  that 
we  will  do  all  in  our  power  to  facilitate 
them.  ■ 


Bern  Experts'  Meeting  on  Human  Contacts 


Delegations  from  the  35  participatiyig 
states  of  the  Conference  on  Security  arid 
Cooperation  (CSCE)  convened  in  Bern 
April  15-May  27,  1986,  as  a  meeting  of 
experts  on  human  contacts.  This  was  one 
of  several  subsidiary  meetings  mandated 
by  the  1980-83  Madrid  CSCE  followup 
conference  to  review  implem£ntation  of 
the  1975  Helsinki  Final  Act. 

Following  are  statements  by  Ambas- 
sador Michael  Novak,  head  of  the  U.S. 
delegation,  before  the  meeting  of  experts 
on  April  1 7  and  May  27  and  before  the 
Commission  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion in  Europe  on  June  18,  by  Assistant 
Secretary  for  European  and  Canadian 
Affairs  Rozanne  L.  Ridgway  before  the 
Commission  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion in  Europe  on  June  18,  and  the  text 
of  the  draft  concluding  document  pro- 
posed by  the  Western  delegations  (the 
NATO  allies  and  Ireland.). 


AMBASSADOR  NOVAK, 
APRIL  17,  1986 

The  people  of  the  United  States,  through 
our  delegation,  would  like  to  thank  the 
people  of  Switzerland,  and  with  them  the 
Executive  Secretary,  and  his  every  staff 
person,  for  the  generosity,  the  open- 
heartedness,  and  the  perfection  of  the 
arrangements  with  which  they  have 
welcomed  us. 

In  this  city,  at  every  turn,  the  vir- 
tues of  the  Swiss  people  are  apparent: 
dignity;  a  striving  for  excellence;  a  love 
for  intellect  and  the  works  thereof;  an 
instinct  for  the  beauty  of  God's  moun- 
tains; and  the  creativity  of  humankind. 
In  this  way,  the  ordinary  people  of 
Switzerland— their  laws,  their  traditions, 
their  habits  of  the  heart— shed  light  upon 
our  mandate:  "to  discuss  the  develop- 
ment of  contacts  among  persons,  institu- 
tions and  organizations." 

In  which  country  of  the  world  are 
contacts  among  persons,  institutions, 
and  organizations  developed  to  a  higher 


art?  In  which  are  human  contacts  so 
international,  open,  orderly,  and  warm? 
If  all  the  world  were  Switzerland,  the 
burden  of  our  mandate  would  be  light. 

Nearly  11  years  ago,  the  dis- 
tinguished Foreign  Secretary  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  then  Sir  Alec  Douglas- 
Home,  threw  down  a  challenge:  "If  we 
do  not  improve  the  life  of  ordinary  peo- 
ple at  this  conference,"  he  said  of 
Helsinki,  "we  shall  be  asked— and  with 
justice— what  all  our  fine  words  and 
diplomatic  phrases  have  achieved."  Ordi- 
nary people.  If  we  do  not  improve  the 
life  of  ordinary  people,  words  are  empty. 
There  remains  a  darkness  in  which  many 
millions  cry. 

Ordinary  people  are  our  subject 
here.  Ordinary  people  in  their 
ordinariness— with  their  spouses,  their 
children,  their  parents,  their  grand- 
parents, and  multiple  relatives;  the 
cemeteries  where  the  bones  of  their 
ancestors  lie  and  the  shaded  rooms  in 
which  their  sick  languish;  their  sports 
and  travels;  their  friends  and  relatives 
blown  abroad  upon  the  winds  of  war  and 
chance  and  choice;  their  professions;  and 
the  deepest  convictions  of  their  hearts. 

Ordinary  people  are  our  theme.  Our 
mandate  is:  to  improve  their  lives.  "To 
discuss  the  development  of  contacts"— 
that  is,  to  seek  improvement  in  their 
contacts  with  other  human  beings  and  to 
discern  the  impediments,  obstacles,  and 
barbed  wire  walls;  the  tangles  of  law  and 
administrative  breakdowns  which  inter- 
rupt such  contacts. 

We  act  in  the  name  of  peace, 
security,  and  cooperation  in  Europe  and 
these  four  go  together:  peace,  security, 
cooperation,  and  ordinary  people  in  their 
ordinary  human  contacts. 

What  do  ordinary  people  want?  It  is 
not  so  very  much:  ordinary  liberty  to  do 
ordinary  human  things,  without  any 
state  standing  in  their  way.  This  is  a 
universal  dream  of  all  ordinary  people 
everywhere.  It  is  a  dream  embodied, 
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codified,  set  down  in  clear  words,  and 
certified  by  35  heads  of  state  on  the  first 
day  of  August  1975,  in  Helsinki,  Finland: 
Ordinary  liberties  for  ordinary  people. 

In  Moscow  last  February  25,  General 
Secretary  Mikhail  Gorbachev  expressed 
a  portion  of  this  dream  in  a  few  brief 
"fundamental  principles." 
"In  the  humanitarian  sphere: 

"...  l)i'()ader  contact  between 
peoples  for  the  purpose  of  learning  about 
one  another;  reinforcement  of  the  spirit 
of  mutual  understanding  and  concord  in 
relations  between  them ..." 

"decision  in  a  humane  and  positive 
spirit  of  questions  related  to  the 
reunification  of  families,  marriage  and 
the  promotion  of  contacts  between  peo- 
ple and  between  organizations.  ..." 

This  is  one  nation's  view  of  the 
universal  dream.  The  dream  is  more 
powerful  than  the  views  of  any  nation, 
or  of  all  nations.  This  dream  does  not 
originate  in  states.  It  cannot  be  con- 
tained by  states.  It  is  endowed  in  ordi- 
nary people  everywhere,  by  the  deepest 
and  most  powerful  endowment. 

This  is  the  dream  that  haunts  our 
ever  ancient,  ever  new  European 
civilization.  For  Marxists  as  well  as 
democratic  capitalists,  for  believers  and 
nonbelievers,  for  all  who  speak  the 
languages  of  Europe,  think  the  thoughts 
of  Europe,  and  give  evidence  in  their 
lives  of  the  habits  of  Europe— for  all 
these,  the  roots  of  European  culture  lie 
buried  deep  in  these  three  convictions  of 
Judaism  and  Christianity. 

•  It  is  the  vocation  of  Europeans  (as 
of  all  humans)  to  change  history,  not 
merely  to  be  passive  before  it. 

•  To  meet  this  vocation,  every 
single  human  being  has  been  created 
free  and  responsible  and  is  endowed  with 
unalienable  rights  to  pursue  the  vocation 
of  human  development  to  its  fullest. 

•  To  protect  these  rights,  govern- 
ments are  formed  among  men  to 
improve  the  life  of  ordinary  people, 
through  the  consent  of  ordinary  people. 

General  Secretary  Gorbachev  speaks 
of  a  dialogue  among  "leaders  of  coun- 
tries." It  is  also,  far  more  deeply,  a 
dialogue  among  the  world's  ordinary 
people.  Everywhere,  Europeans  today 
seek  the  intellectual  roots  of  our  com- 
mon humanity,  our  common  roots,  at  the 
core  of  every  European  spirit. 

This  CSCE,  this  conference-this 
institution  of  no  fixed  abode  and  no  per- 
manent staff  and  no  permanent 
budget— is  fashioning  a  new  Europe,  and 
persons  of  middling  age  (that  is,  most  of 


us  in  this  room)  have  in  our  care  the 
nuturing  of  this  Europe,  during  the  next 
14  years,  until  the  year  2000,  and  into 
the  next,  21st  century,  hopefully  to  be 
the  most  creative  of  all  human  centuries. 

Indeed,  a  new  era  in  human  contacts 
is  already  forming  through  technology, 
which  no  government  will  be  able  to  con- 
trol. This  technology  is  personal  and 
designed  to  obey  individual  will:  personal 
computers,  word  processors,  video 
cassettes,  portable  hand-held  telephones, 
and  television  communicators.  It  is  now 
possible  to  control  carbon  paper  through 
serial  numbers.  It  is  now  possible  to  put 
padlocks  on  copiers.  But  it  would  not  be 
possible  for  central  authorities  to  control 
the  new  personal  media.  Those  who  try 
will  enter  obsolescence. 

As  we  enter  this  new  age,  the  test 
for  every  nation  will  be:  Does  it  improve 
the  life  of  ordinary  people?  Or  does  it 
enter  slow  decline? 

I  have  tried  to  sketch  the  dream  that 
unites  all  delegations  in  this  room.  Now  I 
must  face  the  other  way,  toward  reality. 
The  reality,  alas,  is  not  like  the  dream. 

Let  me  put  the  matter  as  gently  as  I 
can.  About  one  American  in  ten  has  at 
least  one  family  root  in  Central  and 
Eastern  Europe— some  23  million 
Americans.  One  part  of  their  growing 
family  tree  spreads  branches  in  America; 
part  grows  still  in  Europe.  Along  such 
family  networks,  through  such  human 
contacts— by  letter  and  by  telephone,  by 
memory  and  sympathy,  in  ways  both 
straight  and  indirect— come  jolting 
shocks  of  reality. 

Of  all  American  citizens,  those  of 
central  and  East  European  heritage  find 
it  most  difficult  to  exercise  freely  the 
rights  of  human  contact  with  their 
families  abroad.  Our  fellow  citizens  who 
spring  from  Swiss  or  French,  Italian  or 
Spanish,  Irish  or  Norwegian— indeed, 
from  Latin  American  or  African  or 
Asian— stock  find  almost  no  difficulties 
in  exercising  free  and  open  contact  with 
their  families  in  their  rodina  (homeland) 
of  origin.  Not  so  with  us  of  Eastern  or 
central  European  stock. 

We  hear  pleas  from  relatives  of  ours 
in  the  Baltic  states  and  Ukraine,  among 
others;  pleas  from  relatives  of  ours  in 
countries  in  Eastern  Europe;  pleas  from 
relatives  of  ours  among  Jews  in  several    . 
lands.  We  hear  realities  from  thousands 
upon  thousands  who  seek  to  visit  or  to 
move  abroad,  according  to  the  choices  of 
their  heart.  To  hear  from  such  as  these 
is  to  pass  from  dream  to  reality. 

Let  me  say  a  word  about  how  our 
delegation  will  proceed.  The  people  of 
the  United  States  are  a  biblical  people. 
Like  the  Bible  itself,  we  think  naturally 


in  stories,  in  terms  of  individual  cases, 
which  are  the  foundation  of  the  Common 
Law.  From  time  to  time,  our  delegation 
will,  quite  naturally,  mention  the  indi- 
vidual cases  of  those  whose  dreams  have 
not  yet  been  realized. 

In  this  context,  my  delegation 
honors  the  citizen  monitors  in  so  many 
countries  who  took  the  words  of  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act  with  dreadful 
seriousness.  These  brave  men  and 
women— heros  to  the  entire  human 
race— have  bravely  endured  so  much 
more  than  any  of  us  to  make  the  dreams 
of  the  Final  Act  the  dramatic  material  of 
a  new  beginning.  They  have  begun  the 
task  of  making  words  of  law  deeds  of 
flesh,  of  making  dreams  realities,  of 
turning  solemn  international  commit- 
ments into  actual  "decisions  in  a  humane 
and  positive  spirit." 

'The  people  of  the  United  States  are 
also  a  family  people.  Families  are  dear  to 
us,  as  is  the  multiplicity  of  freely  chosen 
associations  in  which  we  live  our  daily 
lives.  Our  hearts  are  especially  drawn  to 
the  divided  spouses,  separated  from  each 
other's  arms  for  so  many  years.  We  are 
touched  by  family  members  seeking  to 
join  that  portion  of  their  family  tree  they 
freely  choose. 

This  is  not  the  occasion  for  details. 
Suffice  it  to  say  that  many  letters  and 
calls  make  us  aware  of  greater  pain  than 
words  will  express.  Perhaps  the  reality 
to  which  I  speak  is  best  expressed  in  the 
image  President  Reagan  evoked  in 
dispatching  me  to  Bern— an  image  of  the 
great  wall  through  the  heart  of  Europe, 
dividing  Europe,  symbolizing  the  rude 
interruption  of  normal  human  contacts. 

In  the  21st  century,  will  that  wall 
stand?  Will  it  be  necessary?  Will  it 
remain,  as  an  affront  to  dignity,  to 
liberty,  and  to  the  ordinary  human  con- 
tacts of  ordinary  human  beings? 

It  is  said  at  times  that  Europe  is 
today  divided  by  two  philosophies,  two 
different  social  systems,  two  different 
images  of  how  human  contacts  should  be 
exercised.  On  one  side,  it  is  said,  are 
those  who  believe  that  human  contacts 
ought  to  be  steered,  ought  to  be  con- 
trolled by  the  state  for  the  interests  of 
the  state.  On  the  other  side,  it  is  said, 
are  those  who  believe  that  human  con- 
tacts ought  to  spring  from  the  soul  of 
every  individual  person,  from  choice, 
from  will,  from  self-determination: 
human  contacts  of  ordinary  people,  by 
ordinary  people,  for  ordinary  people. 

Two  different  social  systems,  two 
different  philosophies:  suppose  this 
description  true.  What  is  never 
addressed  is  why?  How  are  these  two 
systems  justified?  In  the  night,  in  the 
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words  of  Chekhov,  one  hears  the  sobbing 
of  a  child.  "WTiy?"  the  child  asks. 

Our  mandate  is  to  "discuss  the 
development  of  contacts  among  persons, 
institutions  and  organizations."  We  will, 
therefore,  discuss  laws,  regulations, 
habits,  and  ways  of  acting.  We  will 
discuss  these— both  in  dream  and  in 
reality.  We  must  discuss  them  with  hope 
for  concrete  improvements  in  the  lives  of 
ordinary  citizens— in  the  words  of 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev:  new 
"decisions  in  a  humane  and  positive 
spirit."  And  we  must  discuss  them  face- 
to-face  with  reality.  Many  ordinary  peo- 
ple suffer  in  the  dark. 

Our  delegation  intends  to  hear,  and 
to  voice,  their  pain.  Above  all.  we  look  to 
a  better  Europe  soon— an  open  Europe, 
a  Europe  without  a  wall,  Eui'ope  free 
from  fear:  acting  out  in  reality  the 
peace,  security,  and  cooperation  to 
which  the  Helsinki  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  concluding  document  committed 
all  of  us.  We  look  to  the  scrupulous  appli- 
cation of  those  commitments.  All  our 
nations  have  publicly  affixed  their  names 
to  them. 

We  thank  every  delegation  for 
dreaming  this  dream  with  us,  facing 
reality  with  us,  so  that  all  cooperating 
together,  Europe  may  experience 
another,  morallv  fuller,  renaissance. 


AMBASSADOR  NOVAK, 

MAY  27,  1986 

For  IOV2  years  now,  the  Helsinki  process 
has  sought  to  improve  the  lives  of  ordi- 
nary people.  In  many  respects,  it  has 
succeeded:  human  contacts  are  in  several 
states  freer  and  more  open  than  they 
were  10  years  ago.  This  is  a  precious 
gain.  Alas,  in  other  states,  human  con- 
tacts are  in  some  respects  worse. 

Beginning  8  weeks  ago,  all  of  us 
assembled  here  pledged  that  we  would 
examine  those  matters  unblinkingly  and 
without  illusions.  And  so  we  did. 

At  Bern,  my  delegation  discerns 
thi-ee  significant  achievements. 

First,  there  were  the  individual  per- 
sons helped,  if  not  always  precisely 
because  of  Bern,  nonetheless  occasioned 
by  our  meeting  here.  We  do  not  have  a 
precise  count  of  the  persons— but  do 
know  that  they  number  nearly  a 
thousand— earlier  not  permitted  to  be 
reunited  with  their  spouses  or  children, 
who,  because  Bern  took  place,  have  the 
promise  to  be  in  the  company  of  their 
loved  ones. 

It  was  worth  it,  during  these  hard 
weeks  in  Bern,  to  play  a  small  role  in  a 


process  that  actually  helped  so  many 
persons.  Would  that  there  had  been 
thousands  morel 

Second,  we  had  at  Bern  a 
penetrating  review  of  compliance  and 
performance.  Anyone  who  reads  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act  and  the  Madrid  con- 
cluding document  feels  immediately  in 
the  presence  of  truly  noble  documents. 
They  have  a  visionary  power.  Yet  the 
real  need  at  this  point  in  history  is  not  so 
much  for  new  documents  as  for  com- 
pliance with  existing  documents.  The 
test  for  the  Helsinki  process  is  not  the 
producing  of  new  documents:  the  test  is 
compliance  and  performance. 

Our  debates  here  were  honest;  the 
spirit  was  candid.  We  argued  mightily 
with  one  another.  We  showed  clearly, 
over  and  over,  those  places,  those  prac- 
tices, and  those  methods  by  which  the 
noble  ideals  of  Helsinki  and  Madrid, 
affirmed  on  paper,  are  frustrated  in 
daily  reality.  Our  implementation  review 
was  one  of  the  best,  veterans  of  past 
meetings  have  said,  in  CSCE  history. 

We  heard  countless  sufferings 
described.  We  heard  how  millions  are 
separated  from  human  contacts,  else- 
where considered  normal.  We  heard 
many  voices  of  pain.  Our  mail  bags 
brought  us  new  materials  every  day. 
There  are  fewer  excuses  for  illusions 
than  there  were  8  weeks  ago. 

The  third  great  success  of  the  Bern 
meeting  lay  in  an  incremental  growth  of 
a  common  European  language,  the 
ancient  language  of  our  hearts  and  intel- 
lects, our  ideals  and  hopes.  More  and 
more,  the  debates  of  CSCE  create  a 
common  body  of  thought  for  all  of 
Europe,  a  European  conscience. 

These  are  three  great  gains:  indi- 
vidual persons  helped;  a  clear-eyed 
examination  of  reality,  without  illusions; 
and  the  slow  raising  of  international 
standards,  according  to  a  new  common 
moral  language. 

All  these  gains  depend  on  words. 
Words  inspire  them.  Words  guide  them. 
But  in  the  end,  only  those  words  have 
weight  that  embed  themselves  in  reality: 
that  are  complied  with  and  put  into 
performance. 

The  words  of  this  Helsinki  process 
are  especially  precious  but  also  especially 
fragile.  They  have  highest  value  when 
they  are  complied  with.  They  gain  their 
weight  from  performance. 

In  recent  years,  many  delegations 
among  us  repeated  that  free  and  open 
contacts  among  persons  have 
deteriorated  in  certain  vivid  ways: 
divided  spouses,  disunited  families.  Com- 


pliance has  declined.  In  such  cir- 
cumstances, precious  words  lose 
meaning. 

The  strength  of  the  foimding 
documents  of  this  process  depends  upon 
the  credibility  of  words.  That  is  why,  to 
match  the  demonstrated  decline  in  com- 
pliance in  recent  years,  my  government 
knew  that  a  Bern  document  would  have 
to  set  a  high  standard.  Otherwise  the 
public  would  lose  confidence,  and 
confidence-building  is  the  essence  of  the 
Helsinki  process. 

Every  delegation  here  knows  the 
brilliant  and  careful  work  of  the  coordi- 
nators from  the  neutral  and  nonaligned 
delegations.  They  fairly  reflected  the 
long,  slow  course  of  our  negotiations. 
They  performed  at  the  highest  human 
level. 

But  our  CSCE  process  works, 
rightly,  through  consensus.  Each  step  in 
our  negotiations,  rightly,  demanded  com- 
promise. In  order  to  achieve  com- 
promise, as  is  normal,  loopholes  creep 
into  the  text.  To  the  right  to  travel,  for 
example,  was  added  the  loophole  "when 
personal  and  professional  circumstances 
permit."  Honest  authorities  will  under- 
stand this  one  way.  but  cynical 
authorities  will  use  it  to  alter  such  cir- 
cumstances at  will.  Loopholes  are 
sometimes  necessary.  But,  cumulatively, 
they  eat  like  moths  into  our  founding- 
documents. 

Inevitably,  too,  robust  proposals  lost 
weight.  Untif  the  end,  it  was  impossible 
to  add  up  the  weight  of  all  together. 
When  at  last  my  government  could 
weigh  them,  it  found  the  document  too 
thin,  containing  loopholes  damaging  to 
compliance. 

My  government  takes  words  seri- 
ously. In  our  country,  there  is  uneasiness 
about  the  growing  gap  in  the  Helsinki 
process  between  words  and  compliance. 
A  document  reduced  in  weight  by  many 
compromises,  it  judged,  would  injure  the 
process  all  of  us  cherish  and  must 
protect. 

My  delegation  deeply  respects  all  our 
colleagues  in  this  room,  with  whom  we 
worked  so  hard  and  long.  We  are  deeply 
grateful  to  our  Swiss  hosts.  We  believe 
that  the  CSCE  process  gains  in  strength 
from  paying  strict  attention  to  the  con- 
nection between  words  and  compliance. 
Our  government  looks  forward  eagerly 
to  resuming  the  long,  patient,  and 
crucial  work  of  this  process  in  Vienna. 

The  debates  at  Bern  have  paved  the 
way  for  Vienna.  In  compliance  and  per- 
formance, work  to  improve  human  con- 
tacts will  speed  up.  Bern  has  given  an 
undeniable  impetus  to  basic  issues  of 
human  contacts.  Bern  has  launched  a 
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new  seriousness  about  compliance— and 
it  has  underlined  the  extreme 
seriousness  of  fundamental  words. 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  RIDGWAY, 
JUNE  18,  1986 

The  meeting  that  concluded  last  month 
in  Bern  on  human  contacts  was  the  last 
Madrid-mandated  CSCE  experts'  meet- 
ing to  take  place  prior  to  the  Vienna 
followup  meeting.  Ambassador  Novak 
will  report  on  the  Bern  meeting  in  detail. 
I  would  like  to  make  some  general  obser- 
vations about  Bern  and  also  about  such 
experts'  meetings. 

Several  acknowledgments  are  due  at 
the  outset.  The  first  is  to  Ambassador 
Michael  Novak,  who  led  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion at  Bern  with  great  energy  and  skill. 
He  eloquently  articulated  the 
humanitarian  values  enshrined  in  the 
Helsinki  process.  He  reaffirmed  these 
values  in  stirring  terms,  forcefully 
presenting  both  the  moral  and  practical 
arguments  for  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
Eastern  European  allies  to  live  up  to  the 
promises  they  freely  made  at  Helsinki 
and  Madrid.  I  hope  he  will  continue  to 
lend  his  voice  to  those  others  who  see 
CSCE  as  a  process  of  fulfilling  hopes 
that  demand  and  deserve  to  become 
reality. 

Second,  I  wish  to  thank  this  commis- 
sion for  contributing  its  expertise  and 
personnel  to  preparations  for  Bern  and 
to  the  work  of  our  delegation  for  8 
weeks  there.  In  this  regard,  I  believe  a 
special  debt  is  due  to  Senator  D'Amato 
and  Representative  Hoyer  for  the 
welcome  support  and  advice  they  gave  to 
Ambassador  Novak,  through  cor- 
respondence in  the  course  of  the  meeting 
and  through  Representative  Hoyer' s 
presence  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
meeting. 

Third,  our  work  at  Bern  was  sub- 
stantially aided  by  support  from  the 
public  that  came  in  a  variety  of  hearten- 
ing ways.  Mr.  William  Korey  of  B'nai 
B'rith  served  on  the  U.S.  delegation  and 
[jrovided  many  valuable  insights  as  pro- 
f)Osals  were  introduced  and  considered. 
Nongovernmental  organizations  from 
the  IJnited  States  were  a  substantial 
presence  at  a  number  of  points  during 
the  meeting,  calling  attention  to  crucial 
human  contacts  issues— and  giving  them 
names  and  faces.  Many  organizations 
and  individuals  not  able  to  come 
physically  to  Bern  nonetheless  made 
their  views  known.  They  wrote  and 
called  the  U.S.  delegation  before  and 


during  the  meeting.  The  details  they  pro- 
vided about  human  contacts  problems 
effectively  armed  Ambassador  Novak 
with  the  facts. 

Our  decision  to  withhold  consensus 
from  a  draft  concluding  document  pro- 
posed by  the  neutral  and  nonaligned 
states  has  naturally  drawn  substantial 
attention.  The  decision  was  not  taken 
lightly.  It  represented  the  considered 
judgment  of  both  our  delegation  and  the 
State  Department.  With  the  hindsight 
afforded  by  the  few  weeks  since  the  end 
of  Bern,  I  can  say  we  would  make  the 
same  decision  again.  The  proposed  docu- 
ment had  qualifications  and  loopholes 
which,  taken  together,  might  have  been 
used  by  some  governments  to  justify 
noncompliance  with  existing  com- 
mitments. Our  agreement  to  it  would 
have  raised  further  questions  about  the 
credibility  of  the  CSCE  process  itself. 

We  understand  the  disappointment 
and  concerns  expressed  by  some  of  our 
allies  over  the  outcome  of  Bern.  We  will 
work  to  ensure  Western  unity  at  the 
Vienna  followup  meeting  and  are 
engaged,  as  you  know,  in  a  program  of 
close  and  intensive  consultations  in 
preparation  for  it. 

A  number  of  our  alliance  partners 
supporting  the  neutral  and  nonaligned 
states'  draft  believed  that  it  would  give 
an  impetus  to  the  CSCE  process,  viewed 
as  a  series  of  small,  incremental  steps 
that  over  time  can  improve  the  lives  of 
people  in  East  and  West.  This  view 
stresses  the  creation  of  new 
incentives— new  commitments  on 
paper— to  raise  performance  standards 
in  the  future. 

We  have  sympathy  for  this  view.  We 
do  not  oppose  new  documents  or  new 
commitments  per  se.  Our  position 
depends  to  a  great  extent  on  the  rela- 
tionship between  reality  and  words  on 
paper.  New  documents  must  meet 
rigorous  standards  if  they  are  not  to  be 
considered  whitewash  for  failures  to 
uphold  past  pledges.  We  believe  there 
are  other  governments  in  the  West 
which  are  happy  that  the  document  pro- 
posed by  the  neutral  and  nonaligned 
states  was  not  adopted  at  Bern.  No 
Western  government  has  defended  the 
document  as  more  than  a  potentially 
modest  step  forward.  If  the  countries  of 
Eastern  Europe  are  serious  about  prog- 
ress in  CSCE,  they  will  demonstrate  so 
by  their  actions— which  speak  louder 
than  words. 

I  do  not  mean  to  dwell  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Bern  document.  To  us  the 
principal  point  was  how  seriously  the 
United  States  takes  the  CSCE  process 
and  the  words  proposed  to  carry  it 
forward. 


Ambassador  Novak  intends  to 
review  the  specific  accomplishments  of 
the  Bern  meeting.  Let  me  make  a  few 
broader  points.  Our  experience  at  Bern 
reflects  the  wisdom  of  having  fought  at 
Madrid  for  the  series  of  experts' 
meetings  in  the  humanitarian  field  that 
has  just  concluded— the  Ottawa  human 
rights  experts'  meeting,  the  Budapest 
Cultural  Forum,  and  the  Bern  human 
contacts  experts'  meeting.  The  foresight 
of  this  commission  is  part  of  the  reason 
that  these  meetings  took  place. 

Ottawa,  Budapest,  and  Bern  all  had 
their  share  of  frustrations,  but  they  had 
and  continue  to  have  value.  Each  pro- 
vided the  West  with  a  platform— agreed 
by  the  East  as  legitimate— from  which  to 
review  problems  in  different  areas  of 
humanitarian  concern.  Without  such 
meetings,  it  would  be  difficult  to  call  the 
East  to  task  face-to-face  for  its  failures 
to  abide  by  its  CSCE  promises.  We 
believe  that  such  meetings,  by  concen- 
trating the  attention  of  both  govern- 
ments and  publics  on  particular  aspects 
of  the  CSCE  process,  can  promote  prog- 
ress over  time.  This  relatively  new  tool 
of  diplomacy  in  the  humanitarian  field 
must  be  exploited  patiently  and  per- 
sistently. These  experts'  meetings  are 
not  a  perfect  tool,  but  they  are  one  we 
hope  the  Vienna  followup  meeting  later 
this  year  will  agree  to  continue. 

The  three  meetings  produced 
detailed  Western  agendas  for  the 
followup  me'eting  in  Vienna,  where  all 
the  "baskets"  of  CSCE  will  be  under 
consideration  and  where  it  may  prove 
easier  to  achieve  real  progress  on 
humanitarian  issues.  The  West 
reaffirmed  its  commitment  to  shared 
humanitarian  values  at  Ottawa, 
Budapest,  and  Bern.  The  West  articu- 
lated in  detail  its  views  on  human  rights, 
cultural  freedom,  and  human  contacts, 
respectively,  in  draft  concluding 
documents  tabled  at  these  meetings. 
These  documents  are  blueprints  for 
steps  the  West  has  agreed  it  wants  to 
see  taken  in  these  areas  and  a  basis  for 
our  joint  approach  to  Vienna. 

Another  key  aspect  of  the  experts' 
meetings  was  the  occasion  they  provided 
for  discussions  of  cases  of  humanitarian 
concern.  This  has  become  an  accepted 
feature  of  such  meetings,  though  some 
countries  of  the  East  still  resist  the  prac- 
tice. I  should  note,  of  course,  that  some 
East  European  governments  have  more 
constructive  practices  than  others  on 
humanitarian  issues.  Discussion  of  cases 
does  not  necessarily  imply  their  resolu- 
tion, but  at  Bern  there  were  sufficient 
incentives  created— within  the  context  of 
the  meeting  and  outside  it— for  some 
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governments  to  make  progress  on  cases. 
Such  progress  benefits  not  only  the  indi- 
viduals directly  involved  but  also  pro- 
vides evidence  of  a  government's  willing- 
ness to  fulfill  commitments  undertaken 
in  the  Helsinki  Final  Act  and  Madrid 
concluding  document. 

We  are  not  satisfied  with  this  state 
of  affairs,  since  the  numbers  of  cases 
resolved  during  Bern  were  small  in  com- 
parison with  those  who  still  suffer, 
unknown  and  uncounted.  It  is  also  dis- 
tasteful that  human  beings  should  be  at 
the  mercy  of  calculated  political  deci- 
sions taken  by  governments  without 
compassion.  Still  our  fundamental  inter- 
est in  the  CSCE  process  is  to  improve 
the  lives  of  individuals.  To  the  extent 
that  experts'  meetings  provide  fora 
where  individuals'  problems  can  be 
discussed  and— on  occasion— resolved, 
such  opportunities  should  be  seized. 

The  experts'  meetings  on  humani- 
tarian issues  have  also  demonstrated  the 
fundamental  unity  of  European  values- 
humanistic,  compassionate,  and  rooted 
in  the  concept  of  freedom— and  the  com- 
mon interest  of  all  Western  govern- 
ments in  upholding  them.  At  Ottawa, 
Budapest,  and  Bern,  members  of  the 
NATO  alliance  and  the  neutral  and 
nonaligned  states  made  common  cause  in 
holding  the  East  to  account  for  its 
disregard  for  such  values  and  its  viola- 
tions of  the  provisions  of  Helsinki  and 
Madrid  that  embody  them.  These  values 
unify  most  of  Europe.  Their  dominance 
forces  the  East  to  face  the  fact  of  its 
moral  isolation  and  stimulates  the  East 
to  respond— even  if  cynically— in  the 
same  humanitarian  vocabulary.  This  is 
what  makes  the  Helsinki  process  a  useful 
and  hopeful  one. 

AMBASSADOR  NOVAK, 
JUNE  18,  1986' 

Allow  me  to  express  my  deep  appreci- 
ation to  the  Helsinki  commission  for  the 
truly  welcome  support  it  provided  to  the 
U.S.  delegation  at  Bern.  From  Michael 
Hathaway,  your  excellent  executive 
director,  to  Deborah  Burns  and  Barbara 
Edwards,  who  did  outstanding  adminis- 
trative work  under  difficult  conditions 
and  often  worked  very  late  hours,  and 
including  all  the  tremendous  research 
and  liaison  work  performed  by  Sam 
Wise,  Orest  Deychakiwsky,  John 
Finerty,  and  Robert  Hand,  the  staff  of 
this  commission  provided  indispensable 
service  to  our  delegation.  I  thank  the 
commission— and  each  of  them— pro- 
foundly. 


I  was  especially  grateful  that  Con- 
gressmen Hoyer,  Ackerman,  and 
Bustamante  and  other  members  of  the 
delegation  were  able  to  be  with  us  dur- 
ing the  last  72  hours  of  the  meeting. 
Their  advice  and  counsel,  and  the  tact 
and  reserve  they  exercised  in  dealing 
with  the  entire  delegation,  are  deeply 
appreciated. 

When  I  last  reported  to  this  commis- 
sion [on  March  18],  I  said  that  our  goals 
in  Bern  would  be  "practical  results."  On 
March  18,  I  defined  our  first  three  goals 
in  these  exact  words. 

We  define  "practical  results"  precisely.  We 
mean  movement  in  specific  individual  cases. 
And  we  mean  an  improvement  in  the  general 
conditions  for  cross-border  human  contacts  by 
individuals  and  associations.  In  addition,  a 
successful  meeting  entails  a  careful  review  of 
the  record  of  how  CSCE  commitments  have 
so  far  been  implemented. 

Only  later,  in  fourth  place  did  I  men- 
tion that  our  delegation  would  make  a 
good-faith  effort  to  achieve  a  strong 
final  document,  if  a  strong  one  was 
achievable.  I  spoke  of  the  realism  of  the 
allies,  neutral,  and  nonaligned  in 
advance  of  the  meeting,  and  reported  to 
you  as  follows. 

[We]  do  not,  for  instance,  put  a  premium  on 
producing  a  new  document.  Good  language  on 
human  contacts  already  exists  in  the  Helsinki 
and  IVIadrid  documents.  We  do  not  suffer 
from  a  shortage  of  texts.  What  the  world  suf- 
fers from  is  inadequate  implementation  of 
already  existing  texts. 

It  seems  important  to  reread  this 
testimony  of  mine  on  March  18,  because 
it  outlines  quite  clearly  what  our  inten- 
tions were  when  we  began.  The  subse- 
quent record  shows  that  we  more  than 
fulfilled  these  intentions.  Consider  the 
first  of  our  goals,  movement  on  concrete 
cases. 

Back  in  mid-March,  it  seemed— not 
only  to  me  but  to  others  on  our  delega- 
tion and  to  some  staff  members  of  this 
commission— that  we  would  be  lucky  to 
see  the  Soviet  Union  resolve  even  as 
many  cases  as  had  been  resolved  on  the 
occasion  of  the  summit  talks  between 
President  Reagan  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  in  Geneva  last  November; 
namely,  33  cases,  of  which  25  had  been 
fully  acted  upon  by  mid-March. 

Actually  in  Bern  there  were  some 
practical  results.  On  May  20,  the  Soviet 
delegation  informed  us  that  their 
government  was  resolving  two  new 
cases  and  that  resolutions  could  shortly 
be  expected  in  many  more.  On  May  26, 
the  last  scheduled  day  of  the  Bern 
meeting,  the  Soviet  authorities  in 


Moscow  gave  us  the  names  of  36  families 
whose  cases  were  to  be  resolved.  They 
told  U.S.  Embassy  officials  that  another 
list  of  names  would  soon  be  forthcoming, 
and,  indeed,  within  10  days  we  were 
given  the  names  of  an  additional  29 
families.  About  200  persons  in  all  will  be 
affected  by  these  decisions  when  they 
come  to  fruition. 

In  this  fashion,  the  U.S.S.R.  did  use 
the  Bern  meeting  as  an  occasion  for  tak- 
ing action  on  concrete  cases.  It  is  deeply 
regrettable  that  action  was  not  taken  on 
these  cases  in  the  normal  process  of 
fulfilling  Helsinki  commitments.  It  is 
regrettable  that  such  decisions  are  only 
made  upon  political  occasions. 
Nonetheless  our  delegation  made  the 
argument,  in  Moscow  and  in  Bern,  that 
the  road  to  confidence-building  lies 
through  the  treatment  regimes  extend  to 
their  own  citizens  and  that  we  are  work- 
ing for  the  day  when  the  U.S.S.R.  and 
its  allies  will  deal  with  their  own  citizens 
according  to  the  internationally  recog- 
nized standards  they  themselves  have 
signed.  In  this  context,  I  choose  to  inter- 
pret Soviet  movement  on  cases  as  a 
helpful  movement.  The  more  of  this  the 
better— until  all  Soviet  citizens  share  in 
the  free  exercise  of  those  rights 
recognized  in  the  international 
agreements  their  government  has  freely 
signed. 

Further,  the  Romanian  delegation 
resolved  about  half  the  list  of  27  specific 
cases  presented  to  it  in  the  course  of  the 
Bern  meeting.  Outside  of  Bern,  between 
April  11  and  June  1,  Romania  approved 
for  emigration  nearly  1,200  people  from 
our  representation  list.  These  actions 
clearly  reflected  the  current  state  of 
U.S. -Romanian  relations  with  respect  to 
Romania's  most-favored-nation  status. 

The  Bulgarians  resolved  12  of  18 
U.S.  representation  list  cases  the  week 
before  the  Bern  meeting  opened. 

Secondly,  we  aimed  at  movement  in 
"general  conditions."  Here  our  review  of 
compliance  showed  that  there  had  been 
positive  movement  in  several  East 
European  countries.  The  borders  of 
several  East  European  countries  are 
much  more  open  today  than  in  1975.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  are  many  areas  in 
which  the  situation  of  human  contacts— 
in  the  U.S.S.R.,  Bulgaria,  and  Romania 
in  particular— has  deteriorated.  Admini- 
strative practices  were  shown  to  be  in 
many  respects  worse  than  they  had  been 
in  1975. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  delegation 
from  the  U.S.S.R.  was  driven  to  say  on 
several  occasions  that,  under  the  new 
General  Secretary,  there  would  be  a  new 
"spirit,"  new  "practices,"  and  a  reform 
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of  legislation  and  administrative  pro- 
cedures in  the  area  of  human  contacts. 
This  was  in  the  nature  of  a  promise,  not 
in  the  nature  of  evidence  cited.  Before 
granting  credence,  it  is  proper  to  insist 
on  evidence.  Still,  the  delegation  from 
the  U.S.S.R.  did  at  least  promise  reform, 
in  accordance  with  the  promises  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  made  to  President 
Reagan  in  Geneva  and  at  the  XXVII 
Party  Congress.  Until  evidence  is  forth- 
coming, skepticism  is  in  order. 
Nonetheless  the  invitation  has  now  been 
issued  to  hold  the  U.S.S.R.  to  fresh 
promises. 

Our  third  goal  was  an  intensive 
review  of  compliance.  Such  a  review  did 
go  on  for  nearly  5  weeks,  since  the 
NATO  nations  had  agreed  to  use  their 
time  in  presenting  new  proposals  to 
explain  from  the  past  record  why  such 
proposals  are  now  needed.  On  one  day, 
e.g.,  16  of  19  speeches  presented 
evidence  of  abusive,  noncompliant  prac- 
tices in  the  U.S.S.R.,  East  Germany, 
Bulgaria,  and  other  Eastern  nations. 
This  drumbeat— often  low-key,  factual, 
and  nonpolernical— continued  day  after 
day.  Many  veterans  of  the  CSCE  process 
said  that  the  Bern  review  of  compliance 
was  the  most  thorough,  objective,  and 
calm  of  any  in  the  history  of  the  CSCE. 

In  part  this  was  because  the  main 
points  about  compliance  had  already 
been  established  at  Madrid,  Ottawa,  and 
Budapest.  Thus  the  Soviet  delegation  in 
Bern  only  tentatively  argued  that  the 
effort  by  an  assembly  of  nations  to 
monitor  compliance  in  the  field  of  human 
contacts  represented  "interference  in 
the  internal  affairs"  of  the  U.S.S.R. 
That  line  was  dropped  almost  instantly. 
Instead  the  Soviet  delegation  and  some 
others  chose,  when  criticized,  to  attack 
the  critic.  They  did  so  typically  with 
wild,  loose,  and  passion-inflamed 
rhetoric,  careless  of  accuracy  and 
evidence,  usually  based  upon  criticisms 
of  the  West  made  by  Westerners,  and  on 
the  whole  rather  more  damaging  to  the 
attacker  than  to  the  attacked.  In 
responding  to  specific  charges,  we  chose 
to  welcome  even  such  attacks,  poor  as 
they  were,  as  a  way  of  urging  the 
U.S.S.R.  and  its  allies  to  open 
themselves  further  to  the  legitimacy  of 
mutual  criticism  from  abroad,  as  well  as 
to  internal  criticism.  Open  criticism  is 
the  way  scientific  inquiry  proceeds.  Open 
criticism  is  also  the  way  political  reform 
advances. 

As  in  Ottawa  and  in  Budapest,  we 
realized  from  the  beginning  in  Bern  that 
achieving  an  acceptable  final  document 
would  not  be  likely.  On  the  other  hand, 


halfway  through  the  conference,  and 
after  Chernobyl,  it  became  obvious  that 
the  U.S.S.R.  and  its  allies  might  wish  to 
achieve  a  final  document  in  Bern.  The 
question  remained  whether  this  would  be 
substantive  progress  or  propagandistic 
progress.  We  had  promised  to  make  a 
good-faith  effort  to  work  for  a  strong 
final  document  if  a  strong  document 
were  achievable.  From  the  beginning, 
we  had  ruled  out  a  weak  one. 

Suffice  it  to  say  that  at  4  a.m.  on 
Monday  morning.  May  26,  the  day  the 
conference  was  scheduled  to  end,  the 
Soviets  broke  off  all-night  negotiations. 
As  at  Ottawa  and  Budapest,  at  that 
point  we  had  no  document.  Up  until 
then,  the  Eastern  bloc  had  refused  to 
agree  to  the  original  Western  proposals 
even  in  their  modest  strength  and  had 
instead  introduced  damaging  loopholes 
and  qualifications.  They  were  not  willing 
to  go  very  far.  All  that  had  been  left  on 
the  table  was  a  pale  imitation  of  the 
strong  proposals  the  Western  nations 
had  agreed  to  and  tabled  as  BME  47 
[Western  draft  concluding  document, 
printed  below]. 

Of  course,  it  could  be  argued  that 
some  of  the  compromise  proposals 
offered  "marginal"  or  "modest"  steps 
forward.  But  some  of  them  also  took 
steps  backward  from  Helsinki.  This 
typically  happened  in  one  of  three  ways: 
(i)  in  some  cases,  the  compromise 
language  was  weaker  than  Helsinki; 

(2)  in  some  cases,  new  loopholes  were 
introduced  into  the  Helsinki  process; 

(3)  in  some  cases,  the  point  of  view  of 
the  compromise  proposals  subtly  slipped 
away  from  the  general  obligations 
already  agreed  to  under  Helsinki  and 
began  to  treat  those  obligations,  given 
existing  violations,  as  goals  we  need  to 
make  progress  toward. 

This  last  point  deserves  comment. 
Helsinki  represents  obligations  agreed  to 
by  participating  states;  it  does  not  repre- 
sent goals  to  be  striven  for.  To  treat 
Helsinki  obligations  as  goals  toward 
which  progress  must  be  made  is  to  alter 
the  character  of  the  Helsinki  accords  in  a 
potentially  fatal  way.  They  are  not  goals 
but  general  obligations. 

Three  or  four  of  the  compromise  pro- 
posals may  at  first  glance  appear  to 
represent  the  largest  among  the 
"modest"  steps  forward.  Among  these, 
for  example,  are  the  proposals  on  postal 
and  telephonic  communication  and  on 
religion.  Under  close  analysis,  the  com- 
promise resolution  on  postal  and 
telephone  service  has  one  good  quality 
and  one  weakness.  The  good  point  is 
that  it  would  bring  documented  abuses 


in  this  area  under  the  compliance  review 
of  the  Helsinki  process.  The  weakness  is 
that  the  proposal  basically  reminds  the 
participating  states  of  obligations  which 
they  already  bear  under  existing  interna- 
tional conventions  and  which  are, 
nonetheless,  being  flagrantly  abused. 

As  for  the  proposal  on  religion,  the 
compromise  formulation  is  not  only  far 
weaker  than  the  modest  original 
Western  proposal;  it  is  in  virtually  the 
same  form  that  the  Western  nations  had 
rejected  during  the  negotiating  process. 
The  West  had  rejected  this  form  for 
three  reasons:  (1)  no  less  than  other 
citizens,  religious  citizens  have  univer- 
sally recognized  rights  to  travel  and  to 
receive  publications  through  the  mail; 
(2)  the  restriction  of  the  proposal  to 
official  "representatives"  of  religious 
organizations— but  not  to  "individual 
believers"— is  an  intolerable  infringe- 
ment of  universal  rights;  and  (3)  the 
right  to  receive  and  to  carry  with  them 
religious  publications  and  religious 
objects  is  confined  to  the  extremely  nar- 
row limit  of  "for  their  own  use"— i.e., 
not  even  for  the  use  of  their  congrega- 
tions or  fellow  believers.  This  is  an 
intolerably  narrow  reading  of  basic 
human  rights. 

I  said  in  Bern  that  the  compromise 
document  did  make  some  marginal 
advances.  But  when  one  looks  at  the  sum 
total,  one  must  add  up  the  minuses  as 
well  as  the'pluses.  No  one  asserted  that 
the  pluses  are  more  than  "modest"; 
some  said  "marginal."  But  when  you 
count  in  the  minuses,  even  these  modest 
gains  are  reduced. 

Moreover,  the  judgment  one  must 
make  is  whether  the  demonstrated 
record  of  noncompliance  on  large  and 
basic  issues,  amply  documented  during 
our  debates,  truly  gives  hope  that  even 
"modest"  or  "marginal"  improvements 
in  new  language  will  be  taken  seriously, 
when  already  existing  large  obligations 
are  not.  Judgment  must  be  focused  on 
the  probabilities  of  future  compliance. 

First,  then,  it  is  essential  to  compare 
the  last-minute  compromise  proposals 
with  the  corresponding  texts  of  Helsinki 
and  Madrid.  One  must  do  this  critically, 
with  an  eye  hardened  by  experiences  of 
violations  since  then.  Second,  one  must 
compare  them  as  well  as  with  the 
original  Western  proposals  on  the  same 
subjects.  What  are  the  pluses  and  the 
minuses?  How  does  the  whole  add  up? 
Our  judgment  was  and  is  that  the 
negatives  either  outweigh,  or  come  close 
to  outweighing,  the  positives. 
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Next,  one  must  factor  in  the 
demonstrated  record  of  noncompliance 
on  matters  large  and  small.  In  that  con- 
text, our  judgment  is  that  the  negatives 
clearly  outweighed  the  positives.  To 
accept  the  Bern  compromise  would  have 
been  to  accept  a  document  that  could 
accurately  be  characterized  in  this  way: 
some  of  its  proposals  merely  repeat 
Helsinki  provisions  already  being 
violated;  some  of  its  provisions  are 
weaker  than  or  more  flawed  than 
Helsinki;  some— such  as  the  one  on 
religion— would  have  established  possibly 
damaging  precedents;  and  a  few,  at  best, 
went  modestly  beyond  Helsinki.  Even 
these  last,  alas,  sometimes  advance  more 
specific  language,  but  in  a  way  that 
detracts  from  general  obligations  that 
already  cover  such  specifics. 

In  terms  of  policy,  the  most  impor- 
tant point  in  the  Helsinki  process  is  its 
credibility.  Solid  words  must  not  be 
allowed  to  become  empty  words. 
Agreements  entered  into  merely  to  have 
agreements  cannot  be  allowed  to 
diminish  public  trust.  Above  all 
agreements  cannot  be  allowed  to  weaken 
the  trust  of  those  who  suffer  today 
because  of  large-scale  and  systematic 
noncompliance.  In  such  circumstances, 
to  enter  into  certain  kinds  of  agreements 
would  be  a  fraud. 

I  told  this  commission  last  March  18 
that  the  goals  of  my  delegation  would 
be:  (1)  movement  on  concrete  cases; 

(2)  efforts  to  bring  about  greater  com- 
pliance in  specific  types  of  cases;  and 

(3)  a  thorough  review  of  violations  of  the 
Helsinki  accords.  I  leave  it  to  this  com- 
mission to  judge  how  well  we  achieved 
the  three  goals  we  set  out  to  achieve. 

I  also  told  this  commission  that  our 
delegation  would  not  accept  a  weak 
document.  I  said  then  that  the  integrity 
of  the  Helsinki  process  depends  first  of 
all  upon  credible  compliance,  rather  than 
on  the  addition  of  more  words.  I  again 
leave  it  to  this  commission  to  judge 
whether,  in  difficult  circumstances,  we 
kept  our  word  and  showed  proper  judg- 
ment on  the  specific  document  at  hand. 

Finally,  I  am  more  convinced  than 
when  I  undertook  this  assignment  that 
the  CSCE  process  is  worth  every  ounce 
of  energy  that  this  nation  can  put  into  it. 
That  process  depends  on  taking  words 
with  utmost  seriousness,  words  signed 
by  heads  of  government  of  35  partici- 
pating states.  The  CSCE  process  has 
borne  great  fruits  in  some  countries  in 
Eastern  Europe  and  has  heightened 
standards  of  international  behavior. 
More  than  that,  a  newcomer  to  the 
CSCE  process  notices  immediately  the 


extent  to  which  the  language  of  Western 
ideals  permeates  not  only  the  Helsinki 
accords  and  the  Madrid  concluding  docu- 
ment, but  also  the  daily  debates  in 
plenary  discussions  and  working  groups. 
Even  the  Marxist  countries  rarely  speak 
a  Marxist  language;  even  they  are  often 
obliged  to  use  the  language— even 
though  not  following  the  practice— of 
open  societies.  In  the  context  of  human 
rights,  the  importance  of  words  is  very 
great. 

Looking  forward  to  Vienna,  when 
the  whole  range  of  the  Helsinki  accords 
will  be  under  discussion,  the  allies  have  a 
much  better  opportunity  to  make  real 
progress  in  the  areas  of  human  rights 
and  human  contacts— for  three  reasons. 

First,  the  range  of  subjects  on  the 
table  will  be  larger,  greatly  expanding 
the  scope  for  meaningful  negotiations. 

Second,  the  process  will  be  open- 
ended;  in  order  to  achieve  meaningful 
progress,  it  will  allow  a  time  period 
much  longer  than  6  weeks. 

Third,  in  Ottawa,  Budapest,  and 
Bern,  the  allies  have  taken  great  pains 
to  arrive  at  common,  strong  proposals. 
These  proposals,  carefully  hammered 
out,  already  at  hand,  form  a  magnificent 
platform  for  real  progress  under  the 
"third  basket."  In  addition,  a  thorough 
and  documented  review  of  non- 
compliance is  now  part  of  the  full  record 
from  which  Vienna  can  proceed. 

The  work  of  the  Helsinki  process  is 
extremely  important  for  millions  of 
human  beings.  The  work  of  this  commis- 
sion in  furthering  that  process  is  vital. 
Permit  me  once  again  to  thank  this  com- 
mission for  the  support  it  gave  my 
delegation,  before,  during,  and  now 
again  after  the  Bern  meeting. 


WESTERN  DRAFT 
CONCLUDING  DOCUMENT 

1.  In  accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions 
of  the  Concluding  Document  of  the  Madrid 
Meeting  of  the  Conference  on  Security  and 
Co-operation  in  Europe,  a  meeting  of  experts 
representing  the  participating  States  took 
place  in  Bern,  at  the  invitation  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Switzerland,  from  15  April  to  26  May 
1986  to  discuss  the  development  of  contacts 
among  persons,  institutions  and 
organizations. 

2.  The  Meeting  was  preceded  by  Prepara- 
tory Consultations  which  started  in  Bern  on  2 
April  1986. 

3.  At  the  opening  session  the  participants 
were  addressed  by  Federal  Councillor  Pierre 
Aubert,  Head  of  the  Federal  Department  of 
Foreign  Affairs,  on  behalf  of  the  Government 
of  Switzerland. 


4.  The  opening  session  on  15  April  and 
the  closing  session  on  26  May  1986  were  held 
in  open  plenary  meetings.  During  the  closing 
session,  statements  were  made  by  those  dele- 
gations who  wished  to  do  so. 

5.  Under  agenda  item  2  (a),  a  general 
debate  on  the  development  of  human  contacts 
took  place.  Under  agenda  item  2  (b),  forty-six 
proposals  for  recommendations  were  sub- 
mitted and  considered  by  the  participants. 
Under  agenda  item  2  (c),  they  drew  up  conclu- 
sions and  recommendations.  Two  subsidiary 
working  bodies  under  the  guidance  of  the 
plenary  dealt  with  the  following  questions  as 
listed  in  section  1  (Human  Contacts)  of  the 
Chapter  of  the  Final  Act  entitled  "Co-opera- 
tion in  Humanitarian  and  Other  Fields": 

Subsidiary  Working  Body  I: 

•  contacts  and  regular  meetings  on  the 
basis  of  family  ties; 

•  reunification  of  families; 

•  marriage  between  citizens  of  different 
States. 

Subsidiary  Working  Body  H: 

•  travel  for  personal  or  professional 
reasons; 

•  improvement  of  conditions  for  tourism 
on  an  individual  or  collective  basis; 

•  meetings  among  young  people; 

•  sport; 

•  expansion  of  contacts. 

6.  The  participants  recalled  the  aims  of 
the  States  participating  in  the  CSCE  to  facili- 
tate freer  movement  and  contacts,  individ- 
ually and  collectively,  whether  privately  or 
officially,  among  persons,  institutions  and 
organizations  of  the  participating  States,  and 
to  contribute  to  the  solution  of  humanitarian 
problems  that  arise  in  that  connection. 

7.  The  participants  affirmed  that  unim- 
peded human  contacts  strengthen  mutual 
understanding,  friendly  relations  and  trust 
among  peoples. 

8.  During  the  discussion,  different  and,  at 
times,  contradictory  opinions  were  expressed 
concerning  respect  for  an  implementation  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  Concluding  Document  relating  to 
human  contacts  by  the  participating  States. 
While  certain  progress  was  noted,  grave  con- 
cern was  expressed  about  the  failure  to 
resolve  a  great  number  of  humanitarian 
cases,  including  some  raised  in  the  context  of 
this  Meeting,  about  barriers  to  human  con- 
tacts that  continue  to  exist  and  about  add- 
tional  barriers  that  have  been  created  in  some 
participating  States,  in  disregard  of  com- 
mitments undertaken  in  the  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  Concluding  Document. 

9.  The  participants  expressed  concern 
that  failure  to  comply  with  the  human  con- 
tacts provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  Concluding  Document  jeopardizes  the 
credibility  of  the  CSCE  process  as  a  whole. 


September  1986 


71 


EUROPE 


10.  The  participants  emphasized  the  criti- 
cal need  for  efforts  to  achieve  lasting  and 
tangible  progress  in  the  implementation  of 
the  human  contacts  provisions  of  the  Final 
Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding  Document. 
They  recalled  the  responsibility  of  each  par- 
ticipating State,  irrespective  of  its  political, 
economic  and  social  system,  to  bring  its  laws, 
practices  and  procedures  into  conformity  with 
these  provisions  and  with  other  international 
undertakings  and  agreements  by  which  it  may 
be  bound. 

11.  Regarding  the  basic  concepts  under- 
lying human  contacts,  the  participants  noted, 
in  particular,  the  relevance  of  the  right  of  an 
individual  to  leave  any  country,  including  his 
own,  and  to  return  to  his  country,  as 
expressed  in  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights. 

12.  The  participants  confirmed  that  their 
thorough  and  frank  exchange  of  views  on  the 
development  of  contacts  among  persons, 
institutions  and  organizations  constituted  a 
valuable  contribution  to  the  CSCE  process. 

13.  Convinced  that  in  order  to  fulfill  their 
commitments  to  facilitate  freer  movements 
and  contacts  further  efforts  are  required,  the 
participants  recommend  that  the  participat- 
ing States: 

Family  Matters 

•  pay  immediate  attention  to  cases  of  an 
urgent  humanitarian  character,  including, 
inter  nlia:  travel  to  visit  a  seriously  ill  or 
dying  family  member;  travel  of  the  aged  and 
those  with  urgent  medical  needs;  travel  to 
attend  the  funeral  or  visit  the  grave  of  a  fam- 
ily member;  travel  for  visits  in  cases  of  impor- 
tant family  matters  such  as  births,  marriages, 
religious  or  civil  ceremonies  and  other  impor- 
tant family  occasions;  and  travel  for  impor- 
tant public  and  religious  holidays; 

•  in  fulfilment  of  their  commitments  to 
facilitate  freer  movements  and  contacts, 
remove,  infer  nlin,  obstacles  to  the  ability  of 
members  of  a  family,  who  so  desire,  to  travel 
together  for  the  purpose  of  contacts  and  reg- 
ular meetings  on  the  basis  of  family  ties; 

•  give  special  attention  to  and  deal 
favourably  with  applications  from  their  citi- 
zens or  nationals  who  are  also  recognized  as 
citizens  or  nationals  by  another  State  to  leave 
in  order  to  visit  that  State  or  to  settle  there; 

•  give  special  attention  to  requests  for 
exit  documents  and  facilities  submitted  in 
order  to  reunite  minor  children  with  their 
parents; 


•  give  primary  importance  to  the  wishes 
of  the  parties  desiring  to  be  reunited,  in  par- 
ticular their  wishes  in  regard  to  the  country 
of  settlement,  in  facilitating  the  exit  of  per- 
sons for  the  purpose  of  family  reunification; 

•  in  order  to  simplify  the  application  pro- 
cedures for  family  reunification,  prolong  the 
validity  of  the  application  forms  and  other 
related  documents  so  that  these  documents 
remain  valid  throughout  the  application  pro- 
cedure; and  provide  that  any  document 
necessary  for  an  application  procedure  be 
easily  accessible  to  the  applicant,  also  in  case 
of  renewed  application; 

•  ensure  that  an  application  for  travel  for 
the  purposes  of  family  contact  or  family 
reunification  with  an  individual  family 
member  who  has  permanently  left  his  country 
of  origin,  will  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  this  family  member  left 
his  country  of  origin; 

•  should  carefully  review  all  outstanding 
applications  for  travel  for  the  purpose  of 
family  reunification  and  for  other  purposes 
related  to  the  aims  of  the  part  of  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding  Docu- 
ment dealing  with  human  contacts  with  a 
view  to  ensuring  that  these  applications  are 
being  dealt  with  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
the  relevant  provisions  of  those  documents. 
Such  reviews  should  be  repeated  at  regular 
intervals; 


Travel  Practices 

•  recognize  the  right  of  their  nationals  to 
be  issued  with  a  passport,  or  with  any  other 
document  allowing  travel  abroad,  without 
delay  and  without  any  other  conditions  than 
those  specifically  laid  down  by  the  law  in  con- 
formity with  international  commitments.  Rea- 
sons should  be  given  for  any  refusal  to  issue  a 
passport  or  travel  document  and  means  of 
appeal  should  be  available; 

•  abolish,  for  their  nationals,  the  require- 
ment to  obtain  an  exit  visa  in  order  to  leave 
their  country;  and  issue  exit  visas  to  for- 
eigners residing  on  their  territory  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible  and  without  any  conditions 
other  than  those  that  may  arise  as  a  result  of 
legal  proceedings  still  in  progress; 

•  publish  within  one  year  all  laws,  regula- 
tions and  procedures— including  criteria  for 
refusal— concerning  decisions  to  permit  their 


citizens  to  leave  their  country,  on  a  perma- 
nent or  temporary  basis;  and  take  steps  to 
help  make  the  laws  that  are  in  force  accessi- 
ble to  all  strata  of  the  population  of  the 
country; 

•  remove  legal  and  other  obstacles 
restricting  or  inhibiting  contacts  on  their  own 
territory  between  their  citizens  and  resident 
or  visiting  citizens  of  other  States; 

Other  Matters 

•  promote  the  possibilities  for  individual 
religious  believers  and  communities  of 
believers  to  establish  and  maintain  personal 
contacts  and  communication  with  fellow- 
believers  and  communities  of  believers  in 
other  countries,  including  travel,  pilgrimages, 
assemblies  and  postal  communications;  and 
respect  the  ability  of  believers  and  com- 
munities of  believers  to  acquire,  receive  and 
carry  with  them  religious  publications  and 
related  materials; 

•  bearing  in  mind  the  legitimate  desire  of 
persons  belonging  to  national  minorities  and 
regional  cultures  on  their  territories  to  have 
contacts  with  persons  in  other  States  with 
whom  they  have  close  affinities,  refrain  from 
placing  obstacles  in  the  way  of  members  of 
such  minorities  and  regional  cultures  seeking 
to  maintain  contacts  of  this  kind,  including 
contacts  through  travel  and  communications; 

•  remove  existing  impediments  which  pre- 
vent individuals  and  the  institutions  and 
organizations  which  they  have  freely  estab- 
lished and  joined  from  maintaining  contact, 
communication  and  organizational  ties  with 
similar  organizations  in  other  participating 
States  without  need  of  official  sponsorship  or 
approval;  and,permit  individuals  invited  by 
such  groups  to  travel  to  other  participating 
States  so  that  they  are  not  replaced  by 
another  individual  without  the  consent  of  the 
inviting  organization; 

•  remove  existing  impediments  which  pre- 
vent freely  established  trade  unions,  their 
members  and  their  representatives  from 
maintaining  contact,  communications  and 
organizational  ties  with  similar  organizations 
in  other  participating  States  without  need  of 
official  sponsorship  or  approval; 

•  encourage  direct  sporting  exchanges 
between  them  at  local  and  regional  level,  as 
well  as  at  national  and  international  level,  and 
take  steps  to  remove  existing  obstacles  to 
such  exchanges; 

•  encourage  the  setting-up  and  facilitate 
the  unimpeded  implementation  of  town- 
twinning  arrangements  between  authorities 
most  directly  concerned  in  order  to  develop 
direct  contacts  between  their  citizens; 


72 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


•  recognize  that  the  freedom  to  establish 
and  maintain  communication  is  essential  for 
effective  human  contacts;  guarantee  the  free- 
dom of  transit  of  postal  communications  in 
accordance  with  the  Universal  Postal  Conven- 
tion, thus  ensuring  the  rapid  and  unhindered 
delivery  of  personal  mail;  ensure  all  the  condi- 
tions necessary  to  carry  on  rapid  and  uninter- 
rupted telephone  calls  in  accordance  with  the 
International  Telecommunications  Conven- 
tion, including  the  use  and  development  of 
direct  dialing  systems  wherever  it  is  possible; 
and  respect  the  privacy  and  integrity  of  all 
such  communications;  and 

•  give  favourable  consideration  to  the 
practice  of  periodically  holding  bilateral 
meetings  and  round  tables  between  delega- 
tions, whose  composition  is  to  be  determined 
by  each  participating  State,  to  deal  with  the 
questions  concerning  the  promotion  of  con- 
tacts among  their  citizens,  institutions  and 
non-governmental  organizations.  The  aim  of 
these  meetings  and  round  tables  will  be  to 
improve  and  develop  co-operation  in  the 
humanitarian  field  among  the  participating 
States,  to  implement  more  fully  the  relevant 
provisions  set  forth  in  the  Final  Act  and  in 
the  Madrid  Concluding  Document  and  to 
bring  about  as  promptly  as  possible  a  satisfac- 
tory solution  to  outstanding  humanitarian 
cases.  In  particular,  on  the  occasion  of  such 
meetings  and  round  tables,  the  participating 
delegations  should  also  proceed  to  a  mutual 
exchange  of  exhaustive  information  and  full 
details,  and  to  their  updating  in  the  event  of 
changes,  on  the  laws,  procedures  and  prac- 
tices in  force  in  the  respective  countries  with 
regard  to  applications  for  travel  abroad  sub- 
mitted by  citizens  with  a  view  to  contacts  and 
regular  meetings  on  the  basis  of  family  ties, 
reunification  of  families  and  marriages 
between  citizens  of  different  States. 

14.  The  results  of  the  meeting  will  be 
taken  into  account,  as  appropriate,  at  the 
Vienna  follow-up  meeting. 

15.  The  participants  expressed  their  deep 
gratitude  to  the  Government  of  Switzerland 
for  the  excellent  organization  of  the  meeting 
and  to  the  people  of  Switzerland  for  the  warm 
hospitality  extended  to  them  during  their 
stay. 


Amending  the  Foreign 
Sovereign  Immunities  Act 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  commission  and  will 
he  available  from  the  Superintendent  of  Docu- 
ments, U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


by  Elizabeth  G.  Verville 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Administrative  Law  of  the  House 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  on  May  20, 
1986.  Ms.  Verville  is  the  acting  Legal 
Adviser.'^ 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify 
on  behalf  of  the  Administration  concern- 
ing H.R.  [House  Resolution]  3137  and 
4592,  which  would  amend  the  Foreign 
Sovereign  Immunities  Act  (FSIA),  and 
H.R.  3106  and  4,342,  which  would  amend 
the  Arbitration  Act. 

At  the  outset,  I  want  to  commend 
the  American  Bar  Association  (ABA) 
and  the  sponsors  of  the  present  bills  for 
a  valuable  initiative.  As  I  will  outline, 
there  are  some  amendments  to  the 
FSIA  we  believe  are  ready  to  be 
adopted,  subject  to  working  out  woi-d- 
ing.  A  bill  limited  to  those  improve- 
ments might  proceed  expeditiously.  This 
would  not  preclude  additional  amend- 
ments if  they  seem  warranted  aftei-  fur- 
ther study,  although  some  of  the 
additional  |)roposed  amendments  raise 
more  complex  and  difficult  cjuestions 
than  others.  Finally,  there  are  some 
problems  that  these  bills  do  not  address. 
Although  the  Administration  does  not 
have  proposals  to  make  at  this  time,  I 
want  to  identify  the  issues  and  i)ossible 
solutions. 

While  others  testifying  today  will 
naturally  focus  on  the  difficulties  of 
plaintiffs,  my  perspective  will  be  some- 
what broader. 

Sovereign  Immunity  and  the  FSIA 

Historical  perspective  is  important. 
Before  the  P'SIA,  suits  against  foreign 
governments  and  their  instrumentalities 
were  difficult  to  bring.  Jurisdiction  was 
obtained  by  actions  quasi  in  rem 
through  attachments  of  foreign  govern- 
ment property.  There  was  no  execution 
of  judgments  against  foreign  govern- 
ment propei'ty.  The  State  De{)artment 
decided  whether  or  not  there  was  immu- 
nity in  individual  cases,  and  the  courts 
were  bound  by  our  determinations. 
The  United  States  adopted  the 
FSIA  in  1976,  among  other  reasons,  to 
codify  the  restrictive  theory  of  sover- 
eign immunity  and  provide  workable, 
simplified  pi'ocedures  for  service  of 
process  so  that  our  courts  could  provide 
judicial  remedies  against  foreign  sover- 


eigns and  their  instrumentalities  in  ap- 
propriate cases.  We  also  wanted  to 
terminate  the  disruptive  practice  of 
relying  on  prejudgment  attachment  to 
secure  jurisdiction  over  foreign  states, 
remove  immunity  decisions  from  the  ex- 
ecutive to  the  judicial  branch,  and  draw 
some  of  the  lines  by  statute. 

The  FSIA  deals  with  foreign  policy 
as  well  as  complex  legal  issues.  It  con- 
cerns fundamental  principles  of 
sovereignty  of  foreign  states  and  the  ex- 
tent to  which  they  should  be  responsible 
directly  in  the  courts  of  other  countries 
to  private  persons  for  their  commercial 
and  other  activities.  In  light  of  this,  we 
are  carefully  reviewing  our  experience 
under  the  FSIA  in  the  10  years  since  it 
was  adopted.  In  this  review,  we  are 
guided  by  certain  principles  and 
considerations. 

First,  the  United  States  moved  to 
codify  the  restrictive  theory  out  of  a 
sense  that  fairness  and  justice  recjuired 
it.  When  states  enter  the  marketplace 
01-  otherwise  act  nongovernmentally,  pri- 
vate parties  with  claims  against  them 
ought  to  have  judicial  remedies. 

This  remains  important.  States 
should  be  responsible  for  their  commer- 
cial activities.  They  should  keep  their 
bargains.  If  states  engage  in  commercial 
activities  through  instrumentalities  or 
other  entities,  those  instrumentalities  oi- 
entities  should  be  treated  like  commer- 
cial entities  for  such  activities  to  the 
maximum  extent  consistent  with  overall 
U.S.  interests.  We  think  this  is  fair. 
Moreover,  we  do  not  want  to  give  ad- 
vantage to  socialist  countries  that  deal 
through  government-owned  entities  over 
free  market  countries  that  deal  thi-ough 
private  entities.  There  should  be  ap- 
propriate remedies  and  means  of  en- 
forcement on  these  matters.  As  I  will 
discuss  further,  a  number  of  factors  may 
be  brought  to  bear.  Judicial  remedies 
may  be  appropriate  in  some  cases  and 
not  others.  The  marketplace  also  works 
to  pr'ovide  its  own  remedies. 

Second,  the  restrictive  theory  also 
recognizes  the  rights  and  needs  of 
sovereigns  and  the  important  foreign  re- 
lations interests  of  the  nation  as  a 
whole.  The  law  should  continue  to  pro- 
vide appropriate  safeguards  for  those 
needs  and  interests,  including  our  in- 
terest in  protecting  U.S.  activities 
abroad.  Some  problems  must  be  handled 
without  submitting  the  foreign  sover- 
eign or  its  property  fully  to  the  jurisdic- 
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tion  and  jud^nenl  of  our  domestic 
courts  and  the  remedies  that  a  court 
would  normally  apply  at  the  behest  of 
an  agg:rieved  private  party. 

Accordingly,  the  FSIA  was  drafted 
so  that  a  foi-eign  state  might  not  be 
sued  in  U.S.  court  in  certain  kinds  of 
cases.  Also,  the  act  i)rotected  the 
property  of  the  state  from  legal  pr'ocess 
even  in  some  cases  in  which  the  state 
could  be  sued.  The  act  provided  that  a 
state  and  its  separate  agencies  and  in- 
strumentalities would  be  immune  from 
])i-ejudgment  attachment.  We  also  re- 
(juired  a  nexus  between  a  claim  and  the 
commercial  property  of  the  state  taken 
to  satisfy  a  judgment  against  a  state 
which  refuses  to  honoi-  it.  We  recog- 
nized that  these  lines  might  not  prove 
to  be  entirely  satisfactory,  but  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  and  Congress,  after  long 
deliberation,  decided  that  they  repre- 
sented a  fair  balance  of  interests. 

We  must  bear  in  mind  that,  while 
we  disagree,  some  states  still  believe 
that  they  are  entitled  under  inter- 
national law  to  absolute  immunity  from 
suits  in  foreign  courts  brought  directly 
against  them,  as  opposed  to  their  com- 
mercial entities.  Default  judgments  have 
ensued,  resulting  in  some  cases  in 
problems  in  bilateral  relations  and  dubi- 
ous court  decisions.  Even  states  that  ac- 
cept the  restrictive  theory  of  sovereign 
immunity  have  objected  to  suits  they 
consider  inappro{)riate  or  harrassing. 

Some  other  states  have  followed  our 
lead  and  adopted  modern  sovereign  im- 
munity statutes  of  their  own.  However, 
while  we  should  consider  those  statutes, 
we  should  recognize  that  reductions  in 
immunity  may  be  more  problematic  in 
the  United  States  than  the  identical 
changes  in  othei-  countries,  given  the 
litigious  nature  of  our  society,  the  inven- 
tiveness of  our  attorneys  and  courts  in 
developing  novel  theories  of  liability,  the 
size  of  U.S.  judgments,  and  the  burdens 
of  discovery  and  other  aspects  of  U.S. 
litigation.  Finally,  reductions  in  immu- 
nity potentially  affect  the  extensive  U.S. 
Government  presence  abroad,  since 
many  foreign  states  will  apj)ly  our 
standards  against  us  as  a  matter'  of 
reciprocity.  These  considerations  should 
lead  this  committee  to  approach  amend- 
ment of  the  FSIA  carefully  and  to  re- 
quire either  a  real  showing  of  need  or 
clear  and  substantial  imj)rovement  be- 
fore making  changes  with  uncertain  or' 
adverse  effects.  We  do  not  want  to 
cr-eate  new  pr'oblems  or  exacer'bate 
existing  ones. 

We  need  to  I'cview  our  10  years  of 
practice  under  the  FSIA  to  deter'mine 
whether-  there  are  serious  flaws  in  the 
bahmce  str'uck  a  decade  ago  and,  if  so, 


how  best  to  fix  them.  We  look  foi'ward 
to  lear-ning  from  this  hearing  the  specific 
problems  others  have  found.  I  want  to 
assure  the  committee  that  we  approach 
this  effort  with  an  open  mind,  and  that 
our  reactions  are  necessarily  tentative 
until  we  have  had  an  opportunity  for 
fur'ther-  consideration  of  the  infor'mation 
being  gathered  through  these  hearings 
and  other-wise  on  the  pr'oblems  encoun- 
tered under  the  present  act. 

The  Proposed  Amendments 

With  these  considerations  in  mind,  let 
me  now  address  the  proposals  in  the 
present  bills  and  suggest  some  addi- 
tional areas  for  consideration.  Regarding 
the  present  bills,  we  are  prepared  in 
pr'inciple  to: 

•  Provide  expressly  for  enforcement 
of  ar'bitral  agreements  and  awards; 

•  Amend  the  Arbitration  Act,  9 
use  §207,  to  rule  out  the  act  of  state 
doctrine  as  a  bar  to  enforcement  of  an 
arbitral  award; 

•  Allow  execution  of  arbitral  awards 
against  any  commercial  assets  of  the 
state  party; 

•  Allow  prejudgment  attachment 
against  state-owned  commercial  enter- 
prises to  the  same  extent  as  against 
their  privately  owned  counterparts;  and 

•  Remove  some  current  problems  in 
admiralty  cases. 

Other  issues  raised  by  the  proposed 
amendments  are  more  difficult  and  need 
further  consideration.  Let  me  explain 
our  position  in  more  detail. 

Enforcement  of  Arbitral 
Agreements  and  Awards 

The  pr'oposals  in  H.R.  3137  on  the 
enforceability  of  arbitral  agreements  and 
awards  raise  no  fundamental  problems 
and  we  support  them.  They  will  advance 
our  longstanding  policy  favoring  arbitra- 
tion in  international  commerce  and  par- 
ticular-ly  in  business  and  investment 
relationships  between  private  entities 
and  foreign  governments.  Such  private 
party  and  foreign  government  arbitr-a- 
tion  is  a  key  feature  of  our  bilateral 
investment  treaty  program.  We  are 
I)arty  to  the  New  Vork  Convention  on 
the  Recognition  and  Enforcement  of 
Ar'bitral  Awards. 

Although  the  cour'ts  ar-e  coming  out 
r'ight  in  finding  implied  waivers  in  ap- 
pr'opr'iate  circumstances,  such  as  those 
listed  in  the  proposal,  the  amendment 
would  clarify  the  law  that  is  emerging 
fr'om  a  body  of  cases  on  implicit  waiver 
and  to  give  more  explicit  guidance  to 
judges  in  dealing  with  these  issues. 


We  think  two  pitfalls  of  the  present 
proposal  should  be  avoided.  First,  the 
three  pr'oposed  circumstances  should  not 
become  an  exclusive  list  of  conditions  in 
which  courts  may  enforce  arbitral  agree- 
ments and  awards.  We  believe  the 
amendment  should  be  drafted  to  leave 
open  the  possibility  of  courts  finding 
implicit  waiver  in  other  appropriate  cir- 
cumstances, should  they  arise.  Second, 
the  circumstances  enumerated  should 
not  create  irrebuttable  presumptions  of 
waiver  in  all  cases.  In  some  cases,  a 
government  may  expressly  negotiate  an 
agreement  with  limitations  as  to  where 
and  how  an  award  can  be  enforced,  in- 
cluding execution  against  state  assets. 
Along  the  lines  of  the  recently  enacted 
Austr'alian  statute,  we  would  suggest 
that  the  amendment  provide  for  jurisdic- 
tion to  enforce  an  arbitral  award  "sub- 
ject to  any  inconsistent  provision  in  the 
agreement." 

As  my  comment  on  H.R.  3137  im- 
plies, we  also  support  the  concept  of  the 
short  bills,  H.R.  3106  and  4342,  that 
ar'bitral  awards  rendered  under  the 
New  York  convention  shall  be  enforce- 
able notwithstanding  sovereign  immuni- 
ty. However,  we  are  prepared  to  deal 
with  enforcement  of  agreements  and 
awards  more  extensively  along  the  lines 
of  H.R.  3137,  as  I  indicated.  We  would 
have  technical  suggestions  to  make  on 
the  drafting  of  the  shorter  bills  if  it 
wer-e  decided  to  proceed  with  them.  In 
particular,  we  believe  that  all  aspects  of 
sovereign  immunity  should  be  codified 
in  the  FSIA,  although  a  reference  in  the 
Ar'bitr-ation  Act  would  be  appropriate. 

Act  of  State  Doctrine 

H.R.  3137  proposes  legislative  annul- 
ment of  the  act  of  state  doctrine  in 
three  categories  of  cases  against  sover- 
eigns: expropriation,  breach  of  contract, 
and  enforcement  of  arbitr-al  awards. 
We  suppor't  the  proposal  in  H.R. 
3137,  3106  and  4342,  to  exclude  the  pos- 
sibility that  the  act  of  state  doctrine 
could  bar  the  enforcement  of  an  arbitral 
award.  Enforcement  of  an  arbitral 
award  ought  not  be  denied  on  grounds 
that  the  act  of  state  doctrine  would 
have  barred  a  U.S.  eour't  from  entering 
a  decision  on  the  merits  of  the  claim. 
While  we  doubt  that  any  such  court  de- 
cision would  withstand  the  scr'utiny  of 
an  appellate  court,  this  issue  is  straight- 
for'ward  and  we  would  consider  it  unob- 
jectionable for  this  to  be  made  clear  by 
appropriate  statutory  provision.  As  a 
technical  matter,  we  believe  this  should 
be  done  through  amendment  of  the 
Ar-bitr-ation  Act,  rather  than  mix  act  of 
state  pr'ovisions  into  the  FSIA. 
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The  questions  posed  by  the  other 
two  act  of  state  proposals  are  more  com- 
plex. The  Department  of  State  has  con- 
sistently articulated  a  very  skeptical 
view  of  applications  or  potential  applica- 
tions of  the  act  of  state  doctrine  by  U.S. 
courts.  The  phrase  "act  of  state"  is 
often  invoked  on  the  basis  of  alleged  for- 
eign relations  concerns  with  which  the 
Department  of  State  does  not  agi-ee. 
Sometimes  it  is  invoked,  improperly,  in 
lieu  of  sound  consideration  of  the  choice 
of  law,  defenses  such  as  force  majeure, 
or  the  appropriate  jurisdictional  reach  to 
give  a  U.S.  regulatory  scheme  in  light 
of  international  comity  considerations. 
We  have  addressed  ourselves  to  the  is- 
sues by  intervention  amicus  curiae  in  a 
number  of  cases,  generally  in  the 
expropriation  area. 

Accordingly,  we  belive  that  the 
ABA's  proposals  have  merit.  However, 
we  feel  the  need  for  further  study,  not 
only  by  the  government,  but  by  scholars 
and  private  practitioners.  We  under- 
stand that  the  ABA  Section  of  Interna- 
tional Law  and  Practice,  while  having 
recommended  the  elimination  of  the  doc- 
trine in  expropriation,  breach  of  con- 
tract and  arbitration  cases  against  the 
foreig-n  state  which  fall  within  the 
FSIA's  exceptions  to  immunity,  cur- 
rently has  a  committee  engaging  in  a 
broader  study  of  the  doctrine.  We  are 
prepared  to  look  carefully  at  the  possi- 
bility of  legislation  limiting  the  use  of 
the  doctrine  by  broadly  adopting  the 
"reverse  Bernstein"  approach. 

We  need  to  examine  more  closely 
the  potential  implications  of  such  a  legis- 
lative limitation.  For  example,  how 
would  it  affect  court  application  of 
comity  considerations  which  often  under- 
lie a  so-called  act  of  state  decision?  How 
would  or  should  it  affect  the  applicabili- 
ty of  a  foreign  act  alleged  to  violate  the 
foreign  state's  own  constitution  or  the 
technical  provisions  of  an  international 
agreement,  but  not  impoilant  norms  of 
customary  international  law.  How  would 
or  should  it  affect  a  contract  case  when 
a  change  in  a  foreign  state's  law  is  al- 
leged to  excuse  a  failure  by  that  state, 
its  agency  or  instrumentality  to  perform 
a  contract  according  to  its  terms?  How 
would  or  should  it  affect  an  antitrust 
claim  against  a  foreign  state  agency  or 
instrumentality  where  it  is  carrying  out 
state  policy,  for  example  in  marketing 
natural  resources?  How  would  or  should 
it  affect  the  use  of  U.S.  domestic  couils 
for  expropriation  claims  directly  against 
a  foreign  state  itself,  where  this  is  not  a 
counterclaim  and  not  an  action  directed 
at  property  in  the  United  States? 

We  should  also  consider  changing 
the  act  of  state  presumption  more 


generally,  not  simply  in  the  case  of  ac- 
tions brought  against  sovereigns  or 
their  agencies  and  instrumentalities,  but 
in  cases  against  private  parties  as  well. 
Given  the  foreign  relations  underpin- 
nings of  the  act  of  state  doctrine,  it  may 
seem  anomalous  to  remove  or  limit  it  in 
the  FSIA  context  for  cases  brought 
against  foreign  governments  themselves, 
but  to  leave  it  in  place  for  cases  brought 
against  private  defendants.  As  sensitive 
as  it  is  for  a  U.S.  couil  to  sit  in  judg- 
ment on  a  foreign  governmental  act 
relevant  to  private  party  litigation,  it  is 
substantially  more  sensitive  for  a  U.S. 
court  do  so  in  the  exercise  of  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  sovereign  itself. 

A  key  factor  in  determining  our 
position  will  be  whether,  after  a  period 
of  further  study,  we  are  able  to  satisfy 
ourselves  that  a  new  statutory  limita- 
tion can  be  adopted  without  undermin- 
ing the  appropriate  use  by  the  courts  of 
related  doctrines  such  as  comity  and  the 
distinction  between  governmental  and 
commercial  actions  of  states. 

Execution  of  Judgments  and  Awards 
Against  Any  Commercial  Assets 

The  proposals  to  reduce  the  immunity  of 
state  commercial  assets  from  execution 
of  judgments  and  awards  raise  the  most 
complex  and  difficult  issues  for  us. 

Under  the  P'SIA,  if  an  agency  or 
instrumentality  of  a  foreign  state  en- 
gages in  commercial  activity  in  the 
United  States,  all  of  its  property  is  sub- 
ject to  execution  in  satisfaction  of  a 
judgment.  The  property  of  the  state 
itself,  however,  is  subject  to  execution 
only  when  one  of  five  narrowly  drawn 
exceptions  set  out  in  §  1610(a)  applies. 
Under  the  current  exception  for  com- 
mercial pi'operty,  state  property  used 
for  commercial  activities  is  generally 
subject  to  execution  only  if  it  "is  or  was 
used  for  the  commercial  activity  upon 
which  the  claim  is  based."  This  means 
that  there  must  be  a  nexus  between  the 
cause  of  action  and  the  property. 

The  proposed  amendments  would 
eliminate  this  nexus  requirement  and 
subject  to  execution  for  any  valid  judg- 
ment any  property  of  the  foreign  state 
which  is  "used  or  intended  to  be  used 
for  a  commercial  activity  in  the  United 
States." 

We  are  sympathetic  to  the  concern 
that  the  present  nexus  requirement 
might  be  interpreted  in  too  rigid  a 
fashion.  For  example,  a  judgment  credi- 
tor should  not  necessai'ily  have  to  find 
the  pi'ecise  property  used  in  the  events 
underlying  the  case.  However,  H.R. 
3137  would  remove  this  nexus  entirely 
for  all  cases.  We  are  not  aware  of  any 


pattern  of  cases  in  which  judgments 
have  been  obtained  and  gone  unsatisfied 
because  of  overly  narrow  interpretation 
or  application  of  this  provision. 

Let  me  discuss  the  potential  difficul- 
ties we  see  with  this  proposed 
amendment. 

First,  the  total  removal  of  a  nexus 
requirement  for  commercial  activities 
and  execution  would  increase  the  poten- 
tial for  default  judgment  problems.  In 
the  commercial  area,  we  are  not  per- 
suaded that  there  is  a  sufficient  actual 
problem  to  warrant  this. 

In  the  area  of  international  finance, 
trade,  and  commerce,  few  if  any  actual 
problem  cases  have  been  cited  arising 
from  the  immunity  from  execution  of 
state  assets  not  related  to  the  cause  of 
action.  The  absence  of  any  substantial 
body  of  practical  problems  appears  to 
reflect  several  factors.  Most  states  and 
state  agencies  or  instrumentalities  value 
their  commercial  reputation  and  will 
honor  their  commercial  debts.  Much  of 
state  trading,  the  state  activity  which  is 
commercial  in  purpose,  is  carried  out 
not  directly  by  the  states  themselves 
but  by  state  agencies  and  instr-umentali- 
ties.  Under  current  law,  all  pr-operly  of 
such  entities  is  alr-eady  subject  to  execu- 
tion to  satisfy  any  judgment  against  the 
entity,  whether  or  not  the  claim  relates 
to  the  particular  pr-operty.  In  commer- 
cial or  financial  dealings  between  pri- 
vate parlies  and  the  state  itself,  many 
difficulties  ar-e  avoided  by  negotiating 
the  basic  issues  of  dispute  settlement, 
security  guar-antees,  and  waiver-s  of  im- 
munity. While  private  parties  do  not  al- 
ways have  the  bargaining  power  to  get 
the  agreement  they  want,  the  market- 
place adjusts  for  these  risks  to  a  sub- 
stantial degr-ee.  Further,  there  is 
gr-owing  use  of  arbitr-ation  to  settle  dis- 
putes between  pr-ivate  business  and  the 
foreign  sovereigns  with  whom  they  deal, 
a  tr-end  we  ar-e  pr'omoting  actively.  In 
short,  we  are  not  convinced  of  a  need 
outweighing  potential  disadvantages  in 
the  commercial  area. 

Even  in  the  commer-cial  tort  area, 
the  State  Department  has  no  substantial 
exper-ience  of  judgments  unpaid  and  un- 
satisfied because  unrelated  commercial 
pr-operty  in  the  United  States  was  im- 
mune from  execution  for-  that  judgment. 
Commercial  torts  generally  are  not  po- 
litically sensitive  since  the  for-eign  state 
essentially  is  acting  like  a  private 
person. 

Second,  the  total  removal  of  a  nexus 
r-equirement  would  open  state  commer- 
cial property  to  execution  for  noncom- 
mer-cial  tort  judgments.  This  is  a  far 
more  sensitive  ar-ea  than  the  commercial 
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toil  ai-ea.  The  United  States  has  pro- 
vided court  jurisdiction  over  states 
themselves  for  their  commercial  torts  in 
our  territory  and  commercial  torts 
abroad  with  sufficient  connection  to  the 
United  States.  However,  in  the  noncom- 
mei-cial  tort  area,  we  have  been  more 
cii-cumspect.  The  FSIA  provides  no 
jui-isdiction  for  noncommercial  torts 
abi-oad  of  states  or  their  agencies  and 
instrumentalities,  and  limits  categories 
of  noncommercial  torts  in  the  United 
States  over  which  courts  may  take  juris- 
diction. For  example,  the  FSIA  excludes 
jurisdiction  over  torts  arising  out  of  dis- 
cretionary acts,  and  over  a  number  of 
specific  kinds  of  tort  actions,  as  is  done 
undei-  the  Tort  Claims  Act  for  the  U.S. 
Govei'nment  itself,  that  are  considered 
potentially  difficult  vis-a-vis  foreign 
states  and  their  agencies  and  instrumen- 
talities, such  as  slander,  misrepresenta- 
tion, and  interference  with  contract 
rights.  Moreover,  the  FSIA  provides  for 
execution  against  the  assets  only  of 
state  agencies  and  instrumentalities  that 
lose  noncommercial  tort  cases;  through 
the  nexus  requirement,  property  is 
generally  not  available  for  execution  to 
.satisfv  such  judgments  against  a  state 
itself." 

Thei'e  is  good  i-eason  foi'  the  caution 
we  have  shown  in  affording  less  tort 
jurisdictions  over  state-owned  enter- 
])rises  than  over  their  pi'ivately  owned 
counterjjarts.  These  go  beyond  the  al- 
ready noted  considerations  such  as  novel 
theories  of  liability  and  lai'ge  judgments 
encountered  in  the  United  States.  The 
statutory  language  as  drafted  might  be 
intei^jreted  to  go  beyond  the  kind  of 
gai'den  variety  negligence  cases  which 
appeal-  to  have  been  the  problem  in 
mind  at  the  time  the  FSIA  was  drafted. 
It  might,  for  example,  be  apjilied,  or 
jierhaps  misapjilied,  to  deliberate 
government  wrongdoing.  Where  deliber- 
ate policies  of  one  state  are  alleged  to 
cause  injury  in  another,  domestic  judi- 
cial proceedings  and  remedies  in  the 
victim's  state  against  the  alleged  perpe- 
trator state  itself  would  have  political 
sig-nificance  and  conseciuences.  This  is 
jiarticularly  true  when  the  allegations 
involve  violation  of  important  rules  of 
international  or  domestic  law.  States,  in- 
cluding the  United  States,  are  generally 
reluctant  to  enter  into  the  domestic 
courts  of  another  state  to  defend  them- 
selves against  charges  of  serious  viola- 
tions of  law,  making  the  noncommercial 
tort  ai-ea  one  with  particularly  high 
potential  for  default  judgments. 

We  have  proceeded  cautiously  in  the 
|)asl  even  with  regard  to  ordinary  torts. 
The  serious  problem  we  had  with  auto- 
mobile accidents  is  an  example.  Where 


individuals  without  diplomatic  or  other 
immunity  from  legal  process  were 
responsible,  they  could  be  pursued  in 
private  court  actions,  but  where  diplo- 
mats or  cars  on  official  diplomatic 
business  were  involved,  there  were 
flifficulties.  We  provided  for  compulsory 
insurance  rather  than  subject  diplomats 
to  suit  or  governments  generally  to  exe- 
cution against  all  their  commercial 
property. 

In  other  kinds  of  tort  cases,  we  may 
have  an  even  greater  need  to  maintain 
some  political  branch  control  of  the  ac- 
tions taken  in  response  to  foreign  state 
wrongdoing,  even  in  our  own  territory. 
Where  the  act  is  criminal,  we  may  elect 
to  pursue  the  individual  perpetrators  for 
prosecution  and  demand  their  extradi- 
tion from  the  offending  state.  Against 
the  state  itself,  we  can  attempt  to  ob- 
tain redress  of  private  injury  through 
diplomatic  pressures.  However,  the  deci- 
sion on  sanctions  against  the  economic 
interests  of  the  state  or  seizure  of  state 
property  in  such  cases,  with  its  con- 
comitant i)otential  for  retaliation  and 
disruption  of  broader  relations  between 
the  United  States  and  that  country, 
might  not  always  be  best  left  solely  a 
matter  of  judicial  response  to  private 
petition. 

Our  third  concern  is  that  the  pro- 
posed amendment  would  increase  the 
opportunities  to  execute  against  bank 
accounts  used  to  maintain  and  operate  a 
governmental  mission  in  the  United 
States.  In  partial  response  to  this  con- 
cern, the  bill  incorporates  an  exception 
recognizing  the  immunity  of  diplomatic 
and  consular  property,  but  removes  that 
immunity  from  diplomatic  and  consular 
bank  accounts  if  they  are  used  to  any 
extent  for  purjjoses  unrelated  to  diplo- 
matic or  consular  functions.  However,  if 
bank  accounts  of  diplomatic  or  consular 
missions  are  used  for  purposes  outside 
the  scope  of  the  mission's  diplomatic  or 
consular  functions,  the  State  Depart- 
ment would  want  to  deal  with  this 
improper  use  on  a  government-to- 
government  basis.  It  could  unduly  inter- 
fere with  the  functioning  of  diplomatic 
or  consular  missions  to  strip  automati- 
cally the  entire  operating  account  of 
such  a  mission  of  diplomatic  and  consu- 
lar immunity  from  execution— to  which 
it  may  be  entitled  under  international 
law. 

Fourth,  the  suggestion  that  courts 
examine  not  only  the  uses  being  made 
of  property  but  the  intended  future  use 
invites  speculation  and  intrusive  inquiry, 
perhaps  su|)ported  by  discovery,  about 
the  intentions  of  governments.  We 
would  oppose  that  language  and  the 
uncertainty  and  unnecessary  offense  it 
could  create. 


Fifth,  removal  of  the  nexus  require- 
ment would  increase  the  potential  for 
execution  against  property  held  by  an 
entity  juridically  separate  from  the  one 
substantively  liable  for  the  underlying 
claim.  It  has  been  argued  that  this 
would  be  precisely  the  right  result  and 
that  a  judgment  against  a  government 
should  be  executable,  for  example, 
against  aircraft  of  the  state-owned 
airline.  In  the  somewhat  analogous  pri- 
vate setting,  however,  a  judgment 
against  a  parent  corporation  can  be  exe- 
cuted against  the  parent's  property  in- 
terest in  the  subsidiary,  but  it  normally 
cannot  be  executed  against  individual 
assets  of  the  subsidiary.  While  states 
have  immunities  private  corporations 
don't  enjoy,  international  practice  ap- 
pears nevertheless  to  respect  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  property  of  a  state 
and  that  of  its  individual  separate  juridi- 
cal entities.  Subject,  of  course,  to  such 
exceptions  as  the  normal  equitable  rules 
for  piercing  corporate  veils  in  limited 
circumstances,  overriding  those  distinc- 
tions would  create  difficulties.  Whether 
or  not  the  nexus  requirement  is  relaxed, 
the  act  should  continue  to  respect  the 
distinction  between  juridically  separate 
entities. 

Weighing  all  these  concerns,  we  be- 
lieve that  we  should  remove  the  nexus 
requirements  at  present  only  for  com- 
mercial property  seized  to  satisfy  an  ar- 
bitral award, which  the  losing  state 
refuses  to  pay.  This  would  be  a  particu- 
larly important  development  in  support 
of  our  investment  protection  policy.  We 
strongly  encourage  arbitration  between 
investors  and  foreign  governments,  for 
example  through  our  bilateral  invest- 
ment treaty  program,  and  it  is  impor- 
tant that  remedies  are  provided  so  that 
arbitral  agreements  are  meaningful.  In 
these  cases,  the  foreign  sovereign 
agreed  to  the  third  party  dispute  settle- 
ment and  had  the  opportunity  to  shape 
the  composition  of  the  forum,  its  rules, 
and  the  choices  of  law  involved.  Execu- 
tion against  property  is  less  likely  to 
cause  political  difficulties  where  the 
award  results  from  such  a  consensual 
process  than  where  the  judgment  was 
rendered  by  the  domestic  courts  of 
another  state  under  a  compulsory  proc- 
ess to  which  the  defendant  objects. 

For  the  time  being,  we  believe  a 
nexus  should  still  be  required  for  court 
judgments  other  than  those  confirming 
arbitral  awards.  Arbitral  awards  form  a 
class  of  cases  which  has  substantially 
less  potential  for  troublesome  judgments 
than  the  tort  area.  We  recognize  that 
the  nexus  requirement  can  be  burden- 
some to  a  successful  litigant.  However, 
from  our  initial  review,  we  have  not 
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seen  evidence  of  a  sigjiificant  pattern  of 
cases  in  which  a  successful  claimant  was 
frustrated  by  the  nexus  requirement. 
Moreover,  there  is  potential  for  difficult 
default  situations  even  in  the  ai-ea  of 
commercial  activities,  as  in  the 
Huguang  bonds  case.  While  some  other 
restrictive  immunity  states  do  not  ap- 
pear to  have  a  nexus  requirement, 
others  continue  to  require.  We  believe 
we  should  gain  some  experience  with  its 
removal  from  ai'bitral  award  enforce- 
ment and  survey  actual  case  experience 
in  other  junsdictions  before  going 
further. 

Prejudgment  Attachment 

The  proposed  amendment  would  retain 
the  immunity  presently  pi-ovided,  absent 
express  waiver,  for  property  of  the  for- 
eign state  itself,  but  would  remove  it  for 
pi-operty  of  a  state's  agencies  or  in- 
strumentalities "engaged  in  commercial 
activities"  in  the  United  States.  This 
could  affect  not  only  state-owTied  com- 
mercial entei-pnses.  but  also  more 
difficult  to  characterize  mixed  entities, 
and  even  entities  like  cultural  missions 
whose  functions  may  be  governmental 
but  which,  like  entities,  must  engage  in 
commercial  acts  or  activities,  such  as 
purchasing  supplies  and  services,  to 
maintain  that  mission  here. 

There  would  seem  to  be  little  for- 
eign relations  problem  in  removing  im- 
munity from  prejudgment  attachment 
for  the  essentially  commercial  enter- 
prises which  some  governments  own. 
These  do  not  appear  to  be  treated  by 
other  countries  as  part  of  the  state  for 
sovereign  immunity  purposes.  They  do 
not  generally  engage  in  governmental 
acts.  For  this  reason,  we  are  prepared 
to  support  a  change  which  would  place 
the  state-owned  essentially  commercial 
entei-prise  in  the  same  position  regard- 
ing prejudgment  attachment  as  its  pri- 
vately ownied  counterpart,  except  to  the 
extent  of  its  governmental  activities,  if 
any. 

Beyond  this,  however,  the  proposed 
amendment  regarding  pi-ejudgment  at- 
tachment raises  serious  difficulties.  The 
proposed  amendment  contains  some  tra- 
ditional safeg-uards.  including  provision 
for  a  bond.  Nevertheless,  applied  to 
mixed  government  entities  or  instru- 
mentalities beyond  the  essentially  com- 
mercial ones  which  happen  to  be  govern- 
ment-owned, prejudgment  attachment 
carries  with  it  a  potential  for  harass- 
ment and  pressure  on  sovereigns  which 
the  FSIA.  wi.sely  in  our  view,  decided 
to  eliminate  from  U.S.  law. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  the  Iran 
crisis  demonstrates  the  need  to  have 


prejudgment  attachment.  However,  that 
extraordinary  crisis  created  problems 
we  addressed  thi-ough  crisis-oriented 
measures,  including  an  assets  freeze. 
Treasury  licensing  of  prejudgment  at- 
tachments, and  the  ultimate  dissolution 
of  those  attachments  by  the  executive 
branch  in  order  to  implement  the 
Algiers  accord  which  estabUshed  an 
arbitral  tribunal  to  settle  the  claims. 
The  Iran  crisis  does  not  lead  us  to  con- 
clude that  the  property  of  all  foreign 
state  agencies  and  instrumentalities  en- 
gaged in  commercial  activity  ought  to  be 
made  subject  to  prejudgment  attach- 
ment, absent  waiver,  in  normal  times. 
Rather,  we  believe  it  suggests  that, 
especially  in  a  crisis,  there  may  be  a 
need  for  political  branch  control  over 
such  attachments.  Before  conckuiing 
that  a  change  were  called  for  regarding 
the  agencies  or  instrumentalities  which 
ai-e  partly  or  wholly  governmental  in 
activities,  we  would  want  to  learn  the 
extent  to  which  the  present  law  has 
frustrated  parties  who  have  won  U.S. 
judgments,  but  have  been  unable  to  col- 
lect because  the  state  agency  or  insti-u- 
mentality  removed  commercial  assets 
that  had  been  in  the  United  States  at 
the  time  the  suit  was  instituted.  We 
would  also  want  to  look  at  the  extent  to 
which  these  suits  involved  commercial 
or  financial  deals  in  which  the  security 
guarantees  and  waivers  or  immunity  or 
the  absence  thereof  are  part  of  the  bar- 
gaining. Parties  may  enter  into  badly 
safeguarded  deals  with  foreign  states, 
but  this  may  not  call  for  legislative 
correction. 

In  sum,  we  believe  that  state-owiied 
commercial  enterprises  should  be  placed 
in  the  same  position  as  their  private 
counterparts.  However,  prejudgment  at- 
tachment can  be  particularly  disioiptive 
when  applied  to  agencies  or  instrumen- 
talities which  are  engaged  in  both 
governmental  and  commercial  activities. 
We  see  no  demonstrated  need  for  per- 
mitting prejudgment  attachment  for 
such  agencies  and  instrumentalities  of 
mixed  function.  Such  treatment  could 
also  produce  problems  for  the  United 
States  abroad,  which  the  Department  of 
Justice  will  address. 


Foreign  Government 
Loan  Transactions 

The  proposal  to  specify  that  "commer- 
cial activity"  includes  "any  promise  to 
pay  made  by  a  foreign  state"  and  the  is- 
suance of  debt  securities  or  loan  guaran- 
tees appear  to  us  a  solution  in  search  of 
a  problem.  There  appear  to  have  been 
no  difficulties  encountered  by  the  courts 
or  financial  community  in  this  regard 


under  the  present  statute.  It  has  been 
suggested  that  the  failure  of  the  U.S. 
statute  to  be  as  specific  about  financial 
transactions  as  the  United  Kingdom's 
statute  is  undesirable.  We  have  seen  no 
evidence  that  this  has  noticeably  im- 
paired the  competitiveness  of  U.S.  finan- 
cial markets  or  deprived  any  lender  of 
its  claim. 

In  this  respect,  as  well  as  others  dis- 
cussed above,  we  are  tempted  to  invoke 
the  old  saw:  "If  it  ain't  broke,  don't  fix 
it."  If  specific  examples  can  be  showni 
where  our  law  has  put  us  at  a  competi- 
tive disadvantage  or  othei-wise  harmed 
U.S.  interests,  we  are  prepared  to  con- 
sider fixes.  But  we  ai-e  reluctant  to  nm 
the  risk  of  fixes  for  h\-pothetical  gain. 

Maritime 

The  Department  of  Justice  will  address 
the  proposed  amendments  to  the  FSIA 
maritime  provisions.  We  accept  their 
evaluation  and  concur  in  the  adoption  of 
the  proposed  amendments  which  would, 
inter  alia,  reduce  the  penalties  for  im- 
proper arrest  of  a  state-o\med  vessel 
and  bring  our  practice  regarding  secuii- 
ty  interests  more  closely  into  line  with 
international  practice. 

Additional  Issues  for  Consideration 

I  noted  at  the  outset  that  there  are 
problems  which  the  proposed  amend- 
ments do  not  address.  Some  relate  to 
default  judgments.  Others  relate  to  the 
exclusivity  of  the  FSIA  and  to  discover^' 
against  foreign  states. 

Let  me  stress  that  the  Administra- 
tion does  not  have  proposals  at  this  time 
and  is  still  considering  these  issues. 
However,  it  may  be  useful  to  describe 
the  issues  and  possible  solutions. 

Default  Judgments 

To  deal  with  the  default  problem,  the 
antidefault  provisions  of  §1608(e)  might 
be  claiified  and  strengthened,  the  bur- 
den of  pi-oduction  and  persuasion  might 
more  clearly  be  put  on  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  act  might  expressly  provide  that  a 
state  may  make  a  special  appearance  on 
jurisdiction  without  thereby  subjecting 
itself  to  personal  or  subject  matter 
jurisdiction. 

Section  1608(e)  provides  that  there 
shall  be  no  judgment  by  default  against 
a  foreign  state  or  state  agency  or  in- 
strumentality unless  that  claimant  estab- 
lishes his  claim  "by  evidence 
satisfactory  to  the  court."  Under  this 
standard  some  courts  have  not  only 
declined  to  consider  available  defenses  if 
the  sovereign  state  defendant  does  not 
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appear  but  also  have  declined  even  to 
make  inquiries  into  the  basis  for  plain- 
tiffs assertion  of  jurisdiction. 

In  addition,  some  states  still  sub- 
scribing to  the  absolute  theory  of  sover- 
eign immunity  are  extremely  sensitive 
about  submitting  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
foreign  court  in  apparent  contravention 
of  their  principles.  A  provision  expressly 
permitting  a  special  appearance  for  the 
purpose  of  contesting  the  court's  juris- 
diction without  waiving  any  immunity 
they  may  enjoy  could  assist  in  persuad- 
ing them  to  resolve  cases  against  them 
within  the  framework  of  our  judicial 
system. 

Most  importantly,  it  must  be  a  seri- 
ous matter  to  file  lawsuits  against  for- 
eign states  in  U.S.  courts.  Now,  suits 
can  be  filed  with  little  or  no  risk  of  cost 
to  the  plaintiff,  even  if  he  loses.  In  some 
cases,  there  may  be  a  political  motiva- 
tion for  the  suit  and  a  well  founded  ex- 
pectation that  the  foreign  sovereign  will 
not  appear,  resulting  in  a  default  judg- 
ment that  can  be  used  for  harassing  ac- 
tions against  assets.  One  step  we  are 
considering  is  to  provide  for  the  award 
of  fees  to  the  winning  defendant  and  re- 
quire {)osting  of  a  bond  foi'  reasonably 
anticipated  defendant  attorneys'  fees. 
Adopting  a  type  of  English  rule  on  at- 
torneys fees  for  cases  against  foreign 
states  would  not  guarantee  against 
harassing  litigation.  But  it  may  avoid 
some  and  encourage  some  states  to  de- 
fend such  cases,  either  in  the  first  in- 
stance or  in  a  subsequent  action  to  set 
the  judgment  aside. 

Exclusivity 

Exclusivity  of  the  FSIA  should  not  be 
the  problem  it  is.  The  FSIA  and  its 
legislative  history  clearly  reflect  Con- 
gress' view  that  the  FSIA  is  the  exclu- 
sive basis  under  U.S.  law  for 
jurisdiction  over  a  foreign  state.  Yet 
s(jme  courts  have  concluded  otherwise. 
The  Alien  Tort  Claims  Act,  28  USC 
(United  States  Code]  1850,  has  been  a 
source  of  confusion.  This  law,  provides 
that  federal  courts  shall  have  jurisdic- 
tion for  any  civil  action  by  an  alien  for  a 
tort  "committed  in  violation  of  the  law 
of  nations  or  a  treaty  of  the  United 
States."  Although  §1850  raises  a  num- 
ber of  questions,  one  point  should  be 
clear:  no  statute  {)re(lating  the  P'SIA 
such  as  §1350,  and  no  later  statute 
which  does  not  expressly  override  the 
FSIA,  provides  a  basis  for  suing  a  for- 
eign state  where  personal  and  subject 
matter  jurisdiction  does  not  lie  under 
the  FSIA.  We  are  considering  whether, 
to  reduce  the  risk  of  future  error  by  the 
courts,  this  point  should  be  more 
expressly  stated  in  the  FSIA. 
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Discovery 

The  FSIA  has  no  special  provisions  for 
discovery  against  foreign  states.  The 
potential  breadth  of  discovery  and  the 
threat  of  sanctions  for  contempt  can 
present  serious  difficulties,  particularly 
before  the  state's  claim  to  immunity  has 
been  decided.  While  the  courts  have  the 
power  to  manage  discovery  against  for- 
eign states  with  restraint,  there  could 
be  some  benefit  in  legislative  safeguards 
such  as  restricting  discovery  to  the 
jurisdictional  issue  until  jurisdiction  is 
established  and  limiting  contempt  sanc- 
tions. A  number  of  other  states  have 
limited  such  sanctions  in  their  sovereign 
immunity  legislation. 

State-Owned  Commercial 
Enterprises 

In  discussing  H.R.  3137,  I  stated  our 
support  for  allowing  prejudgment  at- 
tachment against  state-owned  commer- 
cial enterprises.  We  are  also  considering 
whether  there  is  any  reason  that  state- 
owned  commercial  enterprises  have  spe- 
cial immunity  from  tort  suits  to  which 
private  counterparts  would  be  subject. 
We  are  also  examining  whether  it  might 
be  desirable  to  remove  truly  commercial 
enterprises,  such  as  state-owned  air- 
lines, from  the  FSIA  in  other  respects. 

Conclusion 

H.R.  3137  and  related  bills  represent  a 
fine  initiative  to  improve  our  law  in  an 
important  area.  They  contain  some  pro- 
posals on  which  we  believe  useful 


amendments  can  go  forward  now.  We 
have  suggested  additional  areas  in 
which  proposals  for  amendments  might 
be  forthcoming.  We  are  prepared  to 
work  with  the  sponsors  and  the  inter- 
ested groups  to  draw  up  a  revised  set  of 
proposals  which  we  could  support  for 
prompt  enactment. 

Regarding  the  more  difficult  propos- 
als for  change,  we  are  seeking  further 
information  on  the  reactions  of  other  na- 
tions and  their  current  practice.  We 
have  put  some  questions  to  a  number  of 
other  governments.  We  have  only  begun 
to  receive  responses.  We  hope  to  be 
able  to  share  the  results  of  this  inquiry 
with  the  committee  in  due  course.  We 
also  expect  that  these  hearings  will  pro- 
duce useful  information  regarding  the 
nature,  degree,  and  significance  of  the 
problems  actually  encountered  by  pri- 
vate litigants  in  these  other  areas.  We, 
quite  frankly,  have  been  apprised  over 
the  years  of  very  few  cases  indicating  a 
need  for  the  more  potentially  trouble- 
some statutory  changes  being  proposed. 

With  that  information  and  the  re- 
sults of  this  hearing,  we  may  have  a 
better  basis  for  the  formulation  of  addi- 
tional proposals  to  enhance  fairness  in 
the  handling  of  claims  against  foreign 
sovereigns  without  creating  offsetting 
problems  for  our  foreign  relations  inter- 
ests and  U.S.  interests  in  other 
countries. 


^The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Arms  Sales  to  Saudi  Arabia 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAY  6,  1986' 

This  week  Congress  will  turn  to  consid- 
eration of  a  missile  sale  to  Saudi  Arabia. 
On  April  8  President  Reagan  notified  the 
Congress  of  his  intent  to  sell  these  air 
and  sea  defense  missiles  to  the  Saudis. 
These  weapons  are  not  new  to  Saudi 
Arabia;  all  have  been  sold  previously  and 
are  already  in  the  Saudi  inventory. 

The  United  States  has  vital  interests 
in  the  Persian  Gulf.  They  include 
supporting  the  security  of  friendly 
moderate  states,  countering  radical 
forces,  preventing  Soviet  expansion,  and 
maintaining  the  free  flow  of  oil.  The  sale 
will  protect  and  advance  our  own  inter- 
ests in  the  following  specific  ways. 


•  It  supports  Saudi  air  defense  into 
the  1990s. 

•  It  continues  a  bilateral  security 
relationship  which  has  been  supported  by 
every  President  since  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt  and  which  remains  the  key  to 
gulf  defense,  to  cooperation  throughout 
the  region,  and  to  the  search  for  peace. 

•  Completing  the  sale  now,  even 
though  the  missiles  will  not  be  delivered 
for  several  years,  makes  clear  that  we 
support  Saudi  self-defense. 

The  missile  numbers  have  been 
calculated  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  as 
necessary  to  meet  realistic  threat  projec- 
tions in  the  period  when  they  will  be 
delivered.  They  present  no  threat  to 
Israel  and  in  no  way  undercut  the  abso- 
lute determination  of  the  United  States 
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to  preserve  Israel's  qualitative  military 
edge  in  the  region.  These  missiles  are 
subject  to  stringent  security  safeguards. 
The  Saudis  have  an  outstanding  record 
in  this  regard  and  have  never  allowed 
any  U.S.  weapon  to  fall  into  unauthor- 
ized hands.  Moreover,  if  the  United 
States  fails  to  help  the  Saudis  in  this 
important  area,  they  are  certain  to  get 
the  weapons  they  need  from  other 
sources  who  are  unlikely  to  share 
America's  concern  for  Israel's  security. 

The  United  States  and  Saudi  Arabia 
have  many  similar  interests  beyond  the 
gulf,  and  our  actions  are  often  mutually 
supportive.  They  have  helped  in  U.S. 
efforts  to  support  moderate  govern- 
ments in  Egypt,  Jordan,  and  Sudan  and 
have  worked  quietly  in  the  search  for 
peace  in  Lebanon,  in  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict,  and  in  the  Iran-Iraq  war. 

We  are  engaged  in  a  critical  struggle 
against  Libyan-supported,  state  ter- 
rorism. Saudi  Arabia  has  consistently 
worked  behind  the  scenes  to  discourage 
terrorism  from  any  source. 

Saudi  Arabia  is  a  firm  friend  of  the 
United  States.  Our  own  interests  require 
us  to  help  Saudi  Arabia  meet  its  legiti- 
mate security  needs  in  the  face  of  grow- 
ing regional  threats.  Therefore,  the 
President  strongly  urges  the  Congress 
to  support  this  important  sale. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 

MAY  7,  1986' 

Today  the  House  joined  the  Senate  in 
voting  to  disapprove  the  proposed  sale  of 
defensive  missiles  to  Saudi  Arabia.  By 
this  action,  the  Congress  has  endangered 
our  longstanding  security  ties  to  Saudi 
Arabia,  called  into  question  the  validity 
of  U.S.  commitments  to  its  friends,  and 
undermined  U.S.  interests  and  policy 
throughout  the  Middle  East,  in  partic- 
ular our  ability  to  act  as  a  balanced 
arbiter  in  the  search  for  a  peaceful  reso- 
lution to  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict.  The 
President  will  not  allow  this  to  happen. 
It  must  be  clearly  understood  that  this 
sale  of  defensive  arms  is  not  proposed  as 
a  favor  to  the  Saudis,  but  because  it  is  in 
America's  interest  to  help  our  friends 
defend  themselves  against  the  forces  of 
radicalism  and  terror.  Therefore,  it  is 
the  President's  intention  to  veto  this 
resolution  and  to  work  actively  with 
members  of  both  Houses  of  Congress  to 
sustain  that  veto. 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  SENATE, 
MAY  21,  1986^ 

I  am  returning  herewith  without  my  approval 
S.J.  Res.  316,  a  resolution  that  would  halt  the 
proposed  sale  of  defensive  missiles  to  Saudi 
Arabia. 

The  U.S.  defense  relationship  with  Saudi 
Arabia  was  started  hy  President  Roosevelt  in 
1943  and  endorsed  by  every  President  since.  I 
cannot  permit  the  Congress  to  dismantle  this 
long-standing  policy,  damage  our  vital  strate- 
gic, political  and  economic  interests  in  the 
Middle  East  and  undermine  our  balanced 
policy  in  that  region. 

The  American  people  and  their  represen- 
tatives should  understand  that  this  sale  is  in 
our  interests.  It  is  not  just  a  favor  to  our 
friends  in  Saudi  Arabia.  Moreover,  it  is  not 
being  done  at  anyone's  expense. 

The  security  of  Israel  remains  a  top 
priority  of  this  Administration.  This  sale  will 
not  endanger  Israel's  defenses,  a  fact  that  is 
underscored  by  Israel's  decision  not  to  oppose 
the  sale. 

Stability  of  the  oil-rich  Persian  Gulf  is 
another  goal  of  great  importance.  In  a  region 
living  in  the  shadow  of  the  tragic  and  grue- 
some Iran-Iraq  war,  and  threatened  by 
religious  fanaticism  at  its  worst,  we  cannot 
afford  to  take  stability  for  granted.  Saudi 
willingness  to  stand  up  to  Iranian  threats  has 
been  key  in  preventing  the  spread  of  chaos.  It 
has  been  Saudi  Arabia's  confidence  in  our 
commitment  to  its  security  that  has  allowed  it 
to  stand  firm. 

But  Saudi  Arabia  produces  no  weapons  of 
its  own  and  we  have  not  sold  the  Saudis  new 
arms  in  almost  2  years.  If  we  suddenly  shut 
off  that  supply,  it  will  weaken  our  own 
credibility,  as  well  as  the  Saudis'  ability  to 
defend  themselves.  It  would  send  the  worst 
possible  message  as  to  America's  dependa- 
bility and  courage. 

Behind  the  scenes,  the  Saudis  have  aided 
the  effort  to  combat  terrorism,  which  is  as 
much,  if  not  more,  of  a  threat  to  them  as  it  is 
to  us.  Recently,  they  refused  Qadhafi's 
requests  for  aid.  Several  times  in  recent 
months,  they  have  been  instrumental  in  off- 
setting unjust  criticism  of  the  United  States 
and  preventing  radical  states  from  undertak- 
ing joint  action  against  our  country. 

The  Saudis  have  proven  their  friendship 
and  good  will.  They  have  assisted  our  efforts 
to  support  responsible  governments  in  Egypt, 
Jordan  and  Sudan.  They  have  worked  quietly 
in  the  search  for  peace  in  Lebanon,  in  the 
Arab-Israeli  conflict  and  in  the  Iran-Iraq  war. 
They  also  provide  impressive  assistance  to  the 
government  of  Pakistan  and  to  Afghan 
refugees. 


In  the  long  run  this  sale  will  be  good  for 
America,  good  for  Israel,  good  for  Saudi 
Arabia  and  good  for  the  cause  of  peace. 

I  ask  members  of  both  parties  to  sustain 
this  veto  and  to  join  me  in  protecting  our 
country's  vital  interest. 

RONALD  REAGAN 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  5,  1986^ 

Today's  vote  in  the  Senate  on  the  Saudi 
arms  sale  confirms  America's  commit- 
ment to  a  security  relationship  that  has 
served  both  the  United  States  and  Saudi 
Arabia  well  over  the  past  40  years. 

The  United  States  continues  to  con- 
sider the  security  and  well-being  of 
Saudi  Arabia  and  the  stability  of  the 
Persian  Gulf  to  be  a  matter  of  vital 
interest.  Similarly,  our  commitment  to 
freedom  of  navigation  in  the  gulf 
remains  firm. 

We  are  determined  to  work  with  the 
Saudis  and  other  friendly  states  to 
achieve  our  shared  goal  of  peace  and 
stability  in  the  region. 


iText  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  12,  1986. 

^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  May  26. 

'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  June  9.  ■ 


Sale  of  AWACS 
Aircraft  to  Saudi 
Arabia 


LETTER  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
JUNE  18,  1986' 

By  letter  dated  October  28,  1981,  I  assured 
then-Senate  Majority  Leader  Baker  that  the 
proposed  transfer  to  Saudi  Arabia  of  AWACS 
[airborne  warning  and  control  system]  air- 
craft would  not  occur  until  I  had  certified  to 
the  Congress  that  specified  conditions  had 
been  met.  Subsequently,  Section  131  of  the 
International  Security  and  Development 
Cooperation  Act  of  198.S  ("ISDCA")  incor- 
porated the  text  of  that  letter,  with  its  condi- 
tions for  certification,  into  legislation. 

I  am  pleased  to  inform  you  that  all  condi- 
tions set  forth  in  my  October  28  letter  and 
repeated  in  Section  131  of  the  ISDCA  have 
now  been  met  and  that  I  herewith  forward  to 
you  my  certification  to  that  effect.  Through 
the  extensive  efforts  of  the  Defense  and  State 
Departments,  agreements  and  other  actions 
necessary  to  fulfill  these  requirements  have 
been  concluded. 
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I  now  wish  to  draw  particular  attention  to 
the  sixth  condition  that  I  have  certified.  I 
remain  convinced  that,  as  I  stated  in  1981, 
the  sale  of  these  AWACS  aircraft  to  Saudi 
Arabia  will  contribute  directly  to  the  stability 
and  security  of  the  area  and  enhance  the 
atmosphere  and  prospects  for  progress 
toward  peace.  I  also  believe  that  significant 
progress  toward  peaceful  resolution  of 
disputes  in  the  region  has  been  accomplished 
with  the  substantial  assistance  of  Saudi 
Arabia.  These  perceptions  are  strengthened 
by  a  review  of  events  of  the  last  five  years. 

The  current  deployment  of  U.S.  AWACS 
aircraft  to  Saudi  Arabia  has  contributed 
significantly  to  the  stability  and  security  of 
Saudi  Arabia  and  the  region  as  a  whole.  The 
Royal  Saudi  Air  Force's  (RSAF)  gradual 
assumption  of  the  role  now  performed  by  the 
U.S.  AWACS  aircraft  will  continue  this  con- 
tribution. Over  the  past  five  years  the  U.S. 
AWACS  aircraft  have  demonstrated  their 
ability  to  detect  approaching  Iranian  aircraft 
well  before  they  would  be  detected  by  ground- 
based  radar.  This  early  detection,  coupled 
with  the  demonstrated  resolve  of  the  RSAF 
to  deploy  its  F-15s  and  engage  aggressor  air- 
craft, has  deterred  Iran  from  escalating 
attacks  against  targets  on  land  and  in  Gulf 
waters  under  the  Saudi  protective  umbrella. 
The  Saudi  commitment  to  a  strong  defense  as 
evidenced  by  such  measures  as  the  AWACS 
acquisition,  past  defensive  military  action, 
and  efforts  to  organize  collective  security 
among  the  member  states  of  the  Gulf 
Cooperation  Council  (GCC),  taken  together 
with  the  Kingdom's  obvious  lack  of  aggres- 
sive intent,  have  contributed  and  will  continue 
to  contribute  to  the  stability  and  security  of 
the  area.  Our  continued  success  in  helping  to 
support  regional  stability  will  diminish 
prospects  that  U.S.  forces  might  be  called 
upon  to  protect  the  governments,  shipping 
lanes,  or  vital  petroleum  resources  of  the 
region. 

Saudi  Arabia  has  firmly  supported  every 
significant  diplomatic  effort  to  end  the  Iran- 
Iraq  war.  Mediation  missions  under  the 
auspices  of  the  United  Nations,  the  Organiza- 
tion of  the  Islamic  Conference,  and  third 
countries  acting  independently  have  received 
Saudi  diplomatic  and  facilitative  assistance. 
In  encouraging  a  negotiated  settlement  of  the 
conflict,  the  Saudis  have  made  clear  their 
preference  that  the  war  end  without  conces- 
sions of  sovereignty  by  either  side. 

Saudi  efforts  to  advance  the  Arab-Israeli 
peace  process  have  been  substantial.  The 
Fahd  Peace  Plan  and  the  Arab  endorsement 
of  the  plan  embodied  in  the  1982  Fez  Com- 
municjue  significantly  and  irreversibly 
modified  the  Arab  consensus  of  the  three 
"no's"  enunciated  at  the  1968  Khartoum 
Summit,  i.e.,  no  recognition,  no  negotiation, 
and  no  conciliation  with  Israel.  The  Fez  Com- 
muni<iue  moved  the  formal  Arab  [)osition 
from  rejection  of  peace  to  consideration  of 
how  to  achieve  peace  with  Israel.  The  plan's 
statement  that  all  states  in  the  region  should 
be  able  to  live  in  peace  was  an  implicit  accept- 
ance of  the  right  of  Israel  to  a  secure 
existence.  The  concept  of  land  for  peace  was 
a  direct  reilection  of  U.N.  Resolution  242. 


While  various  elements  of  the  Fez  Plan  differ 
from  our  views,  the  Plan  remains  the  single 
largest  step  toward  peace  on  which  the  Arab 
world  has  been  able  to  agree.  The  existence  of 
this  consensus  provided  a  base  from  which 
King  Hussein  felt  he  could  launch  his  initia- 
tive to  bring  Israel,  Jordan,  and  the  Palestin- 
ians to  the  negotiating  table  in  1984-85. 

Saudi  Arabia  has  signaled  its  tacit  sup- 
port for  King  Hussein's  moves  to  lay  the 
foundation  for  peace  negotiations  by  continu- 
ing substantial  financial  assistance  payments 
to  Jordan  following  critical  steps  in  the  proc- 
ess, i.e.,  after  Jordan  resumed  diplomatic 
relations  with  Egypt  and  again  after  the 
February  1985  agreement  between  Hussein 
and  PLO  [Palestine  Liberation  Organization] 
Chairman  Arafat.  Despite  vocal  Syrian  oppo- 
sition, the  Saudis  sent  official  observers  to 
the  Amman  Palestine  National  Council 
meeting  in  late  1984  where  moderate 
Palestinians  made  a  decision  to  break  with 
the  radicals  thereby  opening  the  way  for  King 
Hussein  to  begin  his  peace  initiative. 

During  the  subsequent  and  continuing 
debate  over  how  to  make  peace  with  Israel, 
the  Saudis  have  consistently  lent  support  to 
moderate  Arab  governments.  Egypt's 
readmission  to  the  Organization  of  the  Islamic 
Conference  was  significantly  assisted  by 
crucial  Saudi  support  for  a  procedural  motion 
calling  for  a  secret  ballot  on  the  readmission 
vote.  Following  the  police  riots  in  Cairo  in 
February  of  this  year,  the  Saudi  Council  of 
Ministers  issued  a  statement  supporting 
President  Mubarak. 

Although  its  efforts,  like  our  own,  met 
with  limited  success,  Saudi  Arabia  played  a 
major  and  highly  visible  role  in  attempts  to 
arrange  a  lasting  cease-fire  in  Lebanon.  In 
the  August  1983  efforts  of  Crown  Prince 
Abdullah  and  Prince  Bandar  to  bring  an  end 
to  fighting  in  the  Shuf  mountains,  and  again 
through  observers  at  the  Geneva  and 
Lausanne  Lebanese  national  reconciliation 
talks,  Saudi  Arabia  sought  to  bring  peace  to  a 
moderate  Arab  nation  and  establish  the 
framework  for  stable  government.  The  Saudis 
also  proved  supportive  of  Lebanese  efforts  to 
negotiate  directly  with  Israel  conditions  for 
Israeli  withdrawal  from  southern  Lebanon.  In 
this  regard,  the  Saudis  supported  Lebanese 
efforts  to  win  Syrian  consent  to  compromises 
necessary  to  reach  agreement. 

Saudi  Arabia  has  provided  crucial  support 
for  Sudan  during  that  country's  transition  to 
a  democratic  form  of  government.  Further- 
more, it  has  established  a  significant  record  in 
working  for  regional  stability  and  settlement 
of  regional  disputes  in  countries  beyond  its 
immediate  neighborhood.  Saudi  aid  has  been 
crucial  to  the  Afghan  cause  and  significant  to 
Pakistan,  Morocco,  and  Tunisia.  Despite 
limitations  imposed  by  concern  for  its  own 
security,  the  depth  of  regional  animosities, 
and  the  need  to  establish  and  work  within  an 
Arab  consensus,  Saudi  Arabia  has  assisted 
substantially  the  significant  progress  that  has 
been  made  in  the  peaceful  resolution  of 
disputes  in  the  region. 

Saudi  Arabia  has  publicly  condemned  ter- 
rorism and  terrorist  actions,  having  itself 
been  a  victim  of  terrorism.  More  important,  it 


has  taken  practical  actions  to  oppose  ter- 
rorism regardless  of  its  origins. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  assurances  I 
made  in  my  letter  to  Senator  Baker  have 
been  amply  fulfilled.  A  firm  foundation  has 
been  laid  for  close  and  continued  U.S. -Saudi 
cooperation  in  operating  the  Saudi  AWACS 
and  in  building  an  air  defense  system  for 
Saudi  Arabia  and  the  GCC.  By  contributing  to 
the  self-defense  of  these  countries,  we  are 
diminishing  the  likelihood  of  direct  interven- 
tion by  U.S.  forces  in  defense  of  vital 
Western  interests.  At  the  same  time,  we  are 
encouraging  forces  of  moderation  which,  if 
they  prevail,  will  bring  lasting  peace  to  a  tur- 
bulent region. 

Sincerely, 

RONALD  REAGAN 


Certification  of  Conditions 
Requisite  To  Transfer  of  AWACS 
Aircraft  to  Saudi  Arabia 

In  accordance  with  Section  131  of  the  Inter- 
national Security  and  Development  Coopera- 
tion Act  of  1985,  P.L.  99-83,  I  hereby  certify 
that  the  conditions  set  forth  in  my  com- 
munication of  October  28,  1981,  to  the  Senate 
with  respect  to  the  transfer  to  Saudi  Arabia 
of  five  E-3A  airborne  warning  and  control 
system  (AWACS)  aircraft  have  been  met, 
specifically: 

1.  Security  of  Technology 

A.  That  a  detailed  plan  for  the  security  of 
equipment,  technology,  information,  and  sup- 
porting documentation  has  been  agreed  to  by 
the  United  States  and  Saudi  Arabia  and  is  in 
place;  and 

B.  The' security  provisions  for  Saudi 
AWACS  aircraft  are  no  less  stringent  than 
measures  employed  by  the  United  States  for 
protection  and  control  of  its  equipment  of  like 
kind  outside  the  continental  United  States; 
and 

C.  The  United  States  has  the  right  of 
continual  on-site  inspection  and  surveillance 
by  U.S.  personnel  of  security  arrangements 
for  all  operations  during  the  useful  life  of  the 
AWACS.  It  is  further  provided  that  security 
arrangements  will  be  supplemented  by  addi- 
tional U.S.  personnel  if  it  is  deemed 
necessary  by  the  two  parties;  and 

D.  Saudi  Arabia  will  not  permit  citizens 
of  third  nations  either  to  perform 
maintenance  on  the  AWACS  or  to  modify  any 
such  equipment  without  prior,  explicit  mutual 
consent  of  the  two  governments;  and 

E.  Computer  software,  as  designated  by 
the  United  States  Government,  will  remain 
the  property  of  the  United  States 
Government. 

2.  Access  to  Information 

That  Saudi  Arabia  has  agreed  to  share  with 
the  United  States  continuously  and  com- 
pletely the  information  that  it  acquires  from 
use  of  the  AWACS. 
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3.  Control  Over  Third-Country 
Participation 

A.  That  Saudi  Arabia  has  agreed  not  to  share 
access  to  AWACS  equipment,  technology, 
documentation,  or  any  information  developed 
from  such  equipment  or  technology  with  any 
nation  other  than  the  United  States  without 
the  prior,  explicit  mutual  consent  of  both 
governments;  and 

B.  There  are  in  place  adequate  and  effec- 
tive procedures  requiring  the  screening  and 
security  clearance  of  citizens  of  Saudi  Arabia 
and  only  cleared  Saudi  citizens  and  cleared 
U.S.  nationals  will  have  access  to  AWACS 
equipment,  technology,  or  documentation,  or 
information  derived  therefrom,  without  the 
prior,  explicit  mutual  consent  of  the  two 
governments. 

4.  AWACS  Flight  Operations 

That  the  Saudi  AWACS  will  be  operated 
solely  within  the  boundaries  of  Saudi  Arabia, 
except  with  the  prior,  explicit  mutual  consent 
of  the  two  governments,  and  solely  for  defen- 
sive purposes  as  defined  by  the  United  States, 
in  order  to  maintain  security  and  regional 
stability. 

5.  Command  Structure 

That  agreements  as  they  concern  organiza- 
tional command  and  control  structure  for  the 
operation  of  AWACS  are  of  such  a  nature  to 
guarantee  that  the  commitments  above  will 
be  honored. 

6.  Regional  Peace  and  Security 

That  the  sale  contributes  directly  to  the 
stability  and  security  of  the  area  and 
enhances  the  atmosphere  and  prospects  for 
progress  toward  peace.  Significant  progress 
toward  the  peaceful  resolution  of  disputes  in 
the  region  has  been  accomplished  with  the 
substantial  assistance  of  Saudi  Arabia. 

I  will  provide  separately  to  the  Congress, 
under  appropriate  procedures,  those  con- 
tracts and  agreements  pertinent  to  this  sale 
and  certification,  including  those  whose  con- 
fidentiality must  be  preserved. 


Strategic  Modernization  Program 


'Identical  letters  addressed  to  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  George  Bush,  President 
of  the  Senate  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation 
of  Presidential  Documentsof  June  23,  1986).  ■ 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JUNE  3,  1986> 

The  President  sent  a  message^  to  Con- 
gress today  that  called  upon  the  Con- 
gress to  fully  support  his  budget  request 
for  strategic  modernization  and  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative.  The  Presi- 
dent views  this  message  as  a  companion 
piece  to  his  recent  statement  on  interim 
restraint  with  respect  to  the  SALT 
treaty  limitation  on  strategic  weapons. 
The  President  noted  that  over  the 
past  5  years,  with  the  support  and 
cooperation  of  the  Congress,  we  have 
made  substantial  progress  in  rebuilding 
our  deterrent  capabilities.  We  can  be 
justifiably  proud  of  what  we  have  accom- 
plished by  working  together,  but  much 
more  remains  to  be  done.  While 
recognizing  the  progress  we  have  made, 
we  must  be  clear  that  the  advanced 
systems  which  have  been  proceeding 
through  intensive  development  pro- 
grams during  the  past  5  years  are  only 
now  beginning  to  be  deployed.  Those 
unfamiliar  with  the  sequence  of 
research,  development,  and  deployment 
all  too  often  assume  that  our  commit- 
ment to  build  a  new  system  results  in  its 
immediate  deployment.  This  error  may 
explain  the  view  held  by  some  that  we 
have  now  accomplished  enough  in  restor- 
ing our  strategic  capabilities  and  that  we 
can  begin  to  cut  those  programs  signifi- 
cantly. In  fact,  the  real  benefits  of  our 
strategic  modernization  efforts  will  be 
realized  only  if  we  complete  the  tasks 
that  we  have  begun  with  the  research 
and  development  phase. 

We  recognized  in  1981,  when  we 
began  to  modernize  our  defenses  in 
response  to  the  Soviet  buildup,  that  we 
had  to  make  strategic  modernization  our 
first  priority.  We  have  done  so,  and  it 
has  paid  clear  dividends.  Our  strategic 
programs  have  been  models  of  manage- 
ment efficiency  where  we  have  kept 
them  stable  and  on  track.  Interna- 
tionally, our  progress  has  paved  the  way 
to  negotiations  now  in  progress,  where 
for  the  first  time  the  prospect  of  deep 
nuclear  arms  reductions  is  before  us. 

As  our  negotiators  in  Geneva  seek 
equitable  and  verifiable  agreements, 
they  are  mindful  that  we  have  no  more 
urgent  task  in  preserving  peace  and 
freedom  than  the  prevention  of  nuclear 
war.  The  strategic  programs  now  before 
the  Congress  represent  a  vital  founda- 
tion to  this  search  for  a  stable  peace. 
They  are  designed  to  restore  and 


strengthen  our  traditional  approach  to 
deterrence  while  we  explore  through  our 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  the  feasibil- 
ity of  harnessing  advanced  technologies 
in  order  to  usher  in  a  safer  world. 

We  must  also  always  remember  that 
maintaining  a  strong  nuclear  deterrent 
does  more  than  prevent  nuclear  war. 
Strong  U.S.  deterrent  forces  also  con- 
tribute significantly  to  preventing  major 
conventional  aggression.  In  calculating 
what  they  call  "the  correlation  of 
forces,"  the  Soviet  political  and  military 
leadership  are  mindful  of  the  state  of  the 
nuclear  balance  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  As  a  result, 
a  strong  U.S.  strategic  deterrent 
decreases  the  threat  of  any  Soviet 
aggression  and  serves  as  the  vital 
background  which  discourages  Soviet 
conventional  attack  upon  our  allies  or 
our  interests  abroad.  A  weak  nuclear 
deterrent  leaving  the  Soviet  Union  with 
superior  nuclear  forces  could  have  the 
opposite  effect.  It  could  invite  the  Soviet 
Union  to  rely  on  such  an  advantage  and 
to  use  conflict  or  coercion  to  achieve 
their  objectives.  Our  strategic  programs 
provide,  therefore,  a  beneficial  effect 
which  far  outweighs  the  less  than  15%  of 
the  defense  budget  they  consume.  They 
are  affordable,  they  are  vital,  and  they 
respond  to  an  increasing  threat. 

In  considering  our  proposed  funding 
for  strategic  programs,  the  President 
asks  each  and  every  Member  of  Con- 
gress to  consider  the  stakes  involved. 
The  Congress  can  proceed  along  the 
path  of  strategic  modernization  we 
charted  5  years  ago  and  strengthen 
thereby  our  ability  to  deter  both  conven- 
tional and  nuclear  coercion  or  aggres- 
sion. It  can  permit  us  to  proceed  as 
quickly  and  efficiently  as  possible 
through  the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative 
to  determine  how  we  can  create  a  safer 
world  and  ensure  peace  and  stability  for 
the  long  term.  Alternatively,  by  cutting 
here  and  trimming  there,  Congress  can 
stretch  programs,  thereby  delaying 
scientific  results;  postponing  the  deploy- 
ment of  capabilities,  which  we  all  agree 
are  necessary;  and  as  a  further  penalty, 
increasing  programmatic  costs.  The 
President  knows  which  choice  the 
American  people  would  make. 

Thus,  we  come  to  one  of  those 
unique  crossroads  of  history  where 
nations  decide  their  fate.  Our  choices  are 
clear:  We  can  hold  firm  to  our  policies  of 
modernizing  to  maintain  our  deterrent 
strength  that  has  preserved  the  peace 
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for  40  years,  or  we  can  shrink  from  the 
challenge  by  offering  a  host  of  excuses. 
We  can  strengthen  the  hand  of  our  nego- 
tiators in  Geneva  in  their  efforts  to 
achieve  deep,  equitable,  and  verifiable 
reductions;  or,  by  unilaterally  reducing 
our  forces,  we  can  make  a  mockery  of 
the  only  process  that  leads  us  toward 
meaningful  arms  control. 

The  President  is  confident  that  the 
Congress  will  therefore  join  with  him  to 
protect  the  strategic  modernization  pro- 
grams that  make  these  negotiations 
possible.  The  Soviets  are  well  informed 
regarding  congressional  support  for  our 
modernization  programs.  If  they  detect  a 
collapse  of  American  resolve,  we  will  see 
no  movement  in  the  negotiations  because 
the  Soviets  will  know  they  are  better  off 
by  letting  the  Congress  reduce  our  pro- 
grams unilaterally  rather  than  by  engag- 


ing in  meaningful  negotiations  which 
would  result  in  both  U.S.  and  Soviet 
systems  being  reduced  on  an  equitable 
and  verifiable  basis. 

By  standing  together  to  protect 
these  few  programs  that  form  the  foun- 
dation of  our  national  security,  we  will 
send  a  clearly  different  message.  The 
world  knows  that  there  is  no  more 
powerful  force  than  an  America  united 
and  determined  to  protect  its  freedom. 
That  is  the  message  we  must  send  forth 
to  pave  the  way  for  peace  in  the  years 
ahead. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  Edward 
P.  Djerejian,  deputy  press  secretary  to  the 
President  for  foreign  affairs,  in  the  Briefing 
Room  of  the  White  House  during  the  daily 
press  briefing  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation 
of  Presidential  Documents  of  June  9,  1986). 

^Text  of  message  is  in  Weekly  Compila- 
tion of  Presidential  Documents  of  June  9, 
1986.  ■ 


Narcotics  Trafficking  in  Southwest  Asia 


by  Ann  B.  Wrobleski 

Statement  before  the  Task  Force  on 
biteniational  Narcotics  Control  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
Mail  IS,  1986.  Miss  Wrobleski  is  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  for  International 
Narcotics  Matters.^ 

The  Department  of  State  is  offering  tes- 
timony thi.s  afternoon  concerning  the 
narcotics  production,  trafficking,  and 
control  situations  in  Southwest  Asia, 
focusing  upon  Pakistan,  Afghanistan,  In- 
dia, Iran,  Nepal,  and  Turkey. 

There  are  four  basic  interrelated 
I)oints  we  want  to  establish  in  this  hear- 
ing, including  new  concerns  about  ex- 
panded opium  production  in  the  region 
and  the  capability  of  governments  in  the 
region  to  contain  this  expansion. 

The  first  and  most  fundamental 
I)oint  to  make  about  the  narcotics  situa- 
tion in  Southwest  Asia  is  that,  although 
Southwe.st  Asia  continues  to  supply  ap- 
proximately half  of  the  heroin  consumed 
in  the  United  States  (19«4  Drug  En- 
forcement Administration  estimate), 
opium  poppy  production  and  even  canna- 
bis and  hashish  production  in  Southwest 
Asia  are  heavily  influenced  by  consump- 
tion within  that  region  and  the  Middle 
East.  In  this  respect,  the  situation  is 
not  unlike  that  in  Southeast  Asia,  but  is 
markedly  different  from  thai  in  Latin 
America,  where  much  of  the  illicit  nar- 


cotics production  is  specifically  targeted 
for  the  U.S.  market. 

The  second  point  is  that  the  produc- 
tion dynamic  changed  dramatically  in 
the  1985-86  crop  season,  especially  in 
Pakistan,  where  we  estimate  that  the 
1985-86  opium  crop  increased  to  a  range 
of  100-150  metric  tons,  compared  to  an 
estimate  of  40-70  metric  tons  in  1985. 
We  believe  much  of  the  increase  in 
Pakistani  opium  production  was  a  result 
of  three  factors:  (1)  increasing  prices  for 
raw  opium  which  led  to  cultivation  of 
additional  acreage;  (2)  highly  favorable 
weather  conditions  which  sharply  in- 
creased yield;  and  (3)  accelerating  de- 
mand within  the  region  for  opium  and 
heroin.  While  there  is  some  possibility 
that  the  estimated  increase  in  Pakistani 
opium  production  in  1986  could  result  in 
increased  exports  of  opium  products  to 
the  United  States  and  Europe,  the  avail- 
able information  indicates  that  the  in- 
creased production  is  being  absorbed 
within  the  region.  Moreover  there  was  a 
change  in  the  political  .system  which 
resulted  inadvertently  in  a  period  of 
governmental  inaction. 

The  third  point  is  that  the  higher 
levels  of  production  needed  to  respond 
to  this  increasing  indigenous  demand  in- 
crease the  threat  of  expanded  heroin  ex- 
])orts  to  the  United  States.  This  height- 
ens our  concerns  about  the  effectiveness 
of  control  and  demand  reduction  pro- 
grams within  the  region. 


We  are  especially  concerned  about 
shortcomings  in  the  Pakistani  narcotics 
enforcement  program.  Moreover  we  are 
concerned  about  shifts  in  the  trade 
routes  and  trafficking  practices  of  the 
myriad  drug  cartels  and  organizations 
which  ply  this  trade,  especially  the 
shifts  through  India  and  also  through 
the  Middle  East,  notably  Lebanon. 

But,  the  fourth  point  we  want  to 
make  is  that  the  recent  unsatisfactory 
enforcement  of  the  opium  poppy  ban  in 
the  Gadoon  area  of  Pakistan  does  not 
represent  a  lasting  breakdown  in 
U.S.-Pakistani  cooperation  on  eradica- 
tion and  control  of  narcotics  trafficking. 
The  top  leadership  of  the  government 
remains  firm  in  its  resolve  to  combat 
the  drug  problem;  there  has  been 
progress  on  enforcement;  and  recent  dis- 
cussions at  high  levels  of  both  govern- 
ments persuades  us  that  the  problems 
encountered  recently  are  temporary  and 
will  be  overcome. 

With  that  statement  as  background, 
let  me  proceed  with  a  discussion  of  in- 
dividual countries,  beginning  with 
Pakistan. 


Pakistan 

The  narcotics  situation  in  Pakistan  has 
changed  several  times  in  the  last  dec- 
ade. We  are  all  familiar  with  the  dra- 
matic change  in  the  late  1970s,  when 
Pakistan  emerged  from  a  country  which 
largely  produced  opium  for  its  internal 
consumption  to  a  major  factor  on  the  in- 
ternational market.  In  1979,  an  esti- 
mated 800  tons  of  opium  were  produced, 
and  the  amounts  intended  for  the  inter- 
national market  were  largely  refined  in 
Turkey,  Sicily,  and  elsewhere  for  the 
the  U.S.  and  European  heroin  markets. 
In  the  early  1980s,  the  dynamic  changed 
again,  and  heroin  laboratories  emerged 
in  Pakistan;  they  are  a  principal  factor 
in  the  subsequent  outbreak  of  heroin  ad- 
diction in  Pakistan. 

In  recent  years,  opium  production  in 
Pakistan  had  sharply  declined,  and  the 
country's  prominence  in  international 
narcotics  was  that  of  a  principal  refiner 
of  Southwest  Asian  opium  into  heroin 
and  the  principal  conduit  for  Southwest 
Asian  heroin  intended  for  the  U.S.  and 
European  markets. 

Those  roles  continue,  but  now  Paki- 
stan has  re-emerged,  at  least  in  the 
1985-86  season,  as  a  major  opium 
producer. 

A  number  of  factors  converged  to 
create  the  changed  production  situation 
in  Pakistan.  The  best  information  availa- 
ble to  us  suggests  that  opium  production 
yield  would  have  increased  from  70  to 
100  metric  tons  in  1986  because  of  abun- 
dant rainfall.  Increased  planting  in 
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response  to  higher  prices  for  opium  gum 
is  estimated  to  have  led  to  an  expansion 
in  the  number  of  hectares  under  cultiva- 
tion, with  a  further  push  upward  on 
yield  to  as  much  as  150  metric  tons. 

In  considering  the  continuing  via- 
bihty  of  the  U.S.-  and  UN-assisted  pro- 
grams, it  is  important  to  note  that  the 
ban  continued  to  be  effectively  enforced 
during  the  1985-86  growing  season  in 
the  Malakand,  Buner,  and  Dir/Adinzai 
areas,  where  attempts  were  made  to 
recultivate  opium  poppy  and  the  crops 
were  destroyed.  As  noted  above,  much 
of  the  expansion  took  place  in  the  Ga- 
doon,  Dir,  and  tribal  areas,  the  latter 
not  covered  by  development  agree- 
ments. In  Gadoon,  or  Gadoon/Amazai, 
there  had  been  progress  in  response  to 
development  assistance  provided  by  the 
U.S.  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment (AID)  through  the  1984  and  1985 
seasons.  When  enforcement  was  at- 
tempted in  March  of  this  year  under  the 
new  civil  government,  physical  opposi- 
tion was  encountered,  and  in  the  subse- 
quent encounter,  13  people  were  killed, 
numerous  injuries  were  sustained,  and 
over  100  persons  were  arrested.  The 
authorities  eliminated  about  500-600 
acres  of  opium  poppy  of  the  targeted 
2,500-2,900  acres. 

Pakistani  authorities  concede  that 
the  crop  should  have  been  eliminated  in 
all  targeted  areas  in  late  December  or 
January  and  that  the  delays  in  enforce- 
ment, which  took  place  when  the  crop 
was  mature  and  ready  for  harvest,  com- 
pounded the  situation  which  resulted  in 
the  shooting  incidents.  At  the  same 
time,  Pakistani  officials  acknowledge 
that,  at  the  time  when  action  shoukl 
have  been  taken,  Pakistan  was  undergo- 
ing a  change  from  martial  law  to  civilian 
government,  and  the  enforcement  effort 
slackened  during  this  transition. 

Senior  Pakistani  officials,  beginning 
with  President  Zia  and  Prime  Minister 
Junejo,  have  been  adamant  in  insisting 
that  enforcement  of  the  ban  on  opium 
production  will  be  pursued  with  vigor 
during  the  fall  and  winter  months  of 
1986  when  the  next  crop  will  be  culti- 
vated. They  will  pursue  the  prior  pro- 
cedure, under  which  there  is  first  a 
warning,  followed  by  eradication  of  the 
crop  where  necessary  in  early  stages  of 
growth,  and  finally  eradication  if  needed 
of  any  crops  in  latter  stages  of  growth 
that  may  have  escaped  eai'ly  detection. 
It  must  be  noted  that,  as  in  the  past, 
enforcement  of  the  ban  is  directly  linked 
to  development  assistance  by  the  United 
States  and  United  Nations.  Much  of  the 
1985-86  season  increase  in  opium  culti- 
vation took  place  in  Gadoon,  Dir,  and 
the  tribal  areas;  the  Dir  and  tribal  areas 


are  not  yet  covered  by  an  enforcement 
agreement  because  development  proj- 
ects for  those  areas  have  not  yet  begun. 
Moreover,  as  indicated  below,  the  in- 
creased price  for  a  kilogram  of  opium, 
which  jumped  to  2,500  rupees,  also  stim- 
ulated increased  planting. 

While  there  was  serious  slippage 
this  year  in  Pakistan's  eradication  pro- 
gram, particularly  in  Gadoon,  the  overall 
Pakistani  Government  record  since  1979 
remains  impressive.  The  enforcement 
program,  begun  in  1983,  has  made 
steady  progress.  In  1985,  for  example, 
more  than  6  metric  tons  of  heroin  were 
seized,  as  well  as  55  metric  tons  of 
hashish.  Drug  Enforcement  Administra- 
tion (DEA)  estimates  that  procedures 
implemented  by  Pakistani  Customs  at 
airports  have  resulted  in  a  decrease  in 
quantities  of  heroin  shipped  by  air.  A 
total  of  90  heroin  laboratories  have  been 
seized,  including  29  in  the  past  year. 

Much  remains  to  be  done,  however, 
on  both  the  eradication  and  enforcement 
fronts.  Availability  of  drugs  has  not 
been  reduced,  and  investigations  against 
major  traffickers  are  inadequate.  Treat- 
ment and  prevention  programs  are  em- 
bryonic. Public  awareness  of  both 
trafficking  and  di'ug  abuse-related  pi'ob- 
lems  need  to  be  stimulated.  More  data 
are  needed  on  causes  and  patterns  of 
addiction.  We  will  encourage  action  on 
all  these  fronts  and  also  encourage  in- 
creased regional  cooperation,  bilaterally 
as  well  as  cooperation  through  the 
South  Asian  Association  for  Regional 
Cooperation. 

But  the  new  leadership  under  Prime 
Minister  Junejo  has  demonstrated  its 
commitment  to  our  mutual  goals.  Over 
the  past  4  months,  the  various  narcotics 
issues  have  been  fully  discussed  in  meet- 
ings with  the  President,  Prime  Minister, 
the  Minister  of  Interior,  and  others, 
meetings  that  have  involved  Attorney 
General  Meese,  Under  Secretary  [of 
State  for  Political  Affairs]  Armacost, 
former  Assistant  Secretary  [of  State  for 
International  Narcotics  Matters] 
Thomas,  and  myself,  as  well  as  the  U.S. 
Ambassador,  who  continues  to  apply 
strong  leadership  in  constant  dialogue 
with  the  government.  We  believe  a 
strong,  serious,  cooperative  relationship 
exists  with  respect  to  the  narcotics  is- 
sue. We  intend  to  build  on  that  relation- 
ship by  cooperating  with  the 
Government  of  Pakistan  in  reviewing 
what  went  wrong  in  late  1985  and  set- 
ting enforcement  objectives  well  in  ad- 
vance of  the  1986-87  growing  season. 


Afghanistan  and  Iran 

The  National  Narcotics  Intelligence  Con- 
sumers Committee's  Subcommittee  on 
Production,  which  generates  the  data 
used  in  our  annual  report,  estimated 
1985  opium  production  in  Afghanistan  in 
a  range  of  300-400  metric  tons  and  Iran 
in  a  range  of  200-400  metric  tons. 
Preliminary  estimates  for  1986  suggest 
that  both  ranges  remain  viable,  with 
Afghan  production  possibly  in  the  lower 
end  of  that  range  and  Iranian  produc- 
tion in  the  middle  of  the  range. 

These  countries  present  special 
problems  in  our  global  narcotics  strat- 
egy because  they  are  inaccessible  politi- 
cally and,  despite  protestations  from 
their  governments,  do  not  control  illicit 
opium  production. 

Afghan  opium  continues  to  be  re- 
fined on  both  sides  of  the  border  with 
Pakistan  and  to  be  routed  through 
Pakistan  for  internal  consumption  and 
export  to  other  countries  in  the  region 
as  well  as  to  the  West.  The  indication  is 
that  the  number  of  heroin  laboratories 
in  eastern  Afghanistan  is  increasing. 
There  are  ample  indications  of  a 
problem  of  consumption  of  opium  prod- 
ucts among  Soviet  military  personnel 
but  no  reliable  data. 

There  is  evidence  that,  while  Iran 
has  a  huge  heroin  addict  population  and 
could  be  a  net  importer  of  opium  from 
Afghanistan  and  Pakistan,  some  Iran 
opium  production,  nevertheless,  is  ex- 
ported from  its  northwestern  areas  for 
consumption  on  the  international  mar- 
ket. Opiates  produced  in  Afghanistan 
are  also  transhipped  through  Iran  to  the 
West. 

Middle  East 

Like  eastern  Turkey,  Lebanon  and 
Syria  have  become  not  only  conduits  for 
heroin  transversing  Asia  to  Europe  and 
the  United  States  but  sites  for  heroin 
conversion  labs  as  well.  Lebanon  con- 
tinues to  be  a  major  source  of  hashish, 
especially  for  export  to  Egypt,  but 
Lebanese  opium  poppy  is  believed  to  be 
only  marginally  cultivated  and  re- 
portedly has  a  low  morphine  content 
and  is,  therefore,  not  attractive  to 
heroin  producers. 

There  are  indications  of  increasing 
trafficking  in  drugs  throughout  the  Mid- 
dle East,  both  for  consumption  in  Arab 
states  and  for  onward  smuggling.  Kur- 
dish and  Armenian  traffickers  with 
transborder  ties  in  Turkey  and  Iran  are 
apparently  linked  to  the  increased 
trafficking  through  Syria.  The  unstable 
situation  in  Lebanon  and  the  fact  that 
the  no)-thern  Bekka  Valley  is  controlled 
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b\-  Syi-iaii  military  forces  repoi-tedly  con- 
tribute to  transborder  trafficking  in  the 
region. 

Cocaine  and  cocaine  base  are  now 
entei'ing  Lebanon  from  Colombia, 
Bolivia,  Peru,  and  Brazil  for  conversion 
and  forward  shipment;  there  are  reports 
of  cocaine  j^rocessing  in  Syria. 

Cooperation  among  these  countries 
and  among  law  enforcement  agencies 
within  their  respective  governments  on 
narcotics  control  is  considered  poor. 

Nepal 

A  relatively  new  trouble  spot,  Nepal  in 
recent  years  has  become  a  transit  point 
for  international  heroin  ti'afficking,  as 
well  as  a  money'-iaundering  site.  There 
is  now  evidence  of  a  serious  domestic 
heroin  consumption  problem.  These  ac- 
tivities are  having  profound  social  and 
economic  effects  and  have  prompted  the 
government  to  seek  U.S.  assistance  on 
training  narcotics  enforcement  person- 
nel. Government  recognition  of  the 
problem  has  led  to  these  requests  for 
assistance,  to  Nepal  hosting  a  major 
international  confei'ence  last  September 
of  nongovernmental  organizations  con- 
cerned about  drug  abuse,  and  to  hosting 
a  conference  this  fall  of  senior  narcotics 
coordinators  from  U.S.  Embassies  in 
Southwest  Asia. 

Turkey 

The  situation  I'emains  unchanged  since 
our  I'eport  in  February.  The  govern- 
ment continues  its  effective  suppression 
of  illicit  opium  cultivation,  but  heroin 
laboratories  continue  to  operate  in  the 
uncl('rdevelo])ed  eastern  provinces,  and 
Turkey  continues  to  serve  as  a  land- 
bridge  for  opium  products  from  South- 
west Asia  entering  Eui'ope  to  satisfy 
that  market  and  for  onward  shipment  to 
the  United  States.  Cooperation  with 
Turkish  authorities  remains  good,  and 
U.S.  officials  are  discussing  revised 
strategies  for  dealing  with  the 
"eastern"  problem. 

India 

Located  between  the  "Golden  Triangle" 
and  the  "Golden  Crescent,"  India  has 
emerged  in  recent  years  as  a  major 
transit  country  for  illicit  narcotics. 
Smugglei-s  ship  ojjium  products  through 
India  both  from  Burma  in  the  Golden 
Triangle  and  Pakistan  in  the  Golden 
Cix'scent.  Precursor  chemicals  manufac- 
tured in  India  are  shipped  into 
Southeast  Asia  through  Burma.  Accoi'd- 
ing  to  the  Indian  press,  India's  role  as  a 
di-ug  trafficking  center  has  resulted  in  a 


significant  increase  in  its  addict  popula- 
tion, which  was  one  factor  in  prompting 
the  Government  of  India  to  toughen  its 
e.xisting  narcotics  control  laws  last  year. 
Principal  changes  in  those  laws  included 
increased  penalties  for  possession,  sale, 
and  manufacture  of  narcotic  drugs,  and 
new  controls  on  shipment  of  precursor 
chemicals.  Arrests  have  increased  as  a 
result  of  the  new  legislation. 

The  United  States  and  India  have 
engaged  in  active  discussions  regarding 
its  growth  as  a  drug  trafficking  center 
and,  in  January  1986,  established  a  joint 
narcotics  working  group  as  a  mechanism 
to  facilitate  cooperation  on  narcotics 
matters.  The  Attorney  General  partici- 
pated in  comprehensive  discussions  with 
the  Indian  Government  during  his 
March  visit  to  New  Delhi. 

India  is  the  world's  largest  producer 
of  licit  opium.  We  have  indicated  to  the 
Indians  our  concern  that  its  stockpile  of 
licit  opium  is  and  will  continue  to  be  a 
target  for  diversion  into  licit  channels, 
particularly  in  view  of  increased  demand 
for  opium  products  throughout  South- 


west Asia.  By  some  estimates,  as  much 
as  20-30%  of  India's  licit  opium  produc- 
tion, which  has  not  been  closely  con- 
trolled in  the  past,  is  being  diverted  into 
the  illicit  market. 

India's  ability  to  check  illicit  drug 
traffic  across  its  borders  and  domesti- 
cally will  depend  on  its  ability  to 
strengthen  enforcement.  To  this  end, 
the  Government  of  India  is  preparing  to 
establish  a  narcotics  control  board.  Last 
December  the  South  Asian  Association 
for  Regional  Cooperation  agreed  to  in- 
clude narcotics  cooperation  among  the 
group's  major  cooperative  objectives. 
Ultimately,  given  India's  position  as  a 
transit  country  and  major  consumer  of 
illicit  narcotics,  its  success  in  controlling 
narcotics  will  depend  in  part  on  the 
effectiveness  of  regional  cooperative  ef- 
forts and  in  part  on  its  internal  control 
mechanisms. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Current  Developments  in 
the  U.S.  Oceans  Policy 


by  John  D.  Negroponte 

Address  before  the  10th  annual 
seminar  sponsored  by  the  Center  for 
Oceans  Law  and  Policy  in  Southhamp- 
ton, Bermuda,  on  March  H,  1986.  Am- 
bassador Negroponte  is  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Oceans  and  International 
Environmental  and  Scientific  Affairs. 

I  am  most  gr'atified  to  be  here  tonight 
to  share  my  thoughts  with  you  on  the 
direction  of  U.S.  law  of  the  sea  (LOS) 
policy.  In  that  the  kaleidoscope  of  inter- 
national legal  debate  has  now  changed 
in  such  a  way  as  no  longer  to  accord  law 
of  the  sea  the  pride  of  place  it  so  long 
enjoyed,  I  find  it  reassuring  that  so 
many  renowned  individuals  as  those  of 
you  here  tonight  still  devote  much  time 
and  energy  to  oceans  issues.  The  United 
States,  not  least  of  all  the  Depailment 
of  State,  benefits  ft'om  that  continued  in- 
terest, and  I  appreciate  it. 

I  find  myself  treading  familiar  foot- 
falls in  my  pr-esent  role  as  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Oceans  and  International 
Environmental  and  Scientific  Affairs  at 
State.  P'i'om  my  eai'ly  years  I  r-emembei' 
with  much  warmth  John  Mooi-e  [Direc- 


tor of  the  Center  for  Oceans  Law  and 
Policy],  with  whom  I  first  collaborated 
when  I  was  a  member  of  the  National 
Security  Council  staff.  Shoilly  there- 
after, I  served  as  political  counselor  in 
Quito  and  subsequently  as  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Oceans  Affairs  at  a 
time  when  the  Third  UN  Conference  on 
the  Law  of  the  Sea  (UNCLOS  III)  was 
the  focus  of  the  international  legal 
world.  Through  my  work  at  that  time,  I 
came  to  recognize  his  remarkable  contri- 
butions to  UNCLOS  III  and  to  the  con- 
vention text,  from  which  we  continue  to 
benefit  today.  While  that  conference  has 
concluded,  the  United  States  remains  in- 
tensely involved  in  working  with  other 
countries  to  shape  the  evolution  of  inter- 
national oceans  law  and  practice. 

At  the  outset  I  wish  to  emphasize 
that  the  policy  of  the  United  States  is 
established  in  the  President's  March  10, 
1983,  oceans  policy  statement.  We  are 
prepared  to  cooperate  with  other  na- 
tions on  oceans  matters  of  mutual  con- 
cern. Although  the  1982  Convention  on 
the  Law  of  the  Sea  was  unacceptable 
because  of  the  deep  seabed  mining  re- 
gime, the  United  States  accepts  and 
acts  in  accordance  with  the  balance  of 
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interests  relating  to  traditional  uses  of 
the  oceans  and  recognizes  rights  of 
other  coastal  states  in  the  waters  off 
their  coasts  provided  those  states  recog- 
nize oui'  rights  and  those  of  other  states 
under  international  law;  the  United 
States  exercises  and  asserts  its  naviga- 
tion and  overflight  rights  and  freedoms 
worldwide,  consistent  with  the  rules 
reflected  in  the  LOS  Convention;  and 
the  United  States  does  not  acquiesce  in 
unilateral  acts  of  other  states,  inconsis- 
tent with  that  customary  law,  which  are 
designed  to  restrict  the  freedoms  and 
rights  of  the  international  community 
relating  to  high  seas  uses.  This  is  a 
sound  policy  based  upon  established 
principles  of  international  law  and  an  as- 
sessment of  U.S.  interests. 

The  United  States  remains  as  com- 
mitted now  as  was  the  case  before  and 
during  the  LOS  Conference  to  a  LOS 
regime  which  provides  uniformity  and 
stability  of  expectation  for  the  com- 
munity of  nations.  This  Administration 
made  an  effort  to  try  to  amend  the  sea- 
bed portion  of  the  convention  in  such  a 
way  as  to  enable  the  United  States  to 
become  a  party  to  it.  That  we  did  not 
succeed  in  getting  those  changes  was 
lamentable.  But  that  does  not  deti-act 
from  our  support  for  the  sound  rules 
reflected  in  other  parts  of  the 
convention. 

The  United  States  is  now  engaged  in 
a  deliberate,  methodical  process  of 
promoting  the  universal  application  of 
rules  of  international  law  r-eflected  in 
the  nonseabed  parts  of  the  convention. 
This  stage,  while  not  as  visible  or  excit- 
ing as  the  conference,  is  every  bit  as 
significant  and  in  many  ways  more  im- 
portant than  the  negotiations.  Although 
neither  recognized  by  the  public  nor 
even  many  times  by  the  informed  practi- 
tioner of  oceans  law,  the  reality  is  that 
the  United  States  has  a  busy  law  of  the 
sea  progi'am. 

I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  desci'ibe 
our  current  programs  to  achieve  the  ob- 
jectives of  our-  law  of  the  sea  policy. 

Preservation  of 
Navigational  Freedoms 

Preser'vation  and  promotion  of  ti'adi- 
tional  international  navigational  free- 
doms was  the  most  significant 
development  of  UNCLOS  IIL  Much 
of  our  LOS  i)rogr-am  is  devoted  to 
safeguarding  this  objective. 

As  a  first  step,  we  endeavor  to  en- 
sure that  the  United  States  legally  pro- 
tests what  it  considers  to  be  excessive 
claims  of  other  governments  to  preserve 


our  juridical  position.  This  is  no  small 
undertaking.  Since  December  1982,  the 
Department  of  State  has  issued  well 
over  40  LOS  protest  notes  to  other 
governments.  Further,  such  notes  them- 
selves often  give  rise  to  replies,  which 
the  Department  must  evaluate  to  ascer- 
tain whether  a  rejoinder  or  other  fol- 
lowup  is  i-equii-ed. 

Second,  to  illustrate  clearly  our  na- 
tional resolve,  we  have  not  been  bashful 
about  exercising  the  lights  we  claim.  In 
this  regard,  the  Department  of  State 
and  the  Navy  have  established  an 
exercise-of-rights  program.  Subject  to 
definite  guidelines  and  review,  the  pro- 
gram challenges  illicit  coastal  state  mari- 
time claims  which  exceed  what  is 
permitted  by  international  law.  A  well- 
known  example  of  such  a  challenge  is 
the  Navy's  role  in  Libya.  At  issue  is  not 
only  a  prior  permission  recjuirement  to 
exercise  the  right  of  innocent  passage  in 
the  territorial  sea  but  also  a  claim  by 
Libya  that  the  Gulf  of  Sidra  constitutes 
a  historic  bay  the  waters  of  which  ai'e 
internal  within  a  300-mile  straight  line 
closing  the  gulf. 

Third,  to  guide  the  development  of 
state  practice  toward  acceptance  of  in- 
ternational law  of  the  sea  as  reflected  in 
the  1982  convention,  we  have  and  will 
continue  to  conduct  numei'ous  bilateral 
discussions  with  many  countries.  Be- 
cause it  is  far  easier  to  influence  favora- 
bly state  legislation  pr'ospectively  than 
retrospectively,  we  try  to  work  with 
key  states  to  discuss  in  advance  theii' 
legislation  implementing  the  conven- 
tion's provisions.  For  example,  Fiji's 
archipelagic  legislation  conforms  in  all 
significant  aspects  to  the  archipelagic  ar- 
ticles in  the  convention,  reflecting  the 
signal  role  that  nation  played  in 
UNCLOS  IIL  We  hope  that  it  will  serve 
as  a  prototype  for  other  potential  archi- 
pelagic states  to  emulate. 

EEZ  Implementation 

Not  only  is  it  vital  to  work  with  other- 
countries  to  encourage  conformity  with 
the  law  of  the  sea  but  also  we  must 
work  to  ensure  that  our  own  house  is  in 
oi-der.  From  a  broad  domestic  policy 
vantage,  the  Administration— pui-suant 
to  the  President's  EEZ  (exclusive  eco- 
nomic zone]  proclamation  and  accom- 
panying oceans  policy  statement  of 
March  10,  1983-decided  that,  in  lieu  of 
enacting  comprehensive  EEZ  legislation 
reflecting  the  jurisdiction  accor'ded 
coastal  states  in  the  EEZ,  it  was  prefer- 
able to  amend  individually  the  numerous 
Federal  statutory  pi-ovisions  regulating 


activities  in  the  EEZ.  This  decision  was 
taken  for  numerous  reasons.  Not  least 
among  them  was  the  desire  to  avoid, 
wherever  possible,  the  considei'ation  of 
such  omnibus  legislation  by  the  myriad 
of  congressional  committees  which 
would  have  cognizance  over  such 
proposals.  We  also  wished  to  avoid  en- 
gaging in  possible  State/Federal  de- 
bates. Consequently,  the  executive 
branch,  at  the  request  of  the  National 
Advisory  Committee  on  the  Oceans  and 
Atmosphere,  undertook  a  comprehensive 
analysis  of  present  statutory  authorities. 
The  review  is  well  along  and  will  ulti- 
mately be  filed  with  the  committee.  It 
should  be  noted,  however,  that  the 
review  does  not,  in  the  main,  recom- 
mend any  particular  course  of  action, 
concentrating  primarily  on  identifying 
jurisdictional  shortfalls. 

Fisheries 

We  have  also  pressed  forward  on  other 
fisheries  matters.  In  Mar-ch  1985,  after 
14  year-s  of  negotiation,  the  United 
States  and  Canada  br'ought  into  foi'ce  a 
new  west  coast  salmon  tr-eaty  that 
places  the  U.S.  and  Canadian  salmon 
fisheries  from  California  to  Alaska  on  a 
coopei'ative  agr-eed  footing  for  the  fii'st 
time  ever. 

We  have  also  embarked  on  new  dis- 
cussions with  Japan  to  seek  further- 
r-eductions  in  its  interx-eption  of  U.S.- 
origin  salmon  in  Japan's  high  seas 
fisheries. 

With  respect  to  the  allocation  of  sur-- 
plus  fisher-y  i-esourx-es  within  the  U.S. 
200-mile  zone,  we  ai-e  r-ai)idly  moving 
toward  the  day  in  which  U.S.  fisher-men 
will  be  able  to  utilize  fully  the  available 
fisher-y  resour-ces  off  our  coast.  Our 
pr-esent  policy  fosters  the  gi'owth  of  the 
U.S  fishing  industry  by  basing  our  allo- 
cations of  fish  to  those  countries  which 
cooper-ate  with  us  on  fisheries  tr-ade  and 
joint  venture  oper-ations  to  the  benefit 
of  the  U.S.  indu.str-y. 

With  r-egar-{|  to  marine  mammals,  a 
notable  achievement  occur-red  in  the  lat- 
ter- par-t  of  1984  when  we  reached  agr-ee- 
ment  with  Japan  that  it  would  cease 
commer-cial  whaling  oper-ations  by  1988. 
On  the  basis  of  this,  we  pr'omised  not  to 
cei'tify  Japan  under  the  Pelly-Packwood 
amendments,  which  would  have  r-ecjuir'ed 
a  minimum  50%  r-eduction  in  fisheries  al- 
locations. As  you  may  know,  some  en- 
vir-onmental  gr-oups  have  legally 
challenged  the  gover-nment's  action,  and 
the  case  is  now  before  the  Supreme 
Court. 
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On.yoinj''  nejjotiations  with  Southwest 
Pacific  island  states,  as  well  as  Australia 
and  New  Zealanrl,  hopefully  will  result 
in  an  agreement  setting  forth  agreed 
terms  and  conditions  of  access  for  U.S. 
tuna  boats  in  the  area,  pursuant  to  issu- 
ance of  a  regional  license.  Such  an 
agreement  would  preserve  the  U.S.  ju- 
ridical position  on  highly  migratory 
sj)ecies  while  respecting  the  views  of 
the  island  states,  which  continue  to 
treat  tuna  as  they  do  coastal  species.  A 
similar  agreement  concluded,  but  not 
yet  in  force,  is  the  Eastern  Pacific  Trop- 
ical Tuna  Convention  concluded  in  April 
1983.  Already  ratified  by  the  United 
States,  Honduras,  and  Panama,  it  will 
come  into  force  upon  ratification  by  two 
additional  signatories. 

Deep  Seabed  Mining 

A  discussion  of  U.S.  law  of  the  sea 
policy  would  not  be  complete  without 
some  reference  to  deep  seabed  mining. 
Our  position  on  Part  XI  of  the  1982  UN 
Law  of  the  Sea  Convention  is  well 
known.  The  objections  we  have  raised 
with  respect  to  part  XI  are  strongly 
held.  Suffice  it  to  say,  we  do  not  believe 
that  the  international  political  climate 
exists  which  would  be  conducive  to  ad- 
dressing our  objections  adequately  at 
this  time.  This  does  not  mean  that  the 
United  States  has  despaired  of  achiev- 
ing a  regime  with  broad  support  in  the 
international  community.  We  believe 
that  it  will  take  time  for  many  to  grasp 
fully  the  changing  realities.  Due  to 
recent  economic  trends,  significant  de- 
velopment of  deep  seabed  resources  is 
not  likely  to  occur  until  well  into  the 
next  century  at  the  earliest.  One  cannot 
help  but  wonder  whether  the  interests 
of  the  inter-national  community  are  well 
served  by  developing  a  detailed  mining 
code  and  bringing  into  being  an  elabo- 
rate bureaucracy  to  administer  it  when 
no  industry  exists  and  when  the  basic 
economic,  technical,  and  environmental 
conditions  affecting  this  new  activity  are 
largely  unknown  and  unknowable  at  this 
time.  It  is  not  inconceivable  to  me  that 
some  day  those  responsible  for  LOS 
policy  in  other  capitals  around  the  world 
will  increasingly  come  to  appreciate  the 
implications  of  these  realities  and  .seek 
to  accommodate  our  interests  and  con- 
cerns. At  this  juncture,  patience  is  prob- 
ably our  most  effective  tool  to  achieve  a 
broadly  based  regime. 

Claims  of  rights  to  explore  specific 
areas  of  the  deep  seabed  have  been 
made  by  a  number  of  enterprises  based 
on  significant  exploration  activities. 


Most  overlaps  arising  from  competing 
claims  among  these  pioneers  have  been 
resolved  by  the  pioneers  themselves; 
some  remain.  Given  the  potential  for 
conflict  arising  from  competing  claims, 
we  believe  it  desirable  from  the  stand- 
point of  all  members  of  the  international 
community  that  these  overlapping 
claims  be  resolved.  We  continue  to  be 
willing  to  play  a  constructive  role  in  en- 
couraging the  resolution  of  overlapping 
claims  in  a  manner  that  gives  appropri- 
ate recognition  to  the  activities  con- 
ducted by  the  respective  claimants.  A 
solution  to  this  problem  in  a  way  that 
fairly  reflects  the  interests  of  all  in- 
volved would  demonstrate  the  ability  of 
the  international  community  to  cooper- 
ate effectively  in  this  area. 

Domestically,  the  United  States  has 
issued  exploration  licenses  to  the  foui- 
consortia  headquartered  in  the  United 
States  pursuant  to  the  1980  Deep 
Seabed  Hard  Mineral  Resources  Act. 
The  Administration  is  now  in  the 
process  of  promulgating  regulations  for 
commercial  recovery. 

Environment 

The  United  States  continues  to  promote 
the  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
the  marine  environment.  Internationally, 
this  occurs  on  the  broad  multinational 
level  through  international  organizations 
such  as  the  International  Maritime  Or- 
ganization, long  renowned  as  the  leader 
in  vessel  safety  and  pollution  issues.  In 
order  to  promote  efficiency  and  effec- 
tiveness in  international  negotiations,  a 
trend  has  recently  developed  to  treat 
marine  environmental  issues  on  a 
regional  scale  as  well.  This  approach— in 
which  the  UN  Environmental  Program 
and  its  Regional  Seas  Program  have 
played  a  major  role— has  led  to  active 
U.S.  participation  in  formulating  the 
successfully  concluded  Cartagena  con- 
vention for  the  Caribbean  and,  more  re- 
cently, a  draft  environmental  convention 
for  the  South  Pacific  under  the  auspices 
of  the  South  Pacific  Regional  Environ- 
mental Program.  Domestically,  we  work 
to  further  the  passage  of  domestic  im- 
plementing legislation  to  complement 
their  international  counterparts,  such  as 
title  IV  of  the  so-called  superfund  bill 
(H.R.  2005)  currently  before  Congress. 

Boundaries 

The  United  States  is  attempting  to 
resolve  its  overlapping  EEZ  and  con- 
tinental shelf  claims  with  several  neigh- 
boring states.  We  have  established  our 
maritime  boundaries  with  Venezuela, 


the  Cook  Islands,  Tokelau,  Cuba,  and 
Mexico.  Boundaries  with  the  latter  two 
are  established  by  executive  agree- 
ments, pending  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate  to  treaties  establishing  the 
same.  We  have  asked  the  Canadians  to 
begin  talks  on  our  outstanding  maritime 
boundary  issues,  which  include  areas  in 
the  Beaufort  Sea,  Dixon  Entrance, 
Strait  of  Juan  de  Fuca,  and  the  exten- 
sion of  the  Gulf  of  Maine  boundary. 
They  have  not  yet  responded  to  our  re- 
quest for  negotiations.  We  sought  to 
resolve  our  maritime  boundary  with  the 
Dominican  Republic,  but  no  agreement 
has  yet  been  reached.  Finally,  the 
United  States  has  held  several  rounds  of 
discussions  with  the  Soviets  on  interpre- 
tation and  application  of  the  1867  con- 
vention line,  which  the  United  States 
regards  as  the  maritime  boundary  in  the 
Bering  and  Chukchi  Seas. 

Marine  Scientific  Research 

The  President's  1983  policy  statement 
resolved  one  major  marine  scientific 
research  (MSR)  problem  which  had  long 
plagued  marine  scientists,  who  often 
found  it  difficult  to  operate  within  200 
miles  of  many  coasts  because  of  U.S. 
nonrecognition  of  foreign  MSR  jurisdic- 
tion. Since  the  President's  decision  to 
recognize  MSR  jurisdiction,  as  reflected 
in  the  LOS  text,  U.S.  research  in  for- 
eign waters  has  tripled.  Most  impor- 
tantly, the  President  maintained  our 
basic  policy  by  not  asserting  MSR  juris- 
diction in  our  own  EEZ.  Our  experience 
demonstrates  that  we  do  not  need  such 
jurisdiction  to  maintain  our  economic  in- 
terests there  and  can  benefit  from 
foreign  research. 

The  exact  nature  of  MSR  jurisdic- 
tion is  still  evolving,  and  the  negotia- 
tions being  conducted  by  our  marine 
science  office  for  research  vessel  clear- 
ances are  having  a  significant  impact  on 
the  often  vague  LOS  text  on  marine 
scientific  research.  We  are  helping  to 
build  a  concrete  record  of  state  practice 
in  establishing  more  favorable  standards 
than  a  strict  reading  of  that  text  might 
suggest. 

We  are  continuing  to  work  on  sev- 
eral serious  problems,  such  as  a  few 
states  trying  to  exclude  research  vessels 
from  broad  coastal  zones.  We  are  work- 
ing with  such  nations  to  persuade  them 
that  such  restrictions  are  both  contrary 
to  international  law  and  their  own  in- 
terests in  gaining  ocean  knowledge 
through  cooperative  endeavors.  We  are 
also  working  to  maintain  the  freedom  of 
hydrographic  surveying  in  the  EEZ  as 
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essential  to  ship  safety,  interdependent 
ocean  commei'ce,  and  prevention  of  pol- 
lution from  ship  accidents— subjects  of 
equal  concern  to  all  nations. 

We  can  also  see  the  probability  of 
greater  use  of  international  organiza- 
tions, such  as  the  Intergovernmental 
Oceanogi'aphic  Commission,  as  umbrellas 
for  cooperative  marine  scientific 
research,  including  that  within  national 
EEZs. 


Closing  Remarks 

As  you  can  appreciate,  our  govern- 
ment's LOS  program  is  a  replete  and 
active  one  whether  it  is  in  the  area  of 
navigational  freedoms,  EEZ  implementa- 
tion, fisheries,  deep  seabed  mining,  the 
marine  environment,  maritime  bound- 
aries, or  marine  scientific  research.  The 
areas  of  activity  address  every  major 
part  of  the  LOS  Convention.  So  when 
one  hears  the  cliche  that  the  law  of  the 
sea  is  dead,  I  think  it  is  well  to  reflect 
upon  the  multiplicity  of  issues  of  oceans 
use  and  oceans  law  which  arise  and 
must  be  dealt  with  on  a  continuing, 
daily  basis.  The  trend,  if  anything,  is 
intensifying. 

To  be  sure,  there  are  those  who  will 
argue  that  an  LOS  system  can  only  be 
meaningful  if  the  United  States  is  party 
to  an  agreed  deep  seabed  minerals  re- 
gime. And  I  can  understand  this  point 
of  view,  while  at  the  same  time  dis- 
agreeing with  it.  There  are  too  many 
other  aspects  of  oceans  use  and  law 
which  we  must  press  forward.  That  is 
l)recisely  what  we  have  done  and  in  an 
internationally  coordinated  fashion.  We 
must  continue  to  work  cooperatively  and 
diligently  with  other  countries,  especial- 
ly coastal  states,  to  ensure  that  the  posi- 
tive results  of  the  LOS  Convention  are 
accentuated  and  that  extensions  of 
coastal  jurisdiction  are  carried  out  in 
conformity  with  international  law.  I 
hope  my  remarks  this  evening  have  suc- 
ceeded, at  least  in  part,  in  conveying 
both  the  flavor  and  the  detail  of  how 
our  government  is  going  about  this 
challenging  and  fascinating  task  in  this 
important  period  in  the  evolution  of 
oceans  law.  ■ 
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U.S. -New  Zealand  Disagreement 
on  Port  Access  for  U.S.  Ships 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
JULY  2,  1986' 

In  Manila  Prime  Minister  Lange  and 
Secretary  of  State  Shultz  discussed  the 
ship  visit  problem  between  our  two  coun- 
tries. The  meeting  concluded  with  a 
recognition  that  the  Government  of  New 
Zealand  does  not  feel  that  it  can  live 
with  U.S.  policy  on  this  issue,  but  that 
we  would  part  company  as  friends.  We 
regret  that  the  position  of  the  United 
States,  both  with  reference  to  that 
meeting  and  with  respect  to  our  efforts 
to  find  a  satisfactory  resolution,  has 
been  misconstrued. 

The  United  States  maintains  a 
worldwide  policy  of  neither  confirming 
nor  denying  the  presence  or  absence  of 
nuclear  weapons.  Implicit  in  this  policy  is 
a  requirement  for  ambiguity  about  the 
nature  of  the  armaments  of  our  ships. 
Our  other  allies  recognize  the  need  for 
this  ambiguity,  and  none  feel  con- 
strained to  make  judgments  about  indi- 
vidual ships.  It  is  on  this  point  that  the 
policy  of  the  Government  of  New  Zea- 
land differs  significantly  from  that  of  all 
our  other  allies. 

If  New  Zealand  maintains  its  inten- 
tion to  say  no  to  ships  operating  under 
the  ambiguity  of  neither  confirming  nor 
denying,  or  to  nuclear-powered  ships, 
then  it  is  not  possible  for  us  to  send 
Navy  vessels  into  New  Zealand's  ports. 
This  vitiates  the  principal  contribution 
that  New  Zealand  makes  to  the  alliance. 

Suggestions  that  the  United  States 
has  refused  to  engage  in  negotiation  or 


consultation  on  this  issue  are  at  variance 
with  the  facts.  The  United  States  has 
made  a  considerable  effort  to  work  with 
New  Zealand  over  the  past  2  years  to 
resolve  the  port  ban  issue  and  to  restore 
normal  port  access.  We  have  maintained 
intensive  contacts  and  understand  fully 
the  New  Zealand  Government's  position. 
Unfortunately,  the  New  Zealand  Govern- 
ment has  as  yet  not  put  forward  any 
proposal  to  restore  normal  port  access 
compatible  with  our  global  neither  con- 
firming nor  denying  requirements. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  the  ANZUS 
[Australia,  New  Zealand,  LInited  States 
security  pact]  treaty  contains  only  an 
obligation  to  consult.  Article  IV  of  the 
treaty  clearly  states  that  an  armed  at- 
tack on  any  of  the  parties  in  the  Pacific 
area  would  be  a  danger  to  the  other  par- 
ties and  that  all  would  act  to  meet  the 
common  danger.  The  LI.S.  Government 
has  consistently  confirmed  that  it  would 
fully  and  promptly  fulfill  its  security 
commitments  under  ANZUS,  by  both 
military  and  nonmilitary  means,  as  best 
would  meet  the  threat. 

New  Zealand's  withdrawal  of  an 
essential  element  of  its  ANZUS  par- 
ticipation inevitably  must  alter  the 
obligations  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  its  security  responsibilities  to 
New  Zealand.  We  continue  to  hope  that 
New  Zealand  will  eventually  restore  nor- 
mal port  access  on  a  basis  comparable  to 
other  alliance  partners. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  Depart- 
ment deputy  spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 
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UNITED  NATIONS 


Continent  at  the  Crossroads 

An  Agenda  for 

African  Development 


by  Secretary  Shultz 


Address  before  the  UN  General  Assembly 

Special  Session  on  the 

Critical  Economic  Situation  in  Africa 

on  May  28,  19 86 J 


This  special  UN  session  could— and  we 
hope  will— mark  a  historic  turning  point 
for  the  African  Continent.  We  meet  in  a 
year  when  the  world  is  still  anguished 
with  the  terrible  images  of  famine  and 
starvation  that  scarred  so  much  of  Afri- 
ca during  the  last  2  years.  With  an  ex- 
traordinary outpouring  of  support, 
people  from  across  the  globe  rallied  to 
Africa's  side  and  saved  millions  of  lives. 

Today,  we  are  gathered  here  to  ad- 
dress a  more  fundamental  and  enduring 
task:  the  i-ecjuirements  of  long-term  de- 
velopment for  Africa.  The  United  States 
comes  to  this  special  session  with  hope. 
We  salute  the  work  of  the  Organization 
of  African  Unity  (OAU)  at  its  heads  of 
state  meeting  in  1985  for  the  new  direc- 
tions which  the  African  nations  have 
pledged  for  themselves.  And  we  wel- 
come this  session  of  the  General  Assem- 
bly as  a  way  of  translating  their  pledge 
into  action. 

Our  search  for  solutions  to  the 
pi-()blems  of  develoi)ment  is  one  of  the 
forces  that  brings  us  together  today;  but 
it  is  not  the  only  force.  We  are  united, 
too,  by  respect  and  admiration  for  the 
dignity  of  the  African  peoples  in  the 
face  of  shared  hardships.  Thirty  years 
ago,  the  United  Nations  joined  in  sup- 
port as  Africans  fought  for  freedom 
from  colonial  rule.  Today,  we  come 
together  to  .seek  Africa's  liberation  from 
other  ills:  disea.se,  chronic  poverty,  and 
hunger. 

The  United  States  has  consistently 
sought  a  con.structive  role  in  Africa's 
struggles.  We  have  provided  unprece- 
dented levels  of  foreign  assistance.  Dur- 
ing this  Administration,  aid  to  Africa 
has  increased  by  over  50%.  Current  lev- 
els of  aid  are  four  times  those  of  the 


early  1970s.  In  the  last  3  years  alone, 
we  have  provided  $2.4  billion  in  food 
and  emergency  assistance. 

Learning  from  the  Past 

Effective  partnership  recjuires  a  shared 
understanding  of  past  mistakes  and 
present  goals.  This  special  session  holds 
unique  promise  because  we  seem  to  be 
closer  than  ever  to  reaching  such  under- 
standing. We  have  learned  a  great  deal 
together  about  what  does  and  doesn't 
work.  We  have  seen  how  now- 
discredited  orthodoxies  about  state- 
directed  development  gave  rise  to 
misguided  policies  that  stifled  individual 
initiative— policies  that  in  practice  have 
given  inadequate  incentives  to  African 
farmers  and  created  a  long-term  decline 
in  food  production. 

Today,  as  a  result,  millions  of 
Africa's  people  depend  on  food  imports 
foi'  their  very  survival.  The  burden  of 
foreign  debt,  which  in  sub-Saharan 
Africa  rose  by  an  annual  average  of  21% 
throughout  the  1970s,  has  reached  crisis 
proportions.  Measures  of  standard  eco- 
nomic performance  reveal  that  economic 
conditions  on  the  continent  as  a  whole 
are  no  better,  and  perhaps  worse,  than 
they  were  some  25  years  ago— all  this 
despite  massive  injections  of  foreign  aid. 

The  purpose  of  this  special  session  is 
to  chart  a  course  that  will  reverse  these 
trends.  In  the  words  of  the  OAU  pre- 
I)aratory  document  foi'  this  session,  our 
task  requires  "that  the  African  coun- 
tries should  adopt  fundamental  changes 
in  their  development  priorities  and  poli- 
cies," you  said.  And  I  think  we  can 
agree  that  successful  development  in 
anv  nation— in  Africa  as  anywhere 


else— lies,  most  fundamentally,  in  the  ex- 
pansion of  individual  human  opportunity. 

Even  modest  advances  in  material 
well-being  can  accelerate  development. 
With  rising  income,  a  farmer  is  able  to 
save  and  provide  some  economic  insur- 
ance to  his  family  against  natural  mis- 
fortunes such  as  drought.  With  rising 
income,  a  small  businessman  may  be 
able  to  send  another  child  to  school,  in- 
creasing the  promise  of  his  family's  fu- 
ture. In  auy  walk  of  life,  people  freed 
from  dire  deprivation  are  better  able  to 
seize  the  opportunities  before  them. 

The  United  States  firmly  believes 
that  our  own  development  experience  is 
a  useful  guide  to  productive  economic 
policies.  What  is  the  most  fundamental 
lesson  of  that  experience?  That  the  tal- 
ents of  iyidividual  human  beiyigs  are  the 
greatest  resource  a  society  can  bring  to 
the  tasks  of  national  developm,ent. 
America  has  seen  this  truth  at  work  in 
its  agricultural  era,  in  its  industrial 
phase,  and  in  its  postindustrial  develop- 
ment. And  we  have  seen  our  dedication 
to  that  truth  translated  throughout  our 
society  into  better  opportunities  for  suc- 
ceeding generations. 

And  our  experience  is  hardly  the 
only  example  of  this  truth.  Today,  many 
countries  are  reawakening  to  the  fun- 
damental connection  between  individual 
initiative  and  economic  progress.  In 
East  Asia,  the  liberation  of  the  individu- 
al talent  from  state-imposed  economic 
direction  has  produced  in  recent  years 
nothing  less  than  an  economic  miracle 
among  developing  nations.  Their  ex- 
perience confirms  that  there  is  nothing 
culture-bound  about  the  creation  of 
material  well-being.  Even  communist  na- 
tions are  awakening  to  the  fact  that  in- 
dividual initiative,  not  state  direction,  is 
the  source  of  growth.  China's  un- 
precedented experiment  with  unleashing 
individual  incentives  has  been  remarka- 
bly successful  in  recent  years;  and  we 
note  that  the  Soviet  Union,  in  its  27th 
Party  Congress,  called  for  less  emphasis 
on  central  planning  and  more  on  in- 
dividual initiative. 

Many  African  nations,  too,  have 
undertaken  bold  reforms  in  economic 
policy.  Across  the  continent,  major  pro- 
grams are  under  way  to  stimulate 
growth.  In  Senegal,  Zambia,  Guinea, 
Zaire,  Somalia,  the  Central  African 
Republic,  Mali,  Rwanda,  Togo,  and 
Madagascar,  exciting  changes  are  taking 
place  as  leaders  seek  to  stimulate  eco- 
nomic growth.  These  leaders  are  recog- 
nizing, as  the  OAU  declared  last  July, 
that  "the  primacy  accorded  the  state 
has  hindered  rather  than  furthered  eco- 
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nomic  development."  Agricultural  pric- 
ing is  being  reformed  to  give  farmers  a 
fair  and  profitable  return  on  their  out- 
put. Private  marketing  channels  are 
being  revived  to  bring  food  to  the  cities 
and  consumer  goods  to  the  countryside. 
Exchange  systems  are  being  revamped 
to  reflect  market  value  and  to  permit  al- 
location of  scarce  resources  to  the  most 
productive  sectors. 

These  are  historic  changes,  and  they 
point  to  a  new  generation  of  African 
progress.  The  United  States  is  support- 
ing this  trend  through  bilateral  and  mul- 
tilateral programs.  This  special  session 
provides  an  opportunity  for  all  of  Africa 
to  join  in  what  is  a  worldwide  move- 
ment by  rejecting  failed  orthodoxies  and 
giving  greater  scope  to  individual  in- 
itiative. 

The  Requirements  of  Partnership 

Our  agreement  on  the  simple  truth  of 
the  critical  role  of  the  individual  in  de- 
velopment is  the  cornerstone  of  the  new 
partnership  emphasized  by  this  special 
session.  But  the  tasks  of  economic  liber- 
ation do  not  fall  to  individual  Africans, 
their  governments,  or  to  foreign  donor 
countries  alone.  We  must  search 
together  for  policies  that  will  work 
across  the  full  range  of  our  partnership, 
as  the  following  examples  suggest. 

Donor  countries  must  design  as- 
sistance programs  that  increase  self- 
reliance  and  discourage  dependency. 

Some  of  our  assistance  has  been  coun- 
tei-productive,  contributing  to  stagnating 
public  sectors  rather  than  to  vital  pri- 
vate enterprise.  As  a  result,  we  are 
starting  to  shift  more  assistance  from 
public  to  private  entities.  Two  years 
ago,  through  the  economic  policy  reform 
program,  we  began  using  our  foreign  aid 
resources  to  give  incentives  and  support 
to  countries  that  had  undertaken  such 
internal  reforms.  In  1985,  under  this 
program,  we  gave  $75  million  to  five 
African  countries— Malawi,  Mali, 
Mauritius,  Rwanda,  and  Zambia.  This 
year  we  are  engaged  in  discussions  with 
four  other  African  countries  which  may 
join  our  program.  We  can  do  more  for 
Africans  who  are  trying  to  reform  their 
economies,  and  we  will. 

African  and  donor  nations  alike 
must  work  together  to  create  condi- 
tions favorable  to  investment.  The  con- 
tinent's natural  resources  offer  great 
promise.  Africa  has  some  220  million 
hectares  of  arable  land.  Only  half  of 
these  have  ever  been  cultivated.  Only 
3%  of  its  hydroelectric  power  has  been 
harnessed.  And  the  continent  is  rich  in 


the  vast  amounts  of  fresh  water  needed 
to  bring  growth  to  barren  fields. 

But  these  resources  cannot  be  put  to 
work  without  investment;  and  invest- 
ment requires  confidence.  Political 
stability  creates  the  conditions  for  eco- 
nomic advance,  not  vice  versa.  If  coun- 
tries want  to  attract  foreign  and 
domestic  capital,  they  must  begin  by 
recognizing  the  imperative  of  creating 
an  environment  of  confidence.  Here,  too, 
the  United  States  can  help,  through 
diplomatic  and  other  assistance  aimed  at 
securing  individual  rights,  social  justice, 
and  political  stability.  And  I  might  say 
that  a  system  of  apartheid,  and  the 
cross-border  violence  that  seems  to  go 
with  it,  destroys  confidence  and  is  an- 
tithetical to  the  kind  of  investment  cli- 
mate we  are  seeking  to  set  up,  let  alone 
unacceptable  in  its  own  right. 

We  must  keep  trade  opportunities 
open.  The  United  States  has  taken  a 
series  of  steps  to  maintain  free  and  fail- 
trade.  In  the  new  GATT  [General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade]  round 
of  multilateral  trade  negotiations,  we 
will  be  seeking  to  liberalize  trade  for 
the  benefit  of  all  countries.  African 
countries  should  note  that  our  general- 
ized system  of  preferences  program 
emphasizes  benefits  for  the  less  ad- 
vantaged nations.  For  their  part,  Afri- 
cans must  guard  against  protectionist 
policies  that  discourage  broader  trade 
on  the  continent  and  elsewhere. 

Assistance  must  come  not  only 
from  individual  donor  states  but  also 
from  the  multilateral  arena  and,  I 
might  say,  from  nongovernmental  or- 
ganizations (NGOs)  as  well.  NGOs,  so- 
called,  have  made,  and  continue  to 
make,  important  contributions  to  the 
multilateralization  of  private  resources 
and  to  the  development  of  essential 
human  resources.  Afi'ica  remains  the 
neediest  continent.  The  United  States, 
with  its  own  budgetary  concerns,  cannot 
meet  all  the  African  requests  for  as- 
sistance. So  we  are  exploring  creative 
alternatives. 

Last  fall,  we  proposed  a  plan  to  the 
IMF  [International  Monetary  Fund]  and 
the  World  Bank  which  would  substan- 
tially increase  the  fiow  of  concessional 
resources  to  Africa  and  other  least  de- 
veloped areas  of  the  world.  The  IMF 
has  adopted  the  Structural  Adjustment 
Facility  which  should  result  in  an  in- 
crease of  $1.5  billion  in  low  interest 
loans  for  Africa  in  the  next  5  years.  We 
are  currently  engaged  in  negotiations 
with  othei-  donors  on  the  eighth 
replenishment  of  the  World  Bank's  In- 
ternational Development  Association— 


IDA.  The  final  decision  on  IDA  VIII  re- 
mains open.  But  the  United  States  does 
want  to  secure  a  substantial,  increased 
share  of  IDA  for  Africa.  Together  with 
the  new  IMF  Structural  Adjustment 
Facility,  IDA  VIII  will  provide  a  major 
source  of  support  for  the  steps  that 
African  nations  have  agreed  to  in  recent 
OAU  documents  and  here  at  the  special 
session. 

Finally,  we  must  develop  produc- 
tion technologies  appropriate  to  the 
African  environment— especially  in  the 
critical  area  of  agriculture.  Agricultur- 
al production,  the  continent's  onetime 
mainstay,  has  regressed  drastically  in 
the  last  20  years.  It  is  now  15  years 
since  Dr.  Norman  Borlaug  received  the 
Nobel  Peace  Prize  for  his  pioneering 
research  that  helped  launch  the  green 
revolutions  that  started  India  and  Mex- 
ico down  the  road  to  self-sufficiency  in 
food  grains.  For  years,  many  have  tried 
to  bring  the  same  revolution  to  Africa— 
although,  thus  far,  without  success. 

The  good  news  is  that  this  may  be 
changing.  We  seem  to  be  standing  at 
the  threshold  of  an  agricultural  revolu- 
tion adapted  to  African  conditions.  Last 
year,  an  African  geneticist  by  the  name 
of  Gebisa  Ejeta— trained  at  Purdue 
University  in  the  United  States- 
spearheaded  the  successful  effort  to 
develop  a  new  hybrid  sorghum  strain 
which  is  pest  and  drought  resistant. 
This  new  strain  has  doubled  the  yield 
derived  from  local  strains  under  normal 
weather  conditions.  These  varieties  con- 
ti'ibuted  to  Sudan's  surplus  this  year. 
Improved  maize  varieties,  combined 
with  impi'oved  agricultural  policies,  con- 
tributed to  gr-ain  surpluses  in  Kenya, 
Zimbabwe,  and  Malawi. 

The  United  States  is  committed  to 
supporting  the  development  of  agricul- 
tural technologies  suited  to  Africa.  We 
plan  to  give  some  $1  billion  for  agricul- 
tural research  over  the  next  15  years. 
With  our  support,  international  agricul- 
tural research  centers  and  a  new  um- 
brella organization,  the  Program  for 
African  Agricultural  Research,  are  also 
leading  an  international  effort  to  bring 
an  agricultural  explosion  to  the  con- 
tinent. 

Toward  a  New  Vision  of  Africa 

As  is  dem.onstrated  by  the  example  of 
Gebisa  Ejeta,  the  resolution  of  Africa's 
economic  crisis  lies  in  the  liberation  of 
its  peoples  from  policies  that  have  sti- 
fled innovation  and  led  the  nations  of 
the  continent  into  their  present 
difficulties. 
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In  the  years  since  independence, 
Afi-ican  and  donor  nations  alike  iiave 
learned  a  jjreat  deal  about  our  respec- 
tive I'oles  in  promoting-  development. 
Africans  have  learned  that  responsibility 
for  their  economic  well-being  rests 
sfjuarely  with  themselves.  The  United 
States  and  other  donor  countries  have 
had  to  leai-n  another  hard  truth:  that 
well-intentioned  programs  can  i)roduce 
dei)endency  rather  than  self-sufficiency, 
economic  stagnation  rather  than  self- 
sustaining  growth. 

And  we  have  all  learned  another 
sobering  truth:  flawed  governmental 
policies  can  hurt  economies  just  as  sure- 
ly as  the  natural  calamities  that  have  af- 
flicted Africa.  No  amount  of  foreign 
assistance,  and  no  measure  of  good  in- 
tentions, can  alleviate  the  hardship 
caused  by  a  government  bent  on  mis- 
guided policies. 

But  we  know,  too,  that  if  inappropri- 
ate policies  have  created  many  of  Afri- 
ca's jjroblems,  then  appropriate  new 
policies  will  help  to  ameliorate  them. 
This  special  session  confirms  our  part- 
nership in  the  search  for  woi'kable  ap- 
proaches to  long-term  develojjment  on 
the  continent.  As  our  work  unfolds  in 
the  coming  days,  we  can  take  heart  not 
only  from  our  converging  views  but  also 
from  the  fact  that  some  global  economic 
trends  are  now  turning  in  Africa's  favor. 

The  economic  recovery  of  the  indus- 
trialized nations  over  the  past  few  years 
is  giving  a  much-needed  expansion  to 
markets  foi-  exports  from  the  developing 
world.  Africa,  located  close  to  the  major 
markets  of  Europe,  is  well-j^ositioned  to 
profit  from  this  growth.  Meanwhile,  the 
decline  in  world  oil  prices— the  equiva- 
lent of  a  tax  cut  for  most  of  the  world- 
should  stimulate  economic  activity 
through  much  of  the  continent.  Most 
African  nations  should  also  benefit  from 
the  drop  in  interest  rates  and  the  re- 
adjustment of  other  currencies  against 
the  U.S.  dollar-- the  currency  in  which 
most  African  debts  ar-e  denominated. 

African  leadei-s  and  donor-  nations 
alike  face  many  obstacles  in  our  work  to 
brighten  the  continent's  future.  But  we 
ar-e  engaged  in  that  str-uggle  together. 
Today,  as  leaders  thr-oughout  the  conti- 
nent r-eexamine  the  foundations  of  eco- 
nomic gr-owth  and  seek  new  promise  for 
Afr-ica,  we  must  all  ensur-e  that  our  ef- 
forts will  fulfill  the  needs  of  coming  gen- 
erations. The  peoples  of  Africa,  and 
their  many  fr-iends  thr-oughout  the 
world,  await  with  ho[)e  our  actions  at 
this  histoi-ic  confer-ence.  Let  our  effor-ts 
be  wor-thy  of  their  aspii-ations. 
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Background 

The  causes  of  Africa's  economic  crisis 
extend  back  many  years.  Since  the 
1960s,  when  most  African  countries 
became  independent,  the  standard  of  liv- 
ing of  the  average  African  has  declined, 
and  the  gap  is  growing  between  popula- 
tion and  internal  production,  particularly 
food.  Per  capita  GNP  in  about  half  of  the 
countries  is  less  than  $400  a  year. 

Some  of  the  Africans'  economic  diffi- 
culties resulted  from  external  factors 
beyond  their  control— weather,  inter- 
national prices  for  their  commodity 
exports,  and  interest  rate  fluctuations— 
but  others  have  been  self-imposed.  Many 
African  countries  neglected  their  agri- 
cultural sectors,  which  employ  most  of 
their  population;  borrowed  heavily  for 
investments  with  low  productivity;  and 
adopted  government  controls  that  dis- 
torted market  activity  at  a  high  cost. 

African  leaders  have  learned  from 
experience  and  are  now  making  eco- 
nomic policy  changes  that  should  lay  the 
basis  for  sustained  economic  growth.  As 
part  of  the  rebuilding  process,  the  heads 
of  African  states  met  in  Addis  Ababa  in 
July  1985  to  approve  a  program  of 
action  called  Africa's  Priority  Program 
for  Economic  Recovery  1986-90  (APPER). 
In  this  document,  African  leaders 
pledged  to  strengthen  incentive 
schemes;  review  public  investment  poli- 
cies; improve  economic  management, 
with  greater  discipline  and  more  effi- 
cient use  of  resources;  and  encourage 
domestic  resource  mobilization  and  the 
role  of  the  private  sector. 

Special  Session  Called 

While  the  African  states  followed  up  on 
this  program  at  home,  they  also  pursued 
their  efforts  in  the  international  arena. 
In  December  1985,  at  their  request,  the 
UN  General  Assembly  called  for  a  Spec- 
ial Session  on  the  Critical  Economic  Sit- 
uation in  Africa.  Following  3  months  of 
intermittent  meetings  of  its  preparatory 
committee,  the  UN  special  session  met 
May  27-June  1,  1986.  It  was  the  first 
special  session  on  a  regional  economic 
problem  in  the  40-year  history  of  the 
United  Nations. 

The  discussions  were  constructive. 
The  Africans  reaffirmed  their  commit- 
ment to  economic  restructuring,  hoping 
that  donor  countries  would  respond  to 
making  specific  commitments  on  debt 
relief  and  increased  concessional  assist- 


ance levels.  They  also  wanted  the  donors 
to  endorse  APPER.  The  donors,  many  of 
them  faced  with  budgetary  pressures  at 
home,  were  either  unwilling  or  unable  to 
make  specific  commitments.  The  United 
States  took  the  strongest  position  on 
debt  by  pointing  out  that  the  current 
case-by-case  approach,  coupled  with 
adjustment  measures,  was  still  the  best 
way  to  proceed.  The  donors  gave 
APPER  high  praise  but  could  not 
endorse  it  entirely. 

Commitment  to  Action 

After  a  series  of  compromises,  the  Afri- 
can states  and  the  international  commu- 
nity committed  themselves  in  a  "spirit  of 
genuine  and  equal  partnership"  to  a  UN 
Program  of  Action  for  African  Economic 
Recovery  Development  1986-90.  The 
framework  of  this  understanding,  which 
took  key  sections  from  APPER,  required 
the  African  states  to: 

•  Undertake  necessary  economic 
reform  and  structural  adjustment; 

•  Rehabilitate  and  develop 
agriculture; 

•  Address  the  problems  of  drought 
and  desertification;  and 

•  Ensure  the  productive  use  of 
scarce  resources. 

For  its  part,  the  international  com- 
munity recognized  that  "the  African 
countries  need  additional  external 
resources"  and  committed  itself  to 
improve  the  quality  of  its  external  assist- 
ance and  to  try  to  provide  sufficient 
resources  to  support  and  supplement  the 
African  development  efforts.  The  inter- 
national community  agreed  to: 

•  Shift  the  emphasis  from  project  to 
program  support; 

•  Increase  the  concessionality  of 
development  assistance; 

•  Improve  donor  coordination 
methods;  and 

•  Urge  the  speedy  replenishment  of 
the  World  Bank's  International  Develop- 
ment Association  (IDA). 

The  language  of  the  final  declaration 
was  consistent  with  U.S.  positions  on 
debt,  commodities,  and  protectionism. 
Soviet-proposed  polemic  language  was 
rejected  by  the  Africans.  The  opposition 
of  many  non-African  developing  coun- 
tries of  the  Group  of  77  to  the  linkage 
between  economic  restructuring  and  for- 
eign assistance  and  to  the  language  on 
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debt  and  protectionism  also  was  over- 
come. Most  important,  however,  was  the 
estabHshment  of  a  tie  between  economic 
reform  and  international  assistance, 
accompanied  by  the  reaffirmation  by 
Africa  and  the  international  community 
to  work  together  to  solve  African  eco- 
nomic problems. 

U.S.  Policy 

The  United  States  views  the  special  ses- 
sion as  part  of  a  continuing  effort  to 
address  African  economic  problems. 
Although  many  African  states  began  to 
restructure  their  economies  several 
years  ago,  others  are  just  beginning.  The 
United  States  expects  that  the  special 
session  will  give  momentum  to  these 
efforts. 


In  recent  years,  the  United  States 
and  other  donors  have  increased  their 
support  for  economic  policy  change  in 
Africa.  Some  tangible  examples  of  U.S. 
efforts  include  the  African  Economic 
Policy  Reform  Program,  U.S.  participa- 
tion in  the  World  Bank's  Special  Facility 
for  Africa,  and  the  U.S. -inspired  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund's  Structural 
Adjustment  Facility.  The  special  session 
confirmed  that  the  international  commu- 
nity and  African  countries  share  the 
same  objectives.  Joint  forceful  action  is 
now  required  to  attain  them. 


Taken  from  the  GIST  series  of  July  1986,  pub- 
lished by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State.  Editor:  Harriet  Culley.  ■ 
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LETTER  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
JUNE  10,  1986' 

The  enclosed  report  is  transmitted  in  compli- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  Section  722(j) 
of  the  International  Security  and  Develop- 
ment Cooperation  Act  of  1985  (P.L.  99-83) 
and  Section  104  of  Chapter  V  of  the  Supple- 
mental Appropriations  Act,  1985  (P.L. 
99-88). 

The  report,  with  appropriate  background, 
describes  efforts  by  the  United  States  and 
others,  including  developments  in  the  Con- 
tadora  process,  to  promote  a  negotiated  set- 
tlement in  Nicaragua;  alleged  human  rights 
violations  by  the  democratic  resistance  and 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua;  and  disburse- 
ment of  humanitarian  assistance  to  the  demo- 
cratic resistance  (with  a  classified  annex). 

During  the  period  covered  by  the  report 
the  Sandinistas  continued  to  obstruct  the 
Contadora  process,  maintaining  their  refusal 
to  negotiate  a  comprehensive,  verifiable 
agreement.  The  Contadora  mediators  set 
June  6  as  a  deadline  for  signing  a  final  agree- 
ment. The  United  States  has  reiterated  its 
support  for  a  comprehensive,  verifiable  agree- 
ment implemented  in  a  simultaneous  fashion 
which  is  respected  by  all  parties. 

During  the  90  days  covered  by  the 
enclosed  report  the  Sandinistas  continued 
their  aggression  against  other  countries  in 
the  region.  In  late  March  the  Sandinistas 


launched  the  largest  border  incursion  to  date 
into  Honduras,  when  at  least  1,500  Sandinista 
troops  attacked  up  to  25  kilometers  into  Hon- 
duran  territory.  At  the  same  time,  Sandinista 
attacks  against  Indian  villages  caused  some 
11,000  refugees  to  flee  to  Honduras.  As 
detailed  in  the  enclosed  report,  the  San- 
dinistas accelerated  efforts  to  eliminate 
domestic  dissent.  They  increased  pressure  on 
the  Church  and  continued  to  violently  harass 
members  of  the  opposition  political  parties. 

The  need  for  sustaining  U.S.  support  for 
the  Nicaraguan  democratic  resistance  forces 
is  clear.  Only  in  this  way  can  the  necessary 
pressure  be  applied  effectively  on  the  San- 
dinista leadership  to:  1)  move  it  toward  seri- 
ous internal  and  regional  negotiations,  2)  pre- 
vent its  consolidating  a  Marxist-Leninist 
totalitarian  state  allied  with  Cuba  and  the 
Soviet  bloc,  and  3)  cease  its  continuing 
aggression  against  the  democracies  of  Central 
America. 

Sincerely, 

RONALD  Reagan 


'Identical  letters  addressed  to  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives; Vice  President  George  Bush, 
President  of  the  Senate;  David  Durenberger, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence;  and  Lee  H.  Hamilton,  chairman 
of  the  House  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  June  16,  1986).  ■ 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Conservation 

Convention  on  international  trade  in 

endangered  species  of  wild  fauna  and  flora, 

with  appendices.  Done  at  Washington  Mar.  3, 

1973.  Entered  into  force  July  1,  1985.  TIAS 

8249. 

Accession  deposited:  Spain,  May  30,  1986.' 

Amendment  to  the  convention  of  Mar.  3, 
1973,  on  international  trade  in  endangered 
species  of  wild  fauna  and  flora.  Adopted  at 
Bonn  June  22,  1979.^ 
Acceptance  deposited:  Australia,  July  1,  1986. 

Convention  on  wetlands  of  international 
importance  especially  as  waterfowl  habitat. 
Concluded  at  Ramsar  Feb.  2,  1971,  with  pro- 
tocol concluded  at  Paris  Dec.  3,  1982. 
Submitted  to  Senate  for  advice  and  consent: 
June  23,  1986  (Treaty  Doc.  99-28). 

Copyright 

Bern  convention  for  the  protection  of  literary 
and  artistic  works  of  Sept.  9,  1986,  as  revised 
at  Paris  July  24,  1971,  and  amended. 
Submitted  to  Senate  for  advice  and  consent: 
June  20,  1986  (Treaty  TiSc799-2T). 

Environmental  Modification 

Convention  on  the  prohibition  of  military  or 

any  other  hostile  use  of  environmental 

modification  techniques,  with  annex.  Done  at 

Geneva  May  18,  1977.  Entered  into  force  Oct. 

5,  1978;  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  17,  1980.  TIAS 

9614. 

Ratification  deposited:  Benin,  June  30,  1986. 

Financial  Institutions 

Articles  of  agreement  of  the  International 
Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development 
formulated  at  Bretton  Woods  Conference 
July  1-22,  1944.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  27, 
1945.  TIAS  1502.  60  Stat.  1440. 
Signature  and  acceptance  deposited:  Poland, 
June  27,  1986. 

Judicial  Assistance 

Convention  on  the  service  abroad  of  judicial 
and  extrajudicial  documents  in  civil  or  com- 
mercial matters.  Done  at  The  Hague  Nov.  15, 
1965.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  10,  1969.  TIAS 
6638. 

Convention  on  the  taking  of  evidence  abroad 

in  civil  or  commercial  matters.  Done  at  The 

Hague  Mar.  18,  1970.  Entered  into  force  Oct. 

7,  1972.  TIAS  7444. 

Extended  by  Netherlands  to:  Aruha,  May  28, 

1986. 

Marine  Pollution 

Convention  on  the  prevention  of  marine  pollu- 
tion by  dumping  of  wastes  and  other  matter, 
with  annexes.  Done  at  London,  Mexico  City, 
Moscow,  and  Washington  Dec.  29,  1972. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  30,  1975.  TIAS  8165. 
Ratification  deposited:  Costa  Rica,  June  16, 
1986. 
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Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  prevention  of  pollution 
from  ships,  1973.  Done  at  London  Feb.  17, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  2,  1983. 
Ratification  deposited:  Poland,  Apr.  1,  1986. 

Maritime  Matters 

Convention  on  facilitation  of  international 

maritime  traffic,  with  annex,  as  amended. 

Done  at  London  Apr.  9,  1965.  Entered  into 

force  Mar.  5,  1967;  for  the  U.S.  May  16,  1967. 

TIAS6251. 

Accession  deposited^  Australia,  Apr.  28,  1986. 

International  convention  on  load  lines,  1966. 
Done  at  London  Apr.  5,  1966.  Entered  into 
force  July  21,  1968.  TIAS  6331,  6629,  6720. 
Accessions  deposited:  Congo,  June  6,  1986; 
St.Tincent^ Grenadines,  Apr.  29,  1986. 

International  convention  on  tonnage  measure- 
ment of  ships,  1969,  with  annexes.  Done  at 
London  June  23,  1969.  Entered  into  force 
July  18,  1982;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  10,  1983. 
TIAS  10490. 

Accessions  deposited:  Cyprus,  May  9,  1986; 
Qitar,  Feb.  3,  1986. 

Pollution 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 

layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar.  22, 

1985  (Treaty  Doc.  99-9).^ 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 

July  24,19867 

Ratifications  deposited:  Byelorussian  Soviet 

SociaIistTlep.7  June  20,  1986;  Canada,  June  4, 

1986;  Ukrainian  Soviet  Socialist  Rep., 

U.S.S.R.,  June  18,  1986. 

Protocol  to  the  convention  on  long-range 
transboundary  air  pollution  of  Nov.  13,  1979 
(TIAS  10541),  concerning  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  the  long-range  transmission  of 
air  pollutants  in  Europe  (EMEP).  Done  at 
Geneva  Sept.  28,  1984.^ 
Ratification  deposited:  Finland,  June  24, 
1986. 

Postal 

Third  additional  protocol  to  the  constitution 
of  the  Universal  Postal  Union  of  July  10, 
1964,  general  regulations  with  annex,  and  the 
universal  postid  convention  with  final  protocol 
and  detailed  regulations.  Done  at  Hamburg 
July  27,  1984.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1, 
1986;  for  the  U.S.  June  6,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Belgium,  Dec.  20, 
1985;  Botswana,  Feb.  3,  1986;  Bulgaria,  Jan. 
14,  1986;  Finland,  June  19,  1986;  Iceland, 
Julv  1.  1986;  Japan,  July  30,  1985;  Jordan, 
Mar.  12,  1986;  Liechtenstein,  Nov.  18,  1985; 
Luxembourg,  Mar.  4,  1986;  Singapore,  May 
21,  1986;  Swaziland,  June  12,  1986;  Sweden, 
Feb.  4.  1986;  Switzerland,  Dec.  5,  1985; 
Tunisia.  May  22,  1986;  U.S.,  June  6,  1986. 

Money  orders  and  postal  travelers'  checks 
agreement,  with  detailed  regulations  with 
final  protocol.  Done  at  Hamburg  July  27, 
1984.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1.  1986;  for  the 
U.S.  June  6.  1986. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Belgium,  Dec.  20, 
1985;  Bulgaria,  Jan.  14,  1986;  Iceland,  July  1, 
1986;  Japan,  July  30.  1985;  Jordan,  Mar.  12, 
1986;  Liechtenstein.  Nov.  18.  1985;  Luxem- 


bourg, Mar.  4,  1986;  Sweden,  Feb.  4,  1986; 
Switzerland,  Dec.  5,  1985;  Tunisia,  May  22, 
1986;  U.S.,  June  6,  1986. 
Approval  deposited:  Finland,  June  19,  1986. 

Postal  parcels  agreement  with  final  protocol 
and  detailed  regulations.  Done  at  Hamburg 
July  27,  1984.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1, 
1986;  for  the  U.S.  June  6,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Belgium,  Dec.  20, 
1985;  Botswana,  Feb.  3,  1986;  Bulgaria,  Jan. 
14,  1986;  Iceland,  July  1,  1986;  Japan,  July 
30,  1985;  Jordan,  Mar.  12,  1986;  Liechten- 
stein, Nov.  18,  1985;  Luxembourg,  Mar.  4, 
1986;  Sweden,  Feb.  4,  1986;  Switzerland, 
Dec.  5,  1985;  Tunisia,  May  22,  1986;  U.S., 
June  6,  1986. 

Refugees 

Protocol  relating  to  the  status  of  refugees. 
Done  at  New  York  Jan.  31,  1967.  Entered 
into  force  Oct.  4,  1967;  for  the  U.S.  Nov.  1, 
1968.  TIAS  6577. 

Accession  deposited:  Papua  New  Guinea,  July 
17,  1986. 

Satellite  Communications  Systems 

Convention  on  the  International  Maritime 
Satellite  Organization  (INMARSAT),  with 
annex.  Done  at  London  Sept.  3,  1976. 
Entered  into  force  July  16,  1979.  TIAS  9605. 
Accession  deposited:  Malaysia,  June  12,  1986. 

Operating  agreement  on  the  International 
Maritime  Satellite  Organization  (INMAR- 
SAT), with  annex.  Done  at  London  Sept.  3, 
1976.  Entered  into  force  July  16,  1979.  TIAS 
9605. 
Signature:  Malaysia,  June  12,  1986. 

Seabed  Disarmament 

Treaty  on  the  prohibition  of  the  emplacement 
of  nuclear  weapons  and  other  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  on  the  seabed  and  the  ocean 
floor  and  in  the  subsoil  thereof.  Done  at 
Washington,  London,  and  Moscow  Feb.  11, 
1971.  Entered  into  force  May  18,  1972.  TIAS 
7337. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Benin,  July  7,  1986; 
Jamaica,  July  30,  1986. 

Slave  Trade 

Convention  to  suppress  the  slave  trade  and 
slavery.  Done  at  Geneva  Sept.  25,  1926. 
Entered  into  force  Mar.  9,  1927;  for  the  U.S. 
Mar.  21.  1929.  TS  778. 

Protocol  amending  the  slavery  convention 
signed  at  Geneva  Sept.  25,  1926,  and  annex. 
Done  at  New  York  Dec.  7,  1953.  Entered  into 
force  Dec.  7.  1953,  for  the  protocol;  July  7, 
1955,  for  annex  to  protocol;  for  the  U.S.  Mar. 
7,  1956.  TIAS  3532. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Cyprus, 
Aprr2l7T986r 

Space 

Treaty  on  principles  governing  the  activities 
of  stales  in  the  exploration  and  use  of  outer 
space,  including  the  moon  and  other  celestial 
bodies.  Done  at  Washington,  London,  and 
Moscow  Jan.  27,  1967.  Entered  into  force 
Oct.  10,  1967.  TIAS  6347. 
Accession  deposited:  Benin,  July  7,  1986. 


Sugar 

International  sugar  agreement,  1984,  with 

annexes.  Done  at  Geneva  July  5,  1984. 

Entered  into  force  provisionally  Jan.  1,  1985; 

definitively  Apr.  4,  1985. ^ 

Ratification  deposited:  Ecuador,  June  19, 

1986. 

Terrorism 

Convention  on  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  crimes  against  internationally  pro- 
tected persons,  including  diplomatic  agents. 
Done  at  New  York  Dec.  14,  1973.  Entered 
into  force  Feb.  20,  1977.  TIAS  8532. 
Accessions  deposited:  Bahamas,  July  22, 
1986;  Egypt,  June  25,  1986. 

Timber 

International  tropical  timber  agreement, 
1983.  Entered  into  force  provisionally  Apr.  1, 
1985;  for  the  U.S.  Apr.  26,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  China,  July  2,  1986. 

Trade 

United  Nations  convention  on  contracts  for 
the  international  sale  of  goods.  Done  at 
ViennaApr.il,  1980.^ 
Accession  deposited:  Zambia,  June  6,  1986. 

Agreement  on  trade  in  civil  aircraft.  Done  at 

Geneva  Apr.  12,  1979.  Entered  into  force 

Jan.  1,  1980.  TIAS  9620. 

Acceptance  deposited:  Portugal,  June  13, 

19867 

Agreement  on  implementation  of  Article  VII 

of  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 

Trade  (customs  valuation  code).  Done  at 

Geneva  Apr.  12,  1979.  Entered  into  force 

Jan.  1,  1981.  TIAS  10402. 

Acceptance  deposited:  Lesotho,  June  30, 

T9867 

Notification  of  withdrawal:  Portugal,  June  20, 

19867 

UN  Industrial  Development  Organization 

Constitution  of  the  United  Nations  Industrial 

Development  Organization,  with  annexes. 

Adopted  at  Vienna  Apr.  8,  1979.  Entered  into 

force  June  21,  1985. 

Accession  deposited:  The  Gambia,  June  12, 

19867 

Wheat 

Wheat  trade  convention,  1986.  Done  at  Lon- 
don Mar.  14,  1986.  Open  for  signature  at  New 
York  May  1  through  June  30,  1986. 
Entered  into  force:  July  1,  1986.^ 
STgnatures:  Ecuador,  Finland,  May  1,  1986; 
TiTnlsfa,  May  14,  1986;  Egypt,  May  29,  1986; 
Morocco,  June  3,  1986;  Brazil,  June  12,  1986; 
U.S.S.R.,  June  18,  1986;  Canada,  June  23, 
1986;  Japan,  South  Africa,  June  24,  1986; 
Argentina,  Sweden,  June  25,  1986;  Barbados, 
Belgium,  Denmark,  EEC,  France,  F.R.G., 
Greece,  Ireland,  Italy,  Luxembourg, 
Netherlands,  Portugal,  Spain,  Switzerland, 
U.K.,  U.S.,  June  26,  1986;  Yemen  (Sanaa), 
June  27,  1986;  Cuba,  Norway,  June  30,  1986. 

Notifications  of  provisional  application 
deposited:  EcuadorTHay  1,  1986;  Tunisia, 
May~14,  1986;  Morocco,  June  3,  1986;  Brazil, 
June  12,  1986;  Finland,  June  18,  1986;  Argen- 
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tina,  June  26,  1986;  Belgium,  EEC,  France, 

F.R.G.,  Greece,  Italy,  Netherlands,  Spain, 

Switzerland,  U.K.,  U.S.,  June  26,  1986;  India, 

June  27,  1986;  Bolivia,  Cuba,  Japan,  Rep.  of 

Korea,  Luxembourg,  Pakistan,  Portugal, 

Turkey,  June  30,  1986;  Egypt,  July  2,  1986. 

Acceptance  deposited:  U.S.S.R.,  June  30, 

1986. 

Approval  deposited:  Norway,  June  30,  1986. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Canada,  June  23, 

1986;  South  Africa,  June  24,  1986;  Sweden, 

June  25,  1986;  Denmark,  Ireland,  June  26, 

1986. 

Accessions  deposited:  Vatican  City,  June  23, 

1986;  Australia,  June  27,  1986. 

Food  aid  convention,  1986.  Done  at  London 
Mar.  13,  1986.  Open  for  signature  at  New 
York  May  1  through  June  30,  1986. 
Entered  into  force:  July  1,  1986. ^ 
Signatures:  Finland,  May  1,  1986;  Canada, 
June  23,  1986;  Japan,  June  24,  1986;  Argen- 
tina, Sweden,  June  25,  1986;  Belgium,  Den- 
mark, EEC,  France,  F.R.G.,  Greece,  Ireland, 
Italy,  Luxembourg,  Netherlands,  Portugal, 
Spain,  Switzerland,  U.K.,  U.S.,  June  26, 
1986;  Austria,  June  27,  1986;  Norway,  June 
30,  1986. 

Notifications  of  provisional  application: 
Finland,  June  18,  1986;  Argentina,  June  25, 
1986;  Belgium,  EEC,  France,  F.R.G.,  Greece, 
Italy,  Netherlands,  Spain,  U.K.,  U.S.,  June 
26,  1986;  Japan,  Luxembourg,  Portugal,  June 
30,  1986. 

Approval  deposited:  Norway,  June  30,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Canada,  June  23, 
1986;  Sweden,  June  25,  1986;  Denmark, 
Ireland,  Switzerland,  June  26,  1986. 


BILATERAL 

Bangladesh 

Treaty  concerning  the  reciprocal 
encouragement  and  protection  of  investment, 
with  annex,  protocol,  and  exchange  of  letters. 
Signed  at  Washington  Mar.  12,  1986. 
Submitted  to  the  Senate  for  advice  and  con- 
sent: June  2,  1986"(Treaty  Doc:  99-23). 

Cameroon 

Treaty  concerning  the  reciprocal 
encouragement  and  protection  of  investment, 
with  annex.  Signed  at  Washington  Feb.  26, 
1986. 

Submitted  to  the  Senate  for  advice  and  con- 
sent: June  2,  1986  (Treaty"Doc.  99-22). 

Canada 

Agreement  amending  and  supplementing  the 
agreement  of  Mar.  9,  1959,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  governing  tolls  on  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway  (TIAS  4192,  5117,  5608, 
6236,  7408,  9003,'  9883,  10363),  with 
memorandum  of  agreement.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Washington  May,  3, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  May  3,  1985. 

Agreement  amending  the  treaty  concerning 
Pacific  salmon  of  Jan.  28,  1985.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Ottawa  Apr.  29  and 
June  12,  1985.  Entered  into  force  June  12, 
1986. 


Costa  Rica 

Cooperative  arrangement  for  the  production 
of  topographic  maps  of  Costa  Rica,  with 
annexes.  Signed  at  San  Jose  and  Washington 
June  4  and  18,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June 
18,  1986. 

Ecuador 

Cooperative  arrangement  for  the  production 
of  topographic  maps  of  Ecuador,  with 
annexes.  Signed  at  Washington  and  Quito 
Apr.  21  and  June  12,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
June  12,  1986. 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  for 
sales  of  agricultural  commodities  of  May  17, 
1985,  with  memorandum  of  understanding. 
Signed  at  Quito  June  20,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  June  20,  1986. 

Egypt 

Treaty  concerning  the  reciprocal 
encouragement  and  protection  of  investment, 
with  annex,  signed  at  Washington  Sept.  29, 
1982;  with  a  related  exchange  of  letters 
signed  Mar.  11,  1985;  and  a  supplementary 
protocol  signed  Mar.  11,  1986. 
Submitted  to  the  Senate  for  advice  and  con- 
sent:  June  2,  1986  (Treaty  Doc.  99-24): 

European  Atomic  Energy  Community 
(Euratom) 

Memorandum  of  understanding  concerning 
research  on  the  health  and  environmental 
effects  of  radiation,  with  annex.  Signed  at 
Brussels  July  7,  1986.  Entered  into  force  July 
7,  1986. 

Fiji 

Agreement  concerning  the  provision  of  train- 
ing related  to  defense  articles  under  the  U.S. 
International  Military  Education  and  Training 
(IMET)  Program.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Suva  Nov.  18,  1985  and  Feb.  14, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  14,  1986. 

Germany,  Federal  Republic  of 

Convention  for  the  avoidance  of  double  taxa- 
tion with  respect  to  taxes  on  estates.  Signed 
at  Bonn  Dec.  3,  1980. 
Ratifications  exchanged:  June  27,  1986 
Entered  into  j'orce:  June  27,  1986.'' 

Ghana 

Agreement  concerning  the  provision  of  train- 
ing related  to  defense  articles  under  the  U.S. 
International  Military  Education  and  Training 
(IMET)  Program.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Accra  Dec.  4,  1985  and  Feb.  28, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  28,  1986. 

Grenada 

Treaty  concerning  the  reciprocal 

encouragement  and  protection  of  investment, 

with  annex.  Signed  at  Washington  May  2, 

1986. 

Submitted  to  the  Senate  for  adv[ce  and  con- 

sentfJune^,  1986lTreaty  Doc.  99-25). 

Haiti 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  of  May  30, 
1985.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at  Port- 
au-Prince  June  2  and  5,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  June  5,  1986. 


Indonesia 

Agreement  amending  and  relating  to  the 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities of  Dec.  2,  1980  (TIAS  10063).  Signed 
at  Jakarta  June  2,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
June  2,  1986. 

Ireland 

Agreement  on  preinspection  in  Ireland  of 
passengers  and  aircraft  crew.  Signed  at 
Dublin  June  25,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June 

25,  1986. 

Japan 

Agreement  concerning  Japan's  financial  con- 
tribution for  U.S.  administrative  and  related 
expenses  for  1986  (JFY)  pursuant  to  the 
mutual  defense  assistance  agreement  of  Mar. 
8,  1954  (TIAS  2957).  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Tokyo  June  17,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  June  17,  1986. 

Mauritania 

Agreement  concerning  the  provision  of  train- 
ing related  to  defense  articles  under  the  U.S. 
International  Military  Education  and  Training 
(IMET)  Program.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Nouakchott  May  21,  1982,  and  Aug. 

26,  1984.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  26,  1984. 

Mexico 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  agree- 
ment of  Feb.  26,  1979  (TIAS  9419),  as 
amended,  relating  to  trade  in  cotton,  wool, 
and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  textile  prod- 
ucts. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Mexico 
June  9  and  18,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June 
18,  1986,  effective  Jan.  1,  1986. 

Morocco  * 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  of  Feb.  19, 
1985,  with  memorandum  of  understanding. 
Signed  at  Rabat  May  27,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  May  27,  1986. 

Netherlands 

Agreement  relating  to  the  employment  of 
dependents  of  official  government  employees. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  The  Hague 
June  23,  1986.  Enters  into  force  on  the  date 
on  which  the  Netherlands  notifies  the  U.S. 
that  constitutional  requirements  have  been 
fulfilled. 

Protocol  to  amend  the  protocol  of  Mar.  31, 
1978  (TIAS  8998),  relating  to  the  air 
transport  agreement  of  1957  (TIAS  4782). 
Signed  at  Washington  June  11,  1986.  Enters 
into  force  on  the  date  on  which  the 
Netherlands  notifies  the  U.S.  in  writing  that 
its  constitutional  procedures  have  been  com- 
plied with. 

Pakistan 

Agreement  amending  and  relating  to  the 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities of  Apr.  28,  1985.  Signed  at 
Islamabad  May  19,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
May  19,  1986. 
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Philippines 

Agreement  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Manila  June  20,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  June  20,  1986. 

Agreement  amending  agreement  of  Nov.  24, 
1982  (TIAS  10612),  as  amended,  relating  to 
trade  in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  tex- 
tiles and  textile  products.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Washington  June  11  and 
17,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June  17,  1986. 

Sierra  Leone 

Agreement  relating  to  radio  communications 
between  amateur  stations  on  behalf  of  third 
parties.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
PVeetown  Oct.  23,  1985  and  June  18,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  18,  1986. 

Tonga 

Agreement  concerning  the  provision  of  train- 
ing related  to  defense  articles  under  the  U.S. 
International  Military  Education  and  Training 
(IMET)  Program.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Suva  and  Nuku'alofa  Nov.  18  and  25, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  25,  1985. 

United  Kingdom 

Memorandum  of  understanding  concerning 
cooperation  in  the  field  of  environmental 
affairs.  Signed  at  Washington  June  2,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  June  2,  1986. 

Supplementary  treaty  to  the  extradition 
treaty  of  June  8,  1972  (TIAS  8468),  with  an- 
nex. Signed  at  Washington  June  25,  1985 
(Treaty  Doc.  99-8). 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 
July  17,  1986.^ 

Treaty  concerning  the  Cayman  Islands 
relating  to  mutual  legal  assistance  in  criminal 
matters,  with  attachments,  protocol,  and 
exchange  of  notes.  Signed  at  Grand  Cayman 
July  3,  1986.  Enters  into  force  upon  exchange 
of  instruments  of  ratification. 

Zambia 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  of  July  9, 
1985.  Sig:ned  at  Lusaka  May  23,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  May  23,  1986. 


'With  reservation. 

^Not  in  force. 

■'In  force  provisionally  for  the  U.S. 

^With  declaration. 

^Consequent  to  Portugal's  membership  in 
the  Eurf)pean  Economic  C(m:munity  which  is 
a  party  to  the  agreement. 

''With  understanding. 

^With  amendments.  ■ 
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Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 
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Shultz:  remarks  at  the 
ASEAN  open  session  of  Six 
plus  One  Meeting,  Manila, 
June  27. 
Shultz:  remarks  and  question- 
and-answer  session  before 
Foreign  Press  Center 
seminar  on  state-supported 
terrorism. 

*148       7/11       Program  for  the  official  visit 
to  the  U.S.  of  Pakistan's 
Prime  Minister  Mohammad 
Khan  Junejo,  July  15-22. 
149       7/23       Shultz:  statement  before 

Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee. 

"150       7/25       Shultz:  interview  with  David 
Molpus,  National  Public 
Radio,  July  24. 

"151       7/29       Shultz:  interview  on 

"Newsmaker  Saturday," 
CNN,  July  25. 

"152       7/26       Statement  on  behalf  of 

Secretary  Shultz  on  the 
death  of  W.  Averel! 
Harriman. 

'153       7/29       Shultz:  interview  on  USIA's 
"Worldnet,"  July  24. 


*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 


Department  of  State 

Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available  from 
the  Correspondence  Management  Division, 
Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

President  Reagan 

Why  Democracy  Matters  in  Central  America, 
TV  address  to  the  nation,  June  24,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #850). 

Ending  Apartheid  in  South  Africa,  World 
Affairs  Council  and  Foreign  Policy  Asso., 
the  White  House,  July  22,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #853). 

Secretary  Shultz 

The  U.S.  Approach  to  South  Africa,  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  July  23,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #854). 

Arms  Control 

Arms  Control:  Chemical  and  Biological 
Weapons  (GIST,  July  1986). 

Department  &  Foreign  Service 

Foreign  Policy  and  the  Budget  Challenge, 
Deputy  Secretary  Whitehead,  Council  on 
Foreign  Relations,  June  23,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #849). 

East  Asia 

U.S. -Japan  Relations:  A  Global  Partnership 
for  the  Future,  Under  Secretary  Armacost, 
Japan  Society  of  Northern  California,  San 
Francisco,  July  21,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#856). 

U.S.  Export  Controls  and  China  (GIST,  July 
1986). 

Economics 

Trade  Policy:  Where  Will  America  Lead? 
Assistant  Secretary  McGinn,  Council  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  Baltimore,  July  2,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #852). 

Refugees 

Refugee  Resettlement  in  the  Heartland  of 
America,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
Funseth,  multistate  refugee  conference,  St. 
Louis,  June  4,  1986  (Current  Policy  #847). 

U.S.  Refugee  Policies  and  Programs  at 
Midyear  1986,  Refugee  Programs  Director 
Purcell,  Senate  Judiciary  Committee, 
June  20,  1986  (Current  Policy  #851). 

United  Nations 

UN  Special  Session:  African  Economic  Situa- 
tion (GIST,  July  1986).  ■ 
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(White  House  photo  by  Pete  Souza) 

One  of  the  priorities  of  the  assistance  pro- 
vided by  the  international  community  is  to 
supply  the  refugees  with  clean  drinking 
water. 

(Courtesy  of  UNHCR:  J.  Jessen-Petersen) 


The  Department  of  State  Bulletin, 
publisheci  by  the  Office  of  Public  Com- 
munication in  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  is  the  official  record  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy.  Its  purpose  is  to  provicie 
the  pubHc,  the  Congress,  and  govern- 
ment agencies  with  information  on 
developments  in  U.S.  foreign  relations 
and  the  work  of  the  Department  of 
State  and  the  Foreign  Service. 
The  Bulletin's  contents  include  major 
addresses  and  news  conferences  of  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  State; 
statements  made  before  congressional 
committees  by  the  Secretary  and  other 
senior  State  Department  officials;  se- 
lected press  releases  issued  by  the 
White  House,  the  Department,  and  the 
U.S.  Mission  to  the  United  Nations;  and 
treaties  and  other  agreements  to  which 
the  United  States  is  or  may  become  a 
party.  Special  features,  articles,  and 
other  supportive  material  (such  as  maps, 
charts,  photographs,  and  graphs)  are 
published  frequently  to  provide  addi- 
tional information  on  current  issues  but 
should  not  necessarily  be  interpreted  as 
official  U.S.  policy  statements. 


GEORGE  P.  SHULTZ 

Secretary  of  State 

BERNARD  KALB 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Public  Affairs 

PAUL  E.  AUERSWALD 

Director, 

Office  of  Public  Communication 

NORMAN  HOWARD 

Chief,  Editorial  Division 

PHYLLIS  A.  YOUNG 

Editor 

SHARON  R.  LOTZ 

Assistant  Editor 


The  Secretary  of  State  has  determined  that 
the  publication  of  this  periodical  is  necessary 
in  the  transaction  of  the  public  business 
required  by  law  of  this  Department.  Use  of 
funds  for  printing  this  periodical  has  been 
approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  through  March  31, 
1987. 


Department  of  State  Bulletin  (ISSN 
0041-7610)  is  published  monthly  (plus  annual 
index)  by  the  Department  of  State,  2201  C 
Street,  NW,  Washington,  D.C.  20520.  Second- 
class  postage  paid  at  Washington,  D.C,  and 
additional  mailing  offices.  POSTMASTER: 
Send  address  changes  to  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402. 


NOTE:  Most  of  the  contents  of  this  publica- 
tion are  in  the  public  domain  and  not 
copyrighted.  Those  items  may  be  reprinted; 
citation  of  the  Department  of  State 
Bulletin  as  the  source  will  be  appreciated. 
Permission  to  reproduce  all  copyrighted 
material  (including  photogi-aphs)  must  be  ob- 
tained from  the  original  source.  The 
Bulletin  is  indexed  in  the  Readers'  Guide 
to  Periodical  Literature  and  in  the  PAIS 
(Public  Affairs  Information  Service,  Inc.) 
Bulletin. 


For  sale  by  the  Superintendent  of  Docu- 
ments, U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402. 


CONTENTS 


The  President 

1  SDI:  Progress  and  Promise 

2  News  Conference  of  August  12 

(Excerpts) 
6        International  Trade 


Arms  Control 

7        Arms  Control:  Turning  the 

Corner?  (Kenneth  L.  Adelman) 
9        CDE  Opens  Final  Session 
(White  House  Statement) 

10        Interim  Restraint:  U.S.  and  Soviet 
Force  Projections  (President 
Reagan,  Letter  to  the  Congress, 
Unclassified  Report) 

12        Presidential  Response  to  Soviet 
Arms  Control  Proposals  (White 
Hotise  Statement) 

14        U.S.  Policy  Regarding  Limita- 
tions on  Nuclear  Testing 

17  U.S.-U.S.S.R.  Discussions  on 

Nuclear  Testing  (White  House 
Statement) 

1 8  sec  Meets  in  Geneva  (White 

House  and  U.S.  Statements) 


Department 

19        The  Foreign  Affairs  Budget 
(John  C.  Whitehead) 

East  Asia 


20 


22 


24 


U.S. -Japan  Relations:  A  Global 

Partnership  for  the  Future 

(Michael  H.  Armaxost) 
U.S. -Japan  Semiconductor  Trade 

Agreement  (President  Reagan) 
Perspective  and  Proportion  for 

U.S. -Japanese  Relations 

(Gaston  J.  Sigur,  Jr. ) 


Economics 


27 


31 


Economic  Sanctions  to  Combat 
International  Terrorism 

Trade  Policy:  Where  Will 
America  Lead?  (Douglas  W. 
McMinn) 


Energy 

34  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 

(White  House  Statement) 

Europe 

35  25th  Anniversary  of  Berlin  Wall 

(President  Reagan) 

35  27th  Report  on  Cyprus 

(Message  to  the  Congress) 

Human  Riglits 

36  11th  Anniversary  of  the  Helsinki 

Final  Act  (President  Reagan) 

36  Captive  Nations  Week,  1986 

(Proclamation) 

Military  Affairs 

37  Binary  Chemical  Munitions 

Program  (White  House 
Statement) 

Narcotics 

37        U.S.  International  Narcotic 

Control  Programs  and  Policies 
(John  C.  Whitehead) 

Oceans 

41         Who  Will  Protect  Freedom  of  the 
Seas?  (John  D.  Negroponte) 

Pacific 

43        U.S.  and  Australia  Hold 

Ministerial  Talks  (Kim  Beazley, 
Bill  Hayden,  Secretary  Shultz, 
Caspar  W.  Weinberger) 

Refugees 

49        U.S.  Refugee  Policies  and 

Programs  at  Midyear  1986 
(James  N.  Purcell,  Jr.) 

South  Asia 

54        Visit  of  Pakistan's  Prime  Minister 
(Joint  Statement) 


Terrorism 

55        Terrorism  and  Tourism 

(Robert  B.  Oakley) 
58        Antiterrorism  Act  Signed  into 

Law  (President  Reagan) 

United  Nations 

58        Nicaragua's  Role  in 

Revolutionary  Internationalism 

(Vernon  A.  Walters) 
61         Report  on  UN  Human  Rights 

Commission  Meeting  (Richard 

Schifter) 
63        UN  Financial  Crisis 

(Vernon  A.  Walters) 

Western  Hemisphere 

65  Visit  of  Mexican  President 

(Miguel  de  la  Madrid  Hurtado, 
President  Reagan) 

66  Update  on  Chile 

(Elliott  Abrams) 
70        Obstacles  to  Investment 

and  Economic  Growth  in  Latin 

America  (Richard  T. 

McCormack) 
73        Visit  of  President  of  Uruguay 

(President  Reagan, 

Julio  Maria  Sanguinetti) 

Treaties 

75        Current  Actions 

Press  Releases 

77        Department  of  State 

Publications 

77  Department  of  State 

78  Background  Notes 
78         Foreign  Relations 

Volume  Released 

Index 


THE  PRESIDENT 


President  Reagan  at  news  conference  of  August  12. 


Q.  Are  you  more  or  less  optimistic 
about  the  prospects  for  a  summit  in 
November? 

A.  Yes,  I  am  optimistic.  And  I'm 
optimistic  that  we're  going  to  make 
more  progress  than  probably  has  been 
made  in  a  number  of  years  because  of 
some  of  the  problems  that  are  concern- 
ing the  General  Secretary  at  this  time. 

Q.  Your  recent  speech  on  South 
Africa  met  with  what  one  account 
called  "a  bipartisan  chorus  of  boos  on 
Capitol  Hill."  It  neither  silenced  your 
critics  nor  satisfied  members  of  your 
own  party  who  are  pressing  for  a  more 
forceful  U.S.  approach  to  that  prob- 
lem. At  this  point,  are  you  willing  to 
ignore  those  calls  for  firmer  U.S. 
action  and  possibly  see  Congress  seize 
the  initiative  in  setting  policy  toward 
South  Africa? 


A.  I  don't  think  that  it's  a  case  of 
whether  it's  firm  action  or  not.  I  think 
the  simple  case  is  that  punitive  sanctions 
that  would  affect  the  economy  there 
would  not  only  be  disruptive  to 
surrounding  states  that  are  virtually 
linked  to  South  Africa's  economy  but 
would  also  be  very  punitive  to  the  people 
that  we  want  to  help.  And  whether  the 
Members  of  the  Congress  were  ready  to 
accept  what  I  said  in  that  speech— I  can 
tell  you  that  in  communication  with 
some  of  the  most  prominent  of  the  black 
leaders,  individuals  who  are  leaders  of 
groups  of  several  million,  4V2  million  in 
one  religious  group,  and  are  all  solidly 
opposed  to  the  sanctions.  And  the  one 
group  that  is  in  support  of  them  in  South 
Africa  is  a  group  that  very  definitely  has 
been  the  most  radical  and  wants  the 
disruption  that  would  come  from 
massive  unemployment  and  hunger  and 
desperation  of  the  people;  because  it  is 


their  belief  that  they  could  then  rise  out 
of  all  of  that  disruption  and  seize  control. 
And  this  has  been  transmitted  to  me 
personally  by  some  of  these  other 
leaders,  like  Buthelezi  of  the  largest 
tribal  group  in  all  of  South  Africa,  the 
Zulus.  And  there  are  others.  There  are 
religious  leaders.  Another  one,  another 
Bishop— you  never  hear  of  him— I  don't 
know  whether  I  pronounce  his  name 
right,  but  it's,  I  think,  Moreno  or 
Marnarama.  I'm  going  to  have  to  find 
out  what  sounds  they  attach  to  some  of 
their  combination  of  letters.  But  he's  the 
leader  of  4%  million  Christians  there. 
And  all  of  them  are  deathly  opposed  to 
sanctions.  So,  I  just  think  that  up  on  the 
Hill  there,  well-intentioned  though  they 
may  be,  they're  asking  for  something 
that  would  not  be  helpful. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  think  there  are 
evidences  that  maybe  ourselves  and 
some  of  our  allies  could  be  invited  to 
meet  with  their  government  represent- 
atives and  see  if  we  couldn't  bring  about 
some  coming  together  of  these  respon- 
sible leaders  of  the  black  community. 

Q.  If  you're  unwilling  at  this  point 
to  define  what  a  reasonable  timetable 
is  for  the  abolition  of  apartheid,  does 
the  situation,  in  fact,  reach  a  point  at 
some  stage  where  the  United  States  is 
pushed  to  go  beyond  friendly  persua- 
sion to  prod  the  South  Africans  for 
change? 

A.   I  think  that's  something  that  you 
face  if  and  when  that  time  comes.  Yes, 
we're  impatient.  And,  yes,  we  feel  as 
strongly  about  apartheid  as  anyone  does, 
and  it  should  be  done  away  with.  On  the 
other  hand,  President  Botha  himself  has 
said  the  same  thing  and  that  his  goal  is 
to  eliminate  apartheid. 


Q.  After  you  announced  your  deci- 
sion to  subsidize  grain  sales  to  the 
Soviet  Union,  Secretary  of  State 
Shultz  was  extremely  critical.  And  I'd 
like  you  to  reply  to  his  criticism.  He 
said  the  Soviet  Union  must  be  chor- 
tling at  having  sales  to  them  subsi- 
dized and  scratching  their  heads  about 
a  system  that  says  we're  going  to  fix  it 
up  so  that  American  taxpayers  make  it 
possible  for  Soviet  housewives  to  buy 
American-produced  food  at  a  price 
lower  than  an  American  housewife. 
Now,  that's  Secretary  Shultz;  what  do 
you  have  to  say  about  that? 

A.  You  fellows  all  caught  Secretary 
Shultz— he'd  been  away,  and  you  caught 
him  before  he'd  had  a  chance  to  talk  to 
us  and  find  out  what  it  was  we  really  had 
done. 
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Now,  we're  not  out,  as  a  matter  of 
policy,  to  continue  subsidizing  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  Soviet  Union  has  a  long-term 
grain  agreement  with  us,  and  it  calls  for 
a  purchase  of  4  million  metric  tons  of 
grain  this  year.  They  have  not  yet 
bought  that. 

This  measure  that  I  employed  was  in 
the  bill  that  the  Congress  passed.  And 
what  we  did  was  say  for  this  one  crop, 
and  for  this  one  season,  that  we  would 
offer  this  subsidy  to  the  farmers.  We 
didn't  do  it  for  the  Soviet  Union.  We  did 
it  for  our  farmers,  who  are,  as  you 
know— and  we  hope  temporarily— but  in 
a  real  bind,  a  very  severe  one.  "This 
amounted  to  a  subsidy  for  them,  but 
allowed  the  Soviet  Union  to  buy  that 
4  million.  If  they  came  in  and  wanted  to 
buy  5,  the  other  million  would  be  back  at 
the  regular  price.  And  I  think  George 
has  mellowed  considerably  since  he 
found  out  what  it  is  that  we  did. 

Q.  A  lot  of  people  just  simply 
think  you  were  trying  to  buy  votes  in 
the  fall  elections,  because  the 
American  taxpayer  is  going  to  pay 
about  20C  a  bushel  for  this  subsidy. 

A.  No,  we're  trying  to  help  in  a 
situation  that  I  believe  was  originally 
created  by  the  Federal  Government, 
when  the  Federal  Government,  back  in 
the  days  of  the  Depression,  started 
invading  the  farm  community.  And  with 
all  its  various  programs,  it  has  brought 
on  most  of  the  problems  that  bother  the 
farmers  today. 

Q.  Yesterday  you  offered  strong 
words  of  encouragement  to  those  who 
would  like  to  see  the  Berlin  Wall  torn 
down.  I  am  wondering  if  at  some  point 
in  the  future  you  might  be  willing  to 
go  beyond  rhetoric  and  perhaps  put  it 
on  a  future  agenda  for  negotiation 
with  the  Soviet  Union? 

A.  I  would  have  no  hesitation,  what- 
soever, in  a  summit  meeting  to  discuss 
this  with  the  General  Secretary.  I  think 
it's  a  wall  that  never  should  have  been 
built.  And  I  happen  to  believe  that  at  the 
time  that  they  started  to  put  it  up— and 
they  started  with  wire,  barbed  wire, 
instead  of  a  wall— that  if  the  United 
States  had  taken  the  action  it  should 
have— because  that  was  a  total  violation 
of  the  Four  Powers  agreement  for 
Berlin— that  if  we'd  gone  in  there  and 
knocked  down  that  wire  then,  I  don't 
think  there'd  be  a  wall  today.  Because  I 
don't  think  they  wanted  to  start  a  war 
over  that. 

Q.  How  realistic  is  it,  though? 
Some  critics  have  suggested  that  it 
raises  false  hopes  for  those  beyond  the 
wall. 


A.  I  don't  think  anyone  is  intending 
to  do  anything  of  that  kind.  But  we 
know  that  they've  done  a  kind  of 
lucrative  business  in  letting  people  come 
through  that  wall,  if  the  price  was  right, 
and  rejoin  their  families  and  friends  in 
West  Germany.  And  isn't  it  strange  that 
all  of  these  situations  where  other  people 
build  walls  to  keep  an  enemy  out,  and 
there's  only  one  part  of  the  world  and 
one  philosophy  where  they  have  to  build 
walls  to  keep  their  people  in?  Maybe 
they're  going  to  recognize  that  there  is 
something  wrong  with  that  soon. 

Q.  I'd  like  to  go  back  to  your  first 
answer  on  South  Africa.  You  said  that 
the  only  blacks  who  want  sanctions 
are  the  radical  blacks,  the  ones  who 
want  upheaval.  One  of  the  blacks  who 
very  much  is  in  favor  of  sanctions  and 
is  very  critical  of  your  policy  is  Des- 
mond Tutu,  who  is  a  bishop  of  the 
church  and  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize  win- 
ner. Are  you  saying  that  he's  one  of 
those  radical  blacks  who  wants 
upheaval? 

A.  No,  but  I  don't  think  he's  right  in 
what  he's  advocating  now.  But,  I  guess 
that  was  careless  of  me.  I  was  talking  in 
terms  of  the  various  groupings,  political 
alliances  and  so  forth,  of  the  people  in 
the  black  community  there.  Of  course 
there  are  individuals  that  may  be  all 
over,  individuals  that  think  that's  the 
thing  to  do,  that  there's  no  other  answer 
now  except  just  punish,  never  mind  try- 
ing to  find  a  solution  to  the  problem. 
And  so,  I  agree  that  was  careless  of  me. 
No,  I  was  not  linking  him  in  with  the 
particular  group  that  I  had  in  mind. 

Q.  You  also,  in  your  first  answer, 
talked  about  a  possible  meeting — 
Western  governments  invited  to  talk 
to  the  South  African  Government  and 
to  blacks.  Could  you  tell  us  a  little  bit 
more  about  where  that  stands  now,  the 
question  of  your  appointing  an  ambas- 
sador to  South  Africa  and  also  the 
possibility  of  a  special  envoy? 

A.  We  have  made  no  decision  yet  on 
the  ambassador,  nor  have  we  made  up 
our  minds  whether  we  want  to  send  an 
envoy  or  not.  But  at  the  risk  of  violating 
something  that  I  said,  or  I  thought  that  I 
wouldn't  do,  I  am  going  to  say  one  thing 
about  Mr.  Botha's  speech  today.  Now, 
I'm  not  going  to  comment  generally  or 
take  questions  on  that  because  I  haven't 
heard  it,  and  I'm  not  going  to  comment 
until  I  hear  the  whole  thing.  But  I  did, 
thanks  to  the  media,  hear  at  least  one 
line  of  his.  And  this  line— he  spoke  of  the 
idea  of  having  the  leaders  of  West 
Germany,  France,  United  Kingdom,  and 
the  United  States  to  some  meetings. 


This  is  what  we  ourselves  have  been 
talking  about,  and  among  ourselves, 
these  same  leaders— is  if  we  could  be  of 
help.  This  is  a  sovereign  nation.  You 
can't  go  in  and  dictate  to  them  and  tell 
them  how  they  must  run  their  country. 
But  if  we  could  be  of  help  in  bringing 
together  various  groupings  there  to 
discuss  with  the  government  as  to  how 
something  could  be  planned  to  bring 
along  an  end  to  apartheid  earlier,  this 
we  would  be  pleased  to  do. 

As  I  say,  I  can't  comment  because  I 
haven't  heard  or  read,  and  I  will  get  his 
transcript  and  read  his  speech.  But  he 
did— and  that  was  quoted  on  the  air— he 
did  say  that  he  was  thinking  of  such  a 
meeting. 

Q.  Would  you  go  to  that  kind  of  a 
summit  meeting? 

A.  I  don't  know  whether  it  would 
require  us  or  whether  it  could  be  done 
with  foreign  ministers  or  not.  We'd  have 
to  see  the  details. 


Q.  When  you  spoke  earlier  of  that 
one  group  that  you  said  wants  disorder 
and  is  radical— just  to  clear  up  the 
point — you  seemed  to  be  referring  to 
the  African  National  Congress,  the 
very  group  that  Secretary  of  State 
Shultz  says  should  be  negotiated  with, 
that  the  Commonwealths  feel  should 
be  part  of  the  solution.  Are  you  saying 
that  they  should  not  be  among  the 
groups  that  ought  to  be  included  in 
some  sort  of  dialogue,  even  though 
they  seem  to  be  very  representative  of 
a  large  number  of  people  in  South 
Africa? 

A.  The  African  National  Congress 
started  out  some  years  ago,  and  there 
was  no  question  about  it  being  a  solid 
organization.  But  in  1921,  in  South 
Africa,  the  Communist  Party  was 
formed.  And  some  years  later  the  Com- 
munist Party  of  South  Africa  joined 
with,  and  just  moved  into,  the  African 
National  Congress.  And  it  is  that  ele- 
ment; I  don't  say  the  entire  ANC,  no. 
And  George  Shultz  has  talked  with 
them.  We  know  that  there  are  still  sound 
people.  We've  had  enough  experience  in 
our  own  country  with  so-called  com- 
munist fronts  to  know  that  you  can  have 
an  organization  with  some  well-meaning 
and  fine  people,  but  you  have  an  element 
in  there  that  has  its  own  agenda.  And 
this  is  what's  happened  with  the  ANC. 
And  right  now,  the  ANC  in  exile,  the 
ones  we're  hearing  from,  that  are  mak- 
ing the  statements,  are  the  members  of 
that  African  Communist  Party.  So,  no,  if 
you  could  do  business  with  and  separate 
out  and  get  the  solid  citizens  in  the  ANC 
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to  come  forward  on  their  own,  that's  just 
fine. 

Q.  Let  me  understand,  also,  the 
logic  of  what  you  said  tonight  about 
sanctions.  The  front-line  states,  the 
neighboring  states,  have  said  that 
they,  even  though  hurt  by  sanctions, 
would  welcome  it  if  it  came  from 
Western  countries.  Yet  President 
Botha  has  imposed  sanctions  upon 
them.  You've  not  criticized  him  for 
that,  you  personally,  and  at  the  same 
time  this  country  has  imposed  sanc- 
tions on  Nicaragua  and  Poland.  Are 
you  saying  that  what  those  regimes  do 
to  their  people  is  worse  than  what  the 
South  African  regime  has  done  to  the 
residents  of  that  country? 

A.  No,  with  regard  to  Poland,  if  you 
would  check  the  sanctions  that  we  finally 
felt  had  to  be  applied  there,  we  applied 
sanctions  that  we  were  sure— and  we 
sought  Polish  advice  on  this— that  would 
not  harm  the  citizens  of  Poland,  that 
there  would  be  restrictions  on  the 
government  that  was  at  that  time  deny- 
ing Lech  Walesa  and  the  union  and  so 
forth,  the  Solidarity  movement,  its 
rights.  With  regard  to  Nicaragua,  there 
is  no  comparison  between  South  Africa 
and  Nicaragua.  In  South  Africa  you're 
talking  about  a  country— yes,  we 
disagree  and  find  repugnant  some  of  the 
practices  of  their  government,  but 
they're  not  seeking  to  impose  their 
government  on  other  surrounding  coun- 
tries. Nicaragua  is  a  totalitarian,  com- 
munist state.  It  is  a  sort  of  a  vassal  of 
the  Soviet  Union.  And  it  has  made  plain 
in  utterance  after  utterance,  even  since 
the  Somoza  revolution,  that  their  revolu- 
tion is  not  going  to  be  confined  to  their 
borders,  that  they  intend  to  spread  that 
revolution  throughout  Latin  America. 

So,  what  we're  talking  about  is  help- 
ing the  people  of  Nicaragua.  Just 
recently,  the  last  newspaper.  La  Prensa, 
was  silenced;  two  religious  leaders  were 
ejected  from  the  country  for  criticizing 
some  facets  of  the  government.  And  we 
simply  feel  that  the  revolution  against 
Somoza,  which  declared  in  writing  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States  what 
their  goals  were:  a  pluralistic  society,  a 
democracy,  free  speech,  freedom  of 
press,  free  labor  unions,  and  all  of  this— 
they  pledged  what  they  were  trying  to 
achieve.  Then  one  element  in  the  revolu- 
tion threw  out  the  others  that  had 
fought  beside  them,  and  who  largely 
make  up  the  contras,  took  over,  seized 
power  at  the  point  of  a  gun.  And  we 
simply  believe  that  the  people  of 
Nicaragua  have  got  a  right  to  try  for 
their  original  goals. 


Q.  After  Reverend  Lawrence  Mar- 
tin Jenco  was  released  by  his  captors 
in  Beirut  a  few  weeks  ago,  he  met 
with  you  and  said  he  delivered  a 
message  from  his  captors.  What  was 
in  that  message,  specifically,  and  how 
have  you  been  using  that  to  obtain  the 
release  of  the  other  Americans  held  in 
Lebanon? 

A.  Contrary  to  what  the  tone  of 
some  people  is,  we've  been  trying  relent- 
lessly to  get  those  hostages  back  from 
the  first  day  of  their  captivity.  First,  we 
had  to  try  and  find  out  where  they  were. 
We  still  don't  really  know  that.  They're 
moved  frequently.  And  we're  going  to 
keep  on  trying.  We  have  had  some 
broken  hearts.  Many  times  that  we 
thought  we  were  on  the  track  and  that 
we  were  almost  going  to  be  able  to  set  a 
day  when  they  would  be  free,  and  then  it 
would  disappear  into  the  sand  and  we'd 
have  to  start  on  another  path.  We're 
going  to  continue  until  we  get  them 
back. 

But  he  did  bring  some  oral  mes- 
sages—well, I  say  messages  because  I 
didn't  hear  the  one  that  was  for  the 
Pope— but  he  did  to  us.  And  I  feel  that  it 
was  told  to  me  in  confidence,  and  I  have 
a  feeling  that  if  I  should  go  public  with 
some  of  the  things  in  that,  I  might  do 
harm  to  our  efforts  to  try  and  get  them 
back.  So,  I'm  not  going  to  comment  on 
that. 

Q.  Can  you  say  tonight  that  we  are 
any  closer  to  seeing  the  other  Ameri- 
cans held  there  being  freed  as  Father 
Jenco  was? 

A.  My  hesitance  about  that— it's  just 
what  I've  said  before:  that  there  have 
been  times  when,  if  you'd  asked  me  that 
question,  I  would  have  been  tempted  to 
say,  yes,  it's  imminent.  And  then,  as  I 
say,  it  disappeared,  and  we  had  to  find 
another  track  and  start  over.  And  we've 
known  encouragement  and  discourage- 
ment. And  I  can't  comment.  We  must 
get  them  back,  and  we're  going  to  keep 
on  doing  everything  we  can  and  trying 
to  get  them  back.  But  I  don't  want  to 
say  anything  that  will  endanger  them. 

Q.  The  comparison  you  discussed 
before  between  Nicaragua  and  South 
Africa  seems  to  agitate  many  of  your 
critics  who  note  the  eloquence  with 
which  you  address  the  issue  of 
freedom  fighting  in  Nicaragua  but 
seem  to  lose  that  eloquence  in  South 
Africa.  Do  you  honestly  believe  that 
the  South  African  Government  treats 
its  black  majority  worse  than  the 
Sandinista  regime,  Marxist  though  it 
may  be,  treats  Nicaraguan  citizens 
inside  Nicaragua,  keeping  in  mind  the 


number  of  black  South  Africans  who 
have  died  over  the  past  year  alone,  the 
amount  of  the  cross-border  incursions 
the  South  African  Government  has 
conducted  against  the  neighboring 
states,  et  cetera,  et  all 

A.  I  think  that  I  have  condemned 
publicly  all  of  those  things  that  you're 
talking  about.  On  the  other  hand,  I  also 
realize  the  complexity  of  the  South 
Africa  problem,  because  much  of  that 
death  that  you  spoke  of  is  being  inflicted 
by  blacks  on  blacks  because  of  their  own 
tribal  separations.  And  all  of  this  must 
be  taken  into  account  in  finding  a  system 
of  government. 

But  also  I  am  quoting  now  one  of 
those  black  leaders  who  wrote  a  most 
statesmanlike  and  eloquent  letter  to  me 
just  recently,  and  he  pointed  out  that 
while,  yes,  they  were  impatient,  and, 
yes,  we  hope  that  we  can  make  progress 
faster,  he  pointed  out  he  did  not  disap- 
prove of  Botha.  He  pointed  out  what  he 
has  accomplished  and  the  things  that  he 
has  done.  And  he  also  made  a  point 
about  what  would  happen  if  those  in  our 
country  who  want  us  to  have  the 
American  companies  that  are  over  there 
doing  business  withdraw.  And  he 
pointed  out  that  those  companies— some 
200  of  them— following  the  Sullivan  prin- 
ciples, in  which  there  is  the  kind  of  treat- 
ment that  we  would  recognize  as  being 
decent  in  this  country  with  regard  to 
their  employees  and  outside  the  actual 
employment,  the  things  they've  tried  to 
do  to  improve  life  for  the  families  on  the 
outside,  that  this  would  all  be  lost  if 
some  people  had  their  way  with  sanc- 
tions and  so  forth  and  with  forcing  us  to 
withdraw. 

But  then  he  also  pointed  out  that 
because  of  the  Sullivan  principles  that 
were  used  by  these  American  companies, 
a  great  many  South  African  companies 
had  taken  the  cue  from  that  and  adopted 
on  their  own  principles  that  were  similar 
to  that— having  to  do  with  promotion, 
having  to  do  with  hiring,  having  to  do 
with  ignoring  racial  difference  with 
regard  to  promotion  to  supervisory  posi- 
tions and  all. 

Now,  this  is  all  going  on.  Nothing 
like  that  is  going  on  in  Nicaragua,  not 
when  a  priest  stands  up  and  speaks  to 
his  congregation  and  because  he  says 
some  things  that— well,  for  example, 
protesting  the  fact  that  the  government 
has  shut  down  on  the  church's  news- 
paper and  shut  down  on  the  church's 
radio  station,  seized  their  printing 
presses  so  that  they  can't  even  have 
church  bulletins  anymore— and  then  he's 
thrown  out  of  the  country  for  having 
said  that. 
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That's  a  little  different  than  what 
was  going  on  in  South  Africa. 

Q.  Twice  now,  black  candidates  to 
become  your  new  Ambassador  to 
South  Africa  seemed,  for  one  reason  or 
another,  to  have  fallen  by  the  wayside. 
Are  you  having  difficulty  in  finding  a 
black  Ambassador  to  South  Africa 


because  you  can  find  no  qualified  black 
who  agrees  with  your  policy  now? 

A.  No,  [it]  has  nothing  to  do  with 
that.  And  the  one  that  fell  by  the 
wayside— let  me  tell  you  that  I  regret 
that  more  than  anything.  I  have  the 
greatest  respect  and  admiration  for  that 
man.  And  what  happened  was  some 
possible  connection  with  a  legal  action 
involving  some  institutions— he's  in  a 


public  relations  field  at  this  moment— 
and  that  he,  for  one  thing,  he  very  prob- 
ably would  not  be  able  to  leave  and  have 
the  time  to  go  there  as  this  comes  to  a 
head. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  18,  1986. 


International  Trade 


President  Reagan's  radio  address  to 
the  nation  of  August  2,  1986.^ 

It's  sometimes  said  that  if  you  put  three 
economists  together  in  a  room  and  ask 
them  a  question,  you're  liable  to  get 
more  than  three  answers.  It's  true, 
economists  don't  often  agree;  but  there 
is  one  issue  on  which  almost  all  responsi- 
ble economists,  whatever  their  political 
persuasion,  are  unanimous.  They  agree 
that  free  and  fair  trade  brings  growth 
and  opportunity  and  creates  jobs.  And 
they  all  warn  that  high  trade  barriers, 
what  is  often  called  protectionism, 
undermines  economic  growth  and 
destroys  jobs.  I  don't  call  it  protec- 
tionism; I  call  it  destructionism. 

That's  why  our  motto  is:  free  and 
fair  trade  with  free  and  fair  traders. 
Now,  we've  seen  that  governments 
sometimes  don't  play  by  the  rules.  They 
keep  exports  out  of  subsidy— or  sub- 
sidize, I  should  say,  industries,  giving 
them  an  unfair  advantage.  Well,  our 
patience  with  unfair  trade  isn't  endless, 
and  we're  taking  action  to  bring  other 
nations  back  in  line  to  ensure  that  free 
trade  remains  fair  trade.  We're  aggres- 
sively using  existing  trade  laws  to  pry 
open  foreign  markets  and  force  others  to 
play  by  the  rules. 

This  week,  for  instance,  we  signed  a 
breakthrough  trade  agreement  that'll 
open  up  Japanese  markets  to  U.S. 
semiconductors  and  prevent  the 
Japanese  from  dumping  semiconductors 
in  our  markets.  And  last  month,  after 
intensive  negotiations  in  response  to  a 
deadline  I  set,  the  European  Community 
agreed  to  keep  its  market  open  to  U.S. 
farm  exports. 

These  agreements  are  examples  of 
positive,  result-oriented  trade  action. 
Instead  of  closing  markets  at  home, 
we've  opened  markets  to  U.S.  products 


abroad,  thus  helping  to  create  more 
American  jobs.  Instead  of  erecting 
destructionist  import  barriers,  we're 
tearing  down  foreign  barriers  to  make 
trade  freer  and  fairer  for  all.  Because, 
believe  me,  when  Americans  are  com- 
peting on  a  level  playing  field,  they  can 
outproduce  and  outsell  anyone,  any- 
where in  the  world. 

We've  been  tough  with  those  nations 
who've  been  unfair  in  their  trading  prac- 
tices, and  that  toughness  has  produced 
results.  And  with  hard-pressed  indus- 
tries like  textiles  and  apparel  that  have 
gone  through  difficult  times,  we've 
taken  strong  action  to  help.  We  renego- 
tiated agreements  with  Taiwan  and 
Hong  Kong  over  a  year  early  to  expand 
product  coverage  and  tighten  controls  of 
imports  from  those  countries.  We  are 
pursuing  negotiations  with  Korea  to 
tighten  restraints  on  their  exports  to  us 
and  improve  opportunities  for  our  pro- 
ducers in  their  market.  And  just  this 
week  we  completed  a  tough,  new  multi- 
fiber  arrangement  with  our  trading  part- 
ners that  will  include  products  not 
previously  covered  and  which  gives  us 
tools  to  prevent  damaging  import 
surges.  "This  is  result-oriented  action. 

What  doesn't  bring  results  is  the 
sort  of  destructionist  legislation  now 
before  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Next  week  the  House  will  vote  on 
whether  to  override  my  veto  of  a  textile 
trade  bill,  and  I'm  hopeful  this  won't 
happen. 

My  council  of  economic  advisers 
estimates  this  bill  would  cost  you,  the 
consumer,  $44  billion  over  the  next  5 
years:  $70,000  for  every  job  saved,  jobs 
that  pay  about  $13,000  on  average.  Even 
worse,  these  temporarily  protected  jobs 
would  be  more  than  offset  by  the  loss  of 
thousands  of  other  jobs— jobs  in  retail. 


marketing,  and  finance,  and  jobs  directly 
related  to  importing,  such  as  dock- 
workers  and  transportation  workers. 
And  then  there  are  all  those  who  would 
be  thrown  out  of  work  as  we  began  to 
feel  the  effects  of  foreign  retaliation, 
and  you  can  bet  there  would  be  retalia- 
tion. I'm  thinking,  especially,  of  our 
struggling  agricultural  sector  and  its 
many  connected  industries.  At  a  time 
when  we're  trying  to  increase  agricul- 
tural exports,  let's  remember  that  some 
of  the  first  victims  of  retaliation  would 
be  our  farmers— kicking  them  when 
they're  already  down. 

So,  our  trade  policy  remains  a 
positive  one  that  will  not  play  off  one 
region  against  another  or  one  American 
worker  against  another,  doing  grievous 
damage  to  the  industries  involved.  In 
trying  tg  help  workers  in  ailing  indus- 
tries, we  must  be  careful  that  the  cure  is 
not  worse  than  the  disease,  like  the 
infamous  Smoot-Hawley  tariffs  that 
deepened  and  prolonged  the  Great 
Depression.  The  best  way  to  help  is  with 
the  pro-growth  policies  of  free  and  fair 
trade  that  have  created  more  than  10 
million  new  jobs  in  the  last  3V2  years.  In 
the  last  7  months  1,650,000  people  have 
found  jobs  in  the  United  States.  That's 
more  than  Europe  and  Japan  combined 
in  the  last  10  years.  And  by  the  way, 
recently  released  figures  show  the 
leading  economic  indicators  are  up  and 
unemployment  has  dropped  to  6.8%. 

You  know,  the  Europeans  talk  about 
the  "American  miracle"  of  economic 
growth  and  job  creation.  Well,  I'm  going 
to  do  everything  I  can  to  keep  that 
miracle  of  hope  alive,  creating  jobs  and 
opportunities  for  all  Americans. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  11,  1986. 
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The  answer  is  simple:  we  want  an 
arms  agreement  that  will  accomplish 
something  of  substance;  one  that  will 
measurably  decrease  the  risk  of  war  and 
enhance  stability;  one  that  will  reverse 
the  upward  nuclear  spiral.  President 
Reagan  wants  real  reductions. 

Arms  agreements  need  to 
accomplish  something  in  the  real  world. 
They  have  to  be  worth  more  than  the 
paper  they're  printed  on.  They  must 
express  our  hope,  but  they  must  be  more 
than  mere  expressions  of  hope.  That  has 
been,  and  continues  to  be,  the  principle 
that  governs  the  arms  control  policy  of 
this  Administration. 

So,  how  far  have  we  succeeded? 
Much  more  than  our  critics  concede. 

First,  we  have  succeeded  in  getting 
the  Soviets  back  to  the  table.  They 
played  politics  and  walked  out.  Now  we 
finally  discern  what  the  President  has 
said  may  be  a  turning  point  toward  real 
and  detailed  bargaining  on  the  substan- 
tive issues  that  divide  us.  If  this  is  true, 
it  is  good  news.  Staying  the  course  on 
one's  overall  goals  is  the  watchword  of 
'    sincerity  on  arms  control.  Shifting  from 
>-   goal  to  goal  is  to  treat  arms  control 
primarily  as  a  public  relations  enter- 
'  prise,  an  activity  more  appropriate  for 
Madison  Avenue  than  Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

Second,  we  have  succeeded  in  get- 
ting the  Soviets  to  talk  about  reductions 
in  nuclear  weapons.  This  was  no  small 
feat.  In  1977,  you  may  remember.  Presi- 
dent Carter  sent  Secretary  of  State 
Vance  to  Moscow  with  a  plan  for  deep 
reductions  in  nuclear  weapons.  Brezhnev 
turned  the  proposal  down  flat. 

When  President  Reagan  first  pro- 
posed deep  cuts  in  nuclear  arsenals  in 
1982,  he  was  criticized  for  seeking  too 
much.  A  major  criticism  of  this 
Administration's  arms  control  policy 
during  the  first  term  was  that  our  pro- 
posals were  too  ambitious  and  thus,  as 
the  saying  goes,  insufficiently 
"negotiable"  with  the  Soviets.  Over  the 
past  5  years,  we  have  redefined  what  is 
'  negotiable  by  insisting  on  negotiating 
about  what  is  most  important. 

Third,  we  have  succeeded  in  getting 
the  talks  to  focus  on  the  more  critical 
•  measures  of  strategic  power.  While  the 
flawed  and  obsolete  SALT  structure 
dealt  almost  entirely  with  strategic 
nuclear  delivery  vehicles,  our  proposals 
,    now  talk  about  warheads  and  destructive 
.   capabilities  directly.  The  Soviets  have 
\  begun  to  move  in  this  direction  as  well. 
\  If  they  accepted  this  approach  with  deep 
\  reductions,  we  would  finally  get  an 
'•■reement  that  would  mitigate  Soviet 
strike  capabilities,  really  reduce  the 


risk  of  war,  and  thus  realize  the  primary 
goal  of  strategic  arms  control. 

Finally,  we  have  succeeded  in 
launching  an  effort  to  see  whether  we 
can  devise  a  means  to  effectively  counter 
such  nuclear  missiles.  Such  defenses,  if 
they  prove  feasible,  could  improve  our 
security  by  strengthening  deterrence 
and  reducing  the  likelihood  of  any 
nuclear  attack.  President  Reagan  has 
simply  asked  whether  we  can  find  a 
better  way  to  maintain  the  peace  than 
the  threat  of  mutual  annihilation  and 
total  vulnerability.  It  may  not  be  possible 
to  find  one.  But  we  must  continue  to  try. 

Even  with  these  successes  we  have  a 
long  way  to  go.  Major  bargains  are  not 
struck  easily,  especially  with  an  adver- 
sary like  the  Soviet  Union. 

Proposing  good  arms  control  is  one 
thing;  attaining  good  arms  control  is 
another.  As  Glendower  boasts  in  Henry 
IV,  "I  can  call  spirits  from  the  vasty 
deep,"  to  which  Hotspur  replies,  "Why, 
so  can  I,  or  so  can  any  man.  But  will 
they  come  when  you  do  call  for  them?" 

That  brings  us  back  to  the  question 
we  began  with:  will  there  be  an  arms 
control  agreement  in  this  Adminis- 
tration? 


Yes,  there  will  be  an  agreement  if 
the  Soviets  decide  they  want  an  agree- 
ment. Yes,  there  will  be  an  agreement  if 
the  Soviets  move  off  some  unacceptable 
positions  and,  yes,  if  the  Soviets  are  as 
ready  to  bargain  as  seriously  as  we  are. 

I  personally  am  hopeful  about  the 
prospects  for  an  agreement.  We  are 
ready  to  move.  But  we  don't  know 
whether  the  Soviets  are  ready  to  move 
seriously  with  us. 

But  even  if  we  do  not  achieve  an 
agreement,  that  does  not  mean  we  will 
be  less  secure.  In  the  past  5  years,  we 
have  had  no  new  agreements.  But  the 
goals  that  arms  control  is  meant  to 
advance— security,  peace,  a  world  safe 
for  free  nations— have  been  advanced. 
The  1980s  have  not  witnessed  those 
kinds  of  crises  that  brought  the  world  to 
the  brink— the  Korean  war  in  the  1950s, 
the  Berlin  and  Cuban  missile  crises  in 
the  1960s,  and  the  Yom  Kippur  war  in 
the  1970s  (when  we  went  on  strategic 
alert  to  prevent  Soviet  forces  from  mov- 
ing into  the  Middle  East). 

From  1975-80,  when  arms  control 
negotiations  were  occupying  center 
stage,  freedom  was  on  the  run  around 
the  world— from  our  embassy  in  Tehran, 
to  the  valleys  of  Afghanistan,  to  the 


CDE  Opens  Final  Session 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  18,  1986' 

After  2V2  years  of  negotiations,  the 
Stockholm  Conference  on  Confidence- 
and  Security-Building  Measures  and 
Disarmament  in  Europe  (CDE)  begins  its 
12th  and  final  session  on  August  19.  It 
will  adjourn  on  September  19,  and  its 
work  must  be  complete  by  then. 

The  United  States  places  great 
importance  on  reaching  a  militarily 
significant  result  in  Stockholm.  Success 
in  CDE  would  contribute  directly  to  a 
clearer  and  more  predictable  military 
situation  in  Europe.  More  broadly  it 
would  give  an  important  impulse  to  the 
Helsinki  process,  of  which  CDE  is  an 
integral  part,  and  thus  contribute  to  pro- 
motion of  all  the  aims  of  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act. 

The  United  States  was  pleased  with 
the  progress  that  was  made  in  the  final 
days  of  the  last  round  of  negotiations.  If 
the  East  adopts  a  constructive  posture, 
we  believe  we  can  fulfill  the  conference's 
mandate  to  negotiate  concrete,  verifiable 
measures  that  increase  the  openness  of 


all  military  activities  in  Europe.  To  meet 
this  objective,  we  believe  the  Stockholm 
conference  must  adopt  measures  to 
create  a  comprehensive,  verifiable 
confidence-building  regime  requiring  the 
exchange  of  military  information  and  the 
forecasting,  notification,  and  observation 
of  military  activities.  We  believe  that 
effective  verification  of  these  measures 
by  all  participating  states  can  only  come 
from  inspection  of  activities  which  cast 
doubt  on  compliance. 

Because  so  little  time  remains  in 
which  to  reach  agreement,  the  President 
has  instructed  the  U.S.  delegation  to 
return  to  Stockholm  early  to  take  part  in 
informal  consultation  aimed  at  resolving 
some  outstanding  issues.  Ambassador 
Robert  L.  Barry,  head  of  the  U.S. 
delegation  to  CDE,  has  the  full  support 
of  the  President  in  seeking  a  concluding 
document  which  meets  the  objectives  we 
have  pursued  since  negotiations  began 
and  which  will  contribute  to  the  security 
of  all  participating  states. 

'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  25,  1986.  ■ 
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charnel  houses  of  Cambodia.  The  com- 
munist insurgencies  of  the  1970s— those 
seedbeds  of  tyranny— have  given  way  to 
a  new  generation  of  popular  movements 
against  Marxist  regimes— in  Afghani- 
stan, Nicaragua,  Angola,  Ethiopia,  and 
Cambodia. 

In  the  1980s  we  have  restored 
stability  by  rebuilding  our  military 


strength  and  restoring  our  national 
pride.  We  have  intensified  our  dialogue 
with  the  Soviet  Union  on  human  rights 
and  regional  issues— as  well  as  arms  con- 
trol. We  have  drawn  the  line  against 
tyranny  and  terrorism,  and  the  faith  and 
free  economies  of  the  world  are  prosper- 
ing. Democracy  is  burgeoning  around 
the  globe.  Freedom  is  no  longer  on  the 
run.  Freedom  is  now  on  the  march.  ■ 


Interim  Restraint: 

U.S.  and  Soviet  Force  Projections 


LETTER  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
AUG.  5,  1986' 

Enclosed  in  an  unclassified  version  of  a 
classified  report  which  I  provided  on  June  19 
in  response  to  related  Congressional  requests, 
including  a  request  for  projections  and  com- 
parisions  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  strategic  force 
dismantlements,  inventories,  etc.,  in  terms  of 
adherence  to  existing  arms  control 
agreements. 

As  I  noted  in  my  letter  of  June  19 
transmitting  the  classified  report,  it  is  clear 
that  SALT  II  and  I  codified  a  very  major 
arms  buildup  including  a  quadrupling  of 
Soviet  strategic  weapons  (warheads  and 
bombs)  since  SALT  I  was  signed  in  1972  and 
near  doubling  of  Soviet  ballistic  missile 
warheads  from  about  5,000  to  more  than 
9,000  since  SALT  II  was  signed  in  1979. 

The  report  further  found  that  the  SALT  I 
and  II  agreements,  even  if  fully  complied 
with,  would  not  prevent  a  very  substantial 
further  expansion  of  Soviet  capabilities.  We 
believe  that,  absent  SALT  II,  the  Soviets 
would  not  necessarily  expand  their  forces 
significantly  beyond  the  increases  already 
projected  with  SALT  II  since  the  Soviet 
forces  are  very  large  and  would  appear,  in 
our  judgment,  more  than  enough  to  meet 
reasonable  military  requirements. 

In  my  letter  of  June  19,  I  noted  that  in 
view  of  the  adverse  implications  of  Soviet 
noncompliance  for  our  security  and  for  the 
arms  control  process,  I  had  determined  on 
May  27  that,  in  the  future,  the  United  States 
must  base  decisions  regarding  its  strategic 
force  structure  on  the  nature  and  magnitude 
of  the  threat  po.sed  by  Soviet  strategic  forces, 
and  not  on  .standards  contained  in  the  SALT 
structure  which  has  been  undermined  by 
Soviet  noncompliance,  and  especially  in  a 
flawed  SALT  II  treaty  which  was  never 
ratified,  would  have  expired  if  it  had  been 
ratified,  and  has  been  violated  by  the  Soviet 
Union. 

I  have  also  noted  that  the  full  implemen- 
tation of  the  Strategic  Modernization  Pro- 
gram is  critical  both  to  meeting  our  future 
national  security  needs  and  to  appropriately 


responding  to  Soviet  noncompliance.  How- 
ever, we  will  exercise  utmost  restraint.  As  we 
modernize,  we  will  continue  to  retire  older 
forces  as  national  security  requirements  per- 
mit. We  do  not  anticipate  any  appreciable 
growth  in  the  size  of  U.S.  strategic  forces. 
Assuming  no  significant  change  in  the  threat, 
we  will  not  deploy  more  strategic  nuclear 
delivery  vehicles  or  more  strategic  ballistic 
missile  warheads  than  does  the  Soviet  Union. 

I  want  again  to  emphasize  that  no  policy 
of  interim  restraint  is  a  substitute  for  an 
agreement  on  deep  and  equitable  reductions 
in  offensive  nuclear  arms,  provided  that  we 
can  be  confident  of  Soviet  compliance  with 
it.  Achieving  such  reductions  continues  to 
receive  my  highest  priority.  This  is  the  most 
direct  path  to  achieving  greater  stablity  and  a 
safer  world. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan 


UNCLASSIFIED  REPORT 

Report  to  the  Congress  on  U.S. 
Interim  Restraint  Policy  and 
Representative  Soviet  and  U.S. 
Dismantlement  and  Strategic  Force 
Projections  With  and  Without 
SALT  I  and  II 


I.  Introduction:  U.S.  Interim 
Restraint  Policy  and  U.S.  Responses 
to  Soviet  Noncompliance 

This  report  is  an  unclassified  version  of  a 
report  forwarded  to  the  Congress  on 
June  19,  1986,  in  response  to  the 
requirements  of  the  fiscal  year  1986 
Department  of  Defense  Authorization 
Act  (Title  X,  Section  1001  (b))  for  a 
report  on  certain  data  and  assessments 
related  to  U.S.  and  Soviet  strategic 
offensive  forces  and  on  possible  Soviet 
political,  military,  and  negotiating 
responses  to  changes  in  the  U.S.  policy 


of  interim  restraint.  As  requested  by  this 
legislation,  the  report  covers  a  5-year 
period.  It  is  provided  in  conjunction  with 
material  including  the  President's  state- 
ment of  May  27  and  a  White  House  fact 
sheet  of  the  same  date  on  "U.S.  Interim 
Restraint  Policy:  Responding  to  Soviet 
Arms  Control  Violations." 

The  U.S.  policy  of  interim  restraint 
as  first  announced  by  the  President  in 
1982  has  been  that,  in  spite  of  the  flaws 
inherent  in  the  SALT  [strategic  arms 
limitation  talks]  agreements  and  in  an 
effort  to  foster  an  atmosphere  of  mutual 
restraint  conducive  to  serious  negotia- 
tions on  arms  reductions,  the  United 
States  would  not  undercut  the  expired 
SALT  I  Interim  Offensive  Agreement  of 
1972  or  the  unratified  SALT  II  Treaty  of 
1979  so  long  as  the  Soviet  Union  exer- 
cised equal  restraint. 

In  three  detailed  Administration 
reports  to  the  Congress  on  Soviet  non- 
compliance, and  through  diplomatic 
channels  including  the  U.S. -Soviet 
Standing  Consultative  Commission,  the 
President  has  consistently  made  clear 
that  this  U.S.  policy  required  Soviet 
reciprocity  and  that  it  must  not 
adversely  affect  our  national  security 
interests  in  the  face  of  the  continuing 
Soviet  military  buildup  and  uncorrected 
Soviet  noncompliance. 

In  accordance  with  U.S.  interim 
restraint  policy  and  our  efforts  to  build  a 
framework  of  truly  mutual  restraint,  the 
United  States  has  not  taken  any  actions 
that  would  undercut  existing  agree- 
ments. We  have  continued  scrupulously 
to  live  within  all  arms  control  agree- 
ments, including  the  SALT  I  and  II 
strategic  arms  agreements.  Unfortun- 
ately, while  the  United  States  has  been 
attempting  to  hold  to  the  structure  of 
SALT  through  our  policy  of  interim 
restraint,  the  Soviet  Union  has  undercut 
the  very  foundation  of  that  structure 
through  its  continued  violations. 

In  June  of  1985,  the  President  went 
the  extra  mile.  He  decided  to  dismantle  a 
U.S.  Poseidon  submarine,  in  order  to 
give  the  Soviet  Union  adequate  time  to 
correct  its  noncompliance,  reverse  its 
unwarranted  military  buildup,  and 
seriously  pursue  equitable  and  verifiable 
arms  reduction  agreements  in  the 
Geneva  negotiations.  Regrettably,  the 
Soviet  Union  has  so  far  failed  to  move 
constructively  in  these  three  areas. 

In  spite  of  our  expressed  concerns 
and  our  diplomatic  efforts  for  corrective 
Soviet  actions,  the  Soviet  Union  has  not 
corrected  its  noncompliance.  Concerning 
SALT  II,  the  President's  most  recent 
report,  of  December  23,  1985,  to  the 
Congress  cited  as  Soviet  violations: 
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(1)  the  development  of  the  SS-25 
missile,  a  prohibited  second  new  type  of 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile  (ICBM); 

(2)  extensive  encryption  of  telemetry  on 
ICBM  missile  flight  tests,  which  impedes 
verification;  (3)  concealment  of  the 
association  between  the  SS-25  missile 
and  its  launcher  during  testing;  and 

(4)  exceeding  the  SALT  II  numerical  cap 
of  2,504  strategic  nuclear  delivery 
vehicles  (SNDVs).  In  addition,  the  Presi- 
dent's report  cited  three  areas  of 
ambiguous  Soviet  behavior  as  involving 
possible  violations  or  other  problems 
with  regard  to  SALT  II:  (1)  SS-16  ICBM 
activity,  (2)  the  Backfire  bomber's  inter- 
continental operating  capability,  and 

(3)  the  Backfire  bomber's  production 
rate.  Concerning  SALT  I,  the  Presi- 
dent's report  cited  a  violation  in  the 
Soviet  use  of  former  SS-7  ICBM 
facilities  in  support  of  the  deployment 
and  operation  of  the  SS-25  mobile 
ICBMs.  These  SALT  II  and  SALT  I 
violations  and  other  ambiguous  situa- 
tions involving  these  treaties  remain 
matters  of  serious  concern,  as  does 
Soviet  violation  of  the  Anti-Ballistic 
Missile  (ABM)  Treaty  of  1972  and  of 
other  major  arms  control  agreements. 

The  Administration  has  now  con- 
cluded a  comprehensive  review,  and 
extensive  consultations  with  our  allies 
and  friends  abroad  and  with  Members  of 
the  Congress  on  the  continuing  Soviet 
pattern  of  noncompliance,  the  Soviet 
strategic  arms  buildup,  and  the  lack  of 
progress  by  the  Soviets  at  the  Geneva 
negotiations.  The  President  announced 
on  May  27  that  in  the  future  the  United 
States  would  base  decisions  regarding  its 
strategic  force  structure  on  the  nature 
and  magnitude  of  the  threat  posed  by 
Soviet  strategic  forces,  not  on  standards 
contained  in  the  flawed  SALT  structure, 
which  has  been  seriously  undermined  by 
Soviet  noncompliance. 

In  his  May  27  announcement  on  U.S. 
interim  restraint  policy  and  on  the  U.S. 
response  to  continued  Soviet  non- 
compliance, the  President  pointed  out 
the  inappropriateness  of  continuing  with 
the  SALT  II  agreement.  SALT  II 
codified  continuing  major  arms  buildups. 
It  was  considered  by  a  broad  range  of 
critics,  including  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  to  be  unequal  and 
unverifiable  in  important  provisions.  It 
was  never  ratified  by  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  was  clearly  headed  for  defeat  before 
the  President's  predecessor  asked  the 
Senate  not  to  act  on  it.  With  SALT  II 
the  Soviets  have  nearly  doubled  their 
strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads  from 
about  5,000  to  9,000,  and  with  SALT  II 


they  could  legally  undertake  a  further 
significant  increase.  Even  if  SALT  II 
had  been  ratified,  it  would  have  expired 
on  December  31,  1985. 

Finally,  continued  Soviet  violations 
have  seriously  undercut  the  agreement 
for  several  years  in  spite  of  repeated 
U.S.  requests  for  corrective  Soviet 
action.  (Concerning  SALT  I,  this  agree- 
ment expired  in  1977,  and  since  it  was 
signed  in  1972,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
quadrupled  the  number  of  its  strategic 
nuclear  warheads.  As  for  the  United 
States,  even  if  we  did  not  retire  older 
systems,  the  United  States  would,  under 
current  plans,  remain  in  technical 
observance  of  the  SALT  I  numerical 
limits  until  mid-1989.) 

The  President  made  clear  in  his 
May  27  announcement  that  the  United 
States  would  continue  to  exercise  utmost 
restraint  in  the  future,  seeking  to  meet 
U.S.  strategic  needs,  given  the  Soviet 
buildup,  by  means  that  minimize  incen- 
tives for  continuing  Soviet  offensive 
force  growth.  The  President  stated  that, 
as  we  modernize,  we  will  continue  to 
retire  older  forces  as  our  national  secur- 
ity requirements  permit  and  that  we  do 
not  anticipate  any  appreciable  numerical 
growth  in  U.S.  strategic  forces.  He  also 
indicated  that,  assuming  no  significant 
change  in  the  threat  we  face  as  we 
implement  the  strategic  modernization 
program,  the  United  States  will  not 
deploy  more  strategic  nuclear  delivery 
vehicles  or  more  strategic  ballistic 
missile  warheads  than  does  the  Soviet 
Union. 

The  President  also  noted  that,  as  a 
result  of  his  decision  to  dismantle  two 
older  Poseidon  submarines,  the  United 
States  will  remain  technically  in  observ- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  SALT  II  Treaty 
for  some  months.  He  continues  to  hope 
that  the  Soviet  Union  will  use  this  addi- 
tional time  to  take  the  constructive  steps 
necessary  to  alter  the  current  situation. 
Should  they  do  so,  the  President  has 
stated  that  this  would  be  taken  into 
account. 

Needless  to  say,  the  most  essential 
near-term  response  to  Soviet  non- 
compliance remains  the  implementation 
of  our  full  strategic  modernization  pro- 
gram, to  underwrite  deterrence  today, 
and  the  continued  pursuit  of  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI) 
research  program,  to  see  if  it  is  possible 
to  provide  a  safer  and  more  stable  basis 
for  our  future  security  and  that  of  our 
allies.  The  strategic  modernization  pro- 
gram, including  the  deployment  of  the 
second  50  Peacekeeper  missiles,  is  the 
foundation  for  all  future  U.S.  offensive 
force  options.  It  provides  a  solid  basis 


that  can  and  will  be  adjusted  over  time 
to  respond  most  efficiently  to  continued 
Soviet  noncompliance.  The  SDI  program 
represents  our  best  hope  for  a  future  in 
which  our  security  can  rest  on  the 
increasing  contribution  of  defensive 
systems  that  threaten  no  one. 

In  his  May  27  statement,  the  Presi- 
dent emphasized  that  no  policy  of 
interim  restraint  is  a  substitute  for  an 
agreement  on  deep  and  equitable  reduc- 
tions in  offensive  nuclear  arms,  provided 
that  we  can  be  confident  of  Soviet  com- 
pliance with  it.  Achieving  such  reduc- 
tions has  received,  and  will  continue  to 
receive,  his  highest  priority.  We  hope 
the  Soviet  Union  will  act  to  give 
substance  to  the  agreement  reached  by 
the  President  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  at  the  summit  meeting  last 
November  to  achieve  early  progress  in 
the  Geneva  negotiations.  It  was  agreed 
to  focus,  in  particular,  on  areas  where 
there  is  common  ground,  including  the 
principle  of  50%  reductions,  appropri- 
ately applied,  in  the  strategic  nuclear 
arms  of  both  countries,  as  well  as  an 
interim  agreement  on  intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces.  If  the  Soviet  Union 
carries  out  this  agreement,  we  can  move 
now  to  achieve  greater  stability  and  a 
safer  world. 

The  classified  report  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  on  June  19  provided  a  com- 
parison of  representative  U.S.  and 
Soviet  strategic  weapons  dismantlement 
that  would  be  required  over  the  next  5 
years  if  both  countries  were  actually  to 
observe  all  of  the  quantitative  limits  of 
the  SALT  I  and  SALT  II  agreements.  It 
then  presented  representative  projec- 
tions of  the  strategic  offensive  forces  of 
the  two  sides,  assuming  that  the  SALT  I 
and  SALT  II  limits  no  longer  apply. 
Finally,  it  provided  an  assessment  of 
possible  Soviet  political  and  negotiating 
responses,  insofar  as  these  are  under- 
stood and  anticipated  at  present.  For 
security  reasons,  the  present,  unclassi- 
fied version  provides  the  information 
concerning  U.S.  and  Soviet  forces  in 
substantially  abbreviated  form. 

At  the  outset,  it  must  be  noted  that 
there  are  important  uncertainties  in  the 
assessments  presented  herein.  With 
respect  to  the  data  on  Soviet  forces,  the 
projections  represent  broad  trends- 
based  on  both  evidence  and  assumptions 
—and  are  not  intended  to  be  precise 
forecasts.  On  the  basis  of  U.S.  exper- 
ience, it  is  unlikely  that  Soviet  strategic 
forces  5  years  from  now  will  be  identical 
(or  necessarily  even  extremely  close)  to 
these  force  projections.  Nevertheless,  we 
believe  that  Soviet  strategic  forces  in  the 
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next  3-5  years  can  be  reasonably  charac- 
terized, based  on  evidence  of  ongoing 
programs  that  would  be  difficult  to  alter 
radically  in  this  timeframe. 

By  contrast,  the  size  and  complexion 
of  future  U.S.  strategic  forces  are 
relatively  easier  for  the  Soviets  to  deter- 
mine. We  must  contend  with  potential 
increases  in  Soviet  strategic  programs 
and  capabilities.  However,  the  principal 
source  of  uncertainty  for  Soviet  planners 
about  the  scope  and  size  of  future  U.S. 
strategic  programs  is,  in  all  likelihood, 
the  extent  to  which  future  U.S.  pro- 
grams may  be  reduced  by  congressional 
or  executive  branch  action. 

The  data  presented  here  assume  full 
implementation  of  the  Administration's 
strategic  modernization  program.  It  is 
absolutely  essential  that  we  maintain  full 
support  for  these  programs.  To  fail  to  do 
so  would  be  the  worst  response  to  Soviet 
noncompliance.  It  would  immediately 
and  seriously  undercut  our  negotiators 
in  Geneva  by  removing  the  leverage  that 
they  must  have  to  negotiate  equitable 
reductions  in  both  U.S.  and  Soviet 
forces.  It  would  send  precisely  the 
wrong  signal  to  the  leadership  of  the 
Soviet  Union  about  the  seriousness  of 
our  resolve  concerning  their  non- 
compliance. And,  it  would  significantly 
increase  the  risk  to  our  security  for 
years  to  come.  Therefore,  our  highest 
priority  must  remain  the  full  implemen- 
tation of  these  programs. 


II.  Projected  Soviet  and  U.S. 
Dismantlements 

This  section  of  the  report  provides 
representative  projections  on  dismantl- 
ing that  would  result  if  SALT  limitations 
were  extended.  They  should  be  con- 
sidered to  be  approximations  and  would 
be  subject  to  alteration  by  policy  deci- 
sions or  programmatic  adjustments  by 
either  side.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that, 
as  documented  in  the  President's 
December  23,  1985,  report  to  the  Con- 
gress on  "Soviet  Noncompliance  With 
Arms  Control  Agreements,"  the  Soviet 
Union's  SALT-accountable  strategic 
nuclear  delivery  vehicle  level  is  above 
the  SALT  II  cap  of  2,504,  in  violation  of 
the  Soviets'  political  commitment  not  to 
undercut  the  treaty. 

Representative  Soviet  Dismantle- 
ments. The  Soviet  Union  has  several 
programs  underway  to  introduce  new 
strategic  delivery  systems  that  would 
necessitate  dismantling  of  older  systems 
if  the  Soviets  were  to  restrict  their 
overall  force  to  SALT  levels.  Under  a 
representative  projection  of  such  pro- 
grams, consistent  with  SALT  limits  over 
the  next  5  years  the  Soviets  would 
deploy  significant  numbers  of  new 
delivery  vehicles,  including  SS-25  and 
SS-X-24  ICBMs,  Typhoon-  and  Delta- 
type  SSBNs,  and  Backfire  bombers  and 
ALCM  [air-launched  cruise  missile] 
carriers. 


Presidential  Response 
to  Soviet  Arms  Control  Proposals 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JULY  25,  1986' 

President  Reagan  on  July  25,  1986, 
responded  to  recent  Soviet  arms  control 
proposals  in  a  private  letter  to  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev.  The  President  is 
hopeful  that  the  ideas  he  has  put  for- 
ward in  this  letter  will  continue  the  proc- 
ess of  building  a  firm  basis  for  progress 
in  a  number  of  critical  areas. 

The  President  finds  his  exchange  of 
correspondence  with  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  to  be  of  great  value  in  the 
search  for  understanding  between  our 
two  countries.  We  hope  that  our  efforts 
will  produce  agreement  not  only  in  arms 
control  but  in  the  other  important 
regional  and  bilateral  issues  that  too 
often  are  sources  of  tensions  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union. 


It  is  our  policy  to  eliminate,  where  possi- 
ble, these  sources  of  tension. 

The  United  States  remains  committed 
to  the  objective  of  significant  reductions 
on  offensive  nuclear  weapons,  long- 
range  strategic  missiles,  and  inter- 
mediate nuclear  forces.  We  look  upon 
the  energetic  research  effort  of  our 
government  toward  finding  a  defense 
against  these  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion to  be  an  essential  part  of  the  task  of 
reducing  the  effectiveness  and  the  very 
need  for  these  offensive  weapons. 

The  prospects  for  progress  on  the 
array  of  U.S.  Soviet  issues  are  enhanced 
by  conducting  a  confidential  dialogue; 
therefore,  we  will  not  comment  on  the 
content  of  the  President's  letter. 


If  SALT  I  and  II  limits  were  to  be 
complied  with,  these  actions  would 
necessitate  dismantling  some  older 
systems  in  the  Soviet  inventory,  as  well 
as  some  more  modern  systems.  The 
older  systems  include  SS-11  and  SS-13 
ICBMs,  SS-N-6  SLBMs  [submarine- 
launched  ballistic  missiles]  on  Y-class 
SSBNs,  and  Bison  and  Bear  aircraft. 
Because  the  Soviets  already  are  very 
close  to  the  SALT  II  sublimit  of  820 
MIRVed  [multiple  independently 
targetable  reentry  vehicle]  ICBM  launch- 
ers, deployment  of  the  MIRVed 
SS-X-24  would  require  dismantling  of 
existing  MIRVed  ICBMs— most  likely 
SS-17s  and  possibly  some  SS-19s— to 
stay  within  the  ceiling.  Similarly,  with 
the  continued  deployment  of  SS-N-20 
and  SS-N-23  SLBMs,  their  total  of 
MIRVed  missile  launchers  would  exceed 
the  ceiling  of  1,200  in  a  year  or  two; 
then  they  would  need  to  dismantle  more 
MIRVed  ICBMs  or  some  SS-N-18 
launchers  on  relatively  new  D-III-class 
SSBNs  to  continue  observing  the 
cumulative  sublimit  of  1,200  MIRVed 
ICBM  and  SLBM  launchers.  They  have, 
for  some  time,  been  at  the  limit  of  62 
modern  SSBNs  established  by  SALT  I; 
thus  deployment  of  new  SSBNs  would 
require  continued  dismantling  of  older 
submarines. 

The  dismantlements  that  would 
derive  from  these  actions  probably  would 
total  over  the  next  5  years  slightly  more 
than  600  strategic  nuclear  delivery 
vehicles,  with  some  1,000-1,200 
associated  ballistic  missile  warheads. 
(The  SNDV  figure  also  includes  heavy 
bombers  judged  to  have  a  capacity  for 
some  300  nuclear  weapons.)  Some  dis- 
mantling of  older  systems  would  occur 
eventually  in  any  case,  with  or  without 
SALT  limits.  These  projected  dismantl- 
ing actions  do  not  take  into  account  the 
Soviet  potential  for  additional  cheating, 
while  nominally  observing  SALT 
numerical  limits.  This  might  be  intended 
to  avoid  compensatory  dismantlement  of 
other  ICBMs,  including  MIRVed  ICBMs. 

Representative  U.S.  Dismantle- 
ments. With  respect  to  U.S.  programs 
and  dismantlements,  full  implementation 
of  the  strategic  modernization  program 
would  require  continued  dismantlements 
under  SALT  of  U.S.  older  strategic  pro- 
gram systems,  most  of  which  are  near- 
ing  the  end  of  their  useful  life  based  on 
both  military  and  economic 
considerations. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  July  28,  1986. 
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III.  Projected  Soviet  and  U.S. 
Strategic  Forces 

Projected  Soviet  Forces.  In  projecting 
Soviet  strategic  offensive  force  deploy- 
ments, assuming  SALT  limits  no 
longer  apply,  the  caveats  discussed 
above  regarding  assumptions  and  uncer- 
tainties underlying  such  projections  are 
relevant. 

To  place  these  figures  in  historical 
perspective,  since  1972  when  SALT  I 
was  signed,  there  has  been  a  fourfold 
increase  in  the  number  of  Soviet 
strategic  nuclear  weapons  (missile 
warheads  and  bombs)  and  nearly  a 
doubling  of  Soviet  ballistic  missile  throw- 
weight.  Indeed,  since  the  signing  of 
SALT  II  in  1979,  the  number  of  Soviet 
strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads  has 
nearly  doubled  from  about  5,000  to  more 
than  9,000.  This  great  expansion  of 
Soviet  strategic  forces  has  been  possible 
for  the  most  part  with  SALT.  (The 
agreements  limited  launchers  and  only 
indirectly  affected  deployed  weapons.) 
As  noted,  however,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
also  violated  the  arms  control  limitations 
imposed  by  these  agreements. 

The  Soviet  Union  now  has  about 
10,000  strategic  nuclear  weapons 
(missile  warheads  and  bombs).  The 
SALT  I  and  II  Treaties,  even  if  fully 
complied  with,  would  not  prevent  a  very 
substantial  further  expansion  of  Soviet 
capabilities.  Even  assuming  future 
Soviet  compliance  with  SALT  II— other 
than  the  continuation  of  current  Soviet 
violations— deployed  Soviet  weapons  are 
projected  to  increase  to  over  12,000  in 
the  next  5  years.  Moreover,  by  further 
violating  the  agreements,  the  Soviets 
could  plausibly  add  in  the  same  time 
period  a  relatively  modest  increase  of 
even  more  weapons  to  their  forces. 

It  is  difficult  to  predict  precisely 
what  the  Soviets  might  do  absent  SALT 
constraints.  They  would  not  necessarily 
expand  their  forces  significantly  beyond 
the  increases  discussed  above,  which  are 
very  large  and  would  appear,  in  our 
judgment,  more  than  enough  to  meet 
reasonable  military  requirements.  Thus 
there  might  well  be  little  appreciable  dif- 
ference, in  terms  of  total  weapons, 
between  the  forces  that  the  Soviets 
might  deploy  with  and  without  SALT 
constraints.  It  is  reasonable  to  expect 
that  in  the  absence  of  SALT,  the  Soviets 
would  not  dismantle  all  their  older 
systems  as  rapidly  as  under  SALT. 
Some  classes  of  weapons  (e.g.,  SSBNs) 
might  not  be  dismantled  at  all  during  the 
next  5  years  without  SALT  constraints. 


Given  the  great  extent  of  the  Soviet 
strategic  modernization  program, 
however,  many  of  these  older  systems 
would  have  relatively  little  impact  on  the 
overall  threat  to  U.S.  security. 

The  Soviets  have  the  potential  to 
expand  their  forces  somewhat  further, 
should  they  decide  to  do  so  for  either 
military  or  political  reasons.  If  a 
deliberate  effort  were  made  by  the 
Soviet  Union  to  expand  its  strategic 
forces  beyond  SALT  II  levels,  they 
might  increase  their  forces  somewhat 
further,  to  about  15,000  weapons  by 
1991. 

However,  the  costs  associated  with 
such  an  expansion  of  capability,  on  top 
of  an  already  very  aggressive  and  expen- 
sive modernization  program,  would  be  a 
disincentive  against  any  such  Soviet 
effort. 

With  or  without  SALT,  the  Soviets 
are,  in  any  case,  likely  to  modernize 
their  intercontinental  nuclear  attack 
forces  further  by  replacing  most  of  their 
currently  deployed  land-  and  sea-based 
ballistic  missiles  and  heavy  bombers  by 
the  mid-1990s.  This  impressive  Soviet 
modernization  program,  which  will 
result  in  significantly  improved  sur- 
vivability, flexibility,  and  hard-target 
capability,  has  been  in  train  for  a  long 
time. 

Projected  U.S.  Forces.  The  United 
States  could  achieve  roughly  14,000 
weapons  by  fiscal  year  1991  in  a 
no-SALT  environment  by  introducing 
the  full  strategic  modernization  program 
without  undertaking  the  dismantlements 
that  would  otherwise  be  required  by 
SALT. 


IV.  Soviet  Political  and 
Negotiating  Reponses 

It  is  difficult  to  predict  specific  moves 
the  Soviets  might  decide  to  take 
politically  or  in  the  negotiations  to  try  to 
increase  criticism  of,  and  build  pressure 
against,  the  President's  May  27  decision. 
They  have  already  leveled  a  propaganda 
campaign  against  the  decision.  Iron- 
ically, in  light  of  ongoing  Soviet  viola- 
tions of  SALT  II,  including  violation  of 
the  strategic  nuclear  delivery  vehicles 
numerical  limit,  they  have  warned  that 
they  will  go  beyond  the  SALT  limits  if 
the  United  States  does.  While  they  have 
stated  that  they  would  take  the 
"necessary  practical"  steps,  e.g., 
increasing  missiles  and  warheads,  it  is 
not  at  all  clear  that  they  would  further 
expand  their  forces  beyond  the  increases 
already  planned,  as  discussed  above. 


However,  they  are  likely  to  portray  any 
expansion,  including  that  already 
planned,  as  a  response  to  U.S.  actions. 

The  Soviets  may  decide  to  make 
political  or  negotiating  moves  as  a  mat- 
ter of  tactics  that  seek  to  discredit  the 
U.S.  decision.  However,  the  May  27  deci- 
sion is  not  likely  permanently  to  alter 
their  basic,  overall  objectives  for 
negotiations  or  for  a  summit.  These 
objectives  include  increasing  opposition 
to  the  U.S.  modernization  program,  par- 
ticularly the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative, 
and  weakening  the  Western  alliance. 

We  hope  that  the  Soviet  Union  will 
join  us  in  a  framework  of  truly  mutual 
restraint.  For  its  part,  the  United  States 
will  continue  to  exercise  utmost  restraint 
in  the  future,  seeking  to  meet  U.S. 
strategic  needs,  given  the  Soviet  contin- 
uing buildup,  by  means  that  minimize 
incentives  for  continuing  Soviet  offen- 
sive force  growth.  As  we  modernize,  we 
will  continue  to  retire  older  forces  as  our 
national  security  requirements  permit. 
Assuming  no  significant  change  in  the 
threat  we  face  as  we  implement  the 
strategic  modernization  program,  the 
United  States  will  not  deploy  more 
strategic  nuclear  delivery  vehicles  or 
more  strategic  ballistic  missile  warheads 
than  does  the  Soviet  Union. 

No  policy  of  interim  restraint  is  a 
substitute  for  an  agreement  on  deep  and 
equitable  reductions  in  offensive  nuclear 
arms,  provided  that  we  can  be  confident 
of  Soviet  compliance  with  it.  We  hope 
the  Soviet  Union  will  act  to  give 
substance  to  the  agreement  reached  by 
the  President  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  at  the  summit  meeting  last 
November  to  achieve  early  progress  in 
the  Geneva  negotiations. 

Our  objectives  in  Geneva  remain  the 
same  as  stated  at  the  summit:  to  seek 
common  ground  in  negotiating  deep, 
equitable,  and  verifiable  reductions  in 
strategic  and  intermediate-range  offen- 
sive nuclear  arsenals  and  to  discuss  with 
the  Soviet  Union  how  we  could  enhance 
deterrence  and  stability  by  moving 
toward  a  world  in  which  we  would  no 
longer  rely  exclusively  on  the  threat  of 
nuclear  retaliation  to  preserve  the  peace. 
We  hope  the  Soviets  will  negotiate 
seriously  with  us  toward  these  important 
goals. 


'Identical  letters  addressed  to  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives;  George  Bush,  President  of 
the  Senate;  Barry  Goldwater,  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee;  and 
Les  Aspin,  chairman  of  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee  (text  from  Weekly  Com- 
pilation of  Presidential  Documents  of 
Aug.  11,  1986.)  ■ 
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U.S.  Policy  Regarding  Limitations 
on  Nuclear  Testing 
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The  United  States  is  committed  to  a 
national  security  policy  ivhich  includes 
both  a  strong  deterrent  to  aggression 
and  an  active  pursuit  of  deep,  equitable, 
and  verifiable  reductions  in  Soviet  and 
American  nuclear  arms  as  well  as 
effective  verification  arrangements  for 
existing  limitations  on  nuclear  testing. 
Under  existing  conditions,  neither  a 
comprehensive  ban  nor  a  moratorium 
on  nuclear  testing  would  enhance  the 
cause  of  security,  stability,  or  peace. 
This  special  report  sets  forth  the 
principles  underlying  U.S.  policy 
toward  limitations  on  nuclear  testing. 

Recent  Developments 

Shortly  before  this  special  report  went 
to  press,  the  White  House  announced 
that  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  agreed  to  have  experts  meet, 
without  preconditions,  to  discuss  issues 
related  to  nuclear  testing.  An  initial 
meeting  of  experts  was  held  in  late 
July  1986  at  Geneva. 

As  this  report  details,  the  United 
States  has  long  sought  a  meeting  with 
the  Soviets  to  present  our  concerns 
about  the  verification  provisions  of  the 
Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty  (TTBT)  and 
the  Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions  Treaty 
(PNET).  This  meeting  of  experts  allows 
the  United  States  to  present  its  ideas 
and  concerns  to  the  Soviets— and  to  hear 
Soviet  concerns.  The  United  States  is 
ready  to  present  and  discuss  our  views 
on  verification  improvements  in  existing 
agreements  which  we  believe  are 
needed  and  achievable  at  this  time.  If 
we  are  successful  in  addressing  these 
verification  concerns,  we  could  move 
forward  on  ratification  of  these  two 
treaties. 

A  Collective  Security  Issue 

The  maintenance  of  a  strong  nuclear 
deterrent  has  for  four  decades  ensured 
the  security  of  the  United  States  and 
the  freedom  of  our  allies  and  friends. 
Therefore,  while  a  comprehensive  test 
ban  remains  a  long-term  objective  of  the 
United  States  and  while  we  are  actively 
investigating  technologies  that  could  one 
day  reduce  and  ultimately  eliminate  our 
dependence  on  offensive  nuclear  arms 
for  our  security,  nuclear  weapons  will 
remain  the  key  element  of  deterrence 
for  the  foreseeable  future.  During  such 


a  period,  where  both  the  United  States 
and  our  friends  and  allies  must  rely 
upon  nuclear  weapons  to  deter  aggres- 
sion, nuclear  testing  will  continue  to  be 
required. 

A  carefully  structured  nuclear  testing 
program  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  our 
weapons  are  safe,  effective,  reliable,  and 
survivable.  The  directors  of  both  the 
Los  Alamos  and  Livermore  national 
weapon  laboratories  have  stated  that, 
while  non-nuclear  tests  sometimes 
detect  problems  with  the  nuclear  compo- 
nent of  warheads,  the  most  serious 
problems  with  the  nuclear  weapons 
stockpile  are  only  revealed  and  solved 
by  actual  nuclear  testing.  Even  a  seem- 
ingly minor  modification  in  a  weapon 
design  could  seriously  undermine  confi- 
dence in  the  weapon's  effectiveness 
unless  the  modified  design  can  be  tested 
with  a  nuclear  yield.  Testing  also  allows 
us  to  take  necessary  steps  to  modernize 
our  forces  to  counter  the  continuing 
Soviet  military  buildup,  particularly  in 
offensive  nuclear  capabilities. 

The  United  States  has  long  sought 
to  achieve  agreement  with  the  Soviet 
Union  on  nuclear  testing  limitations  that 
could  strengthen  security  for  all  nations. 
In  1963,  both  sides  ratified  the  Limited 
Test  Ban  Treaty  (LTBT),  which  prohibits 
nuclear  explosions  in  the  atmosphere, 
outer  space,  and  under  water.  The 
LTBT  also  prohibits  the  release  of 
radioactive  debris  outside  the  bound- 
aries of  the  state  conducting  a  nuclear 
explosion.  In  1974  and  1976,  respec- 
tively, the  United  States  and  Soviet 
Union  signed  the  Threshold  Test  Ban 
Treaty  and  Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions 
Treaty.  These  treaties  prohibit  under- 
ground nuclear  explosions  having  a  yield 
that  exceeds  150  kilotons.  Neither  side 
has  ratified  the  TTBT  or  PNET,  but 
each  has  stated  that  it  would  respect 
the  150  kiloton  limit. 

Verification  Problems 
and  Soviet  Violations 

The  United  States  is  not  currently 
seeking  ratification  of  the  TTBT  and 
PNET  because  we  cannot  effectively 
verify  Soviet  compliance  with  the 
150-kiloton  threshold  on  underground 
nuclear  explosions.  The  remote  seismic 
techniques  we  must  rely  on  today  to 
monitor  Soviet  nuclear  tests  do  not 
provide  yield  estimates  with  the  accu- 
racy required  for  effective  verification  of 


compliance.  Nor  wdll  the  treaties' 
verification  provisions  solve  this 
problem.  The  TTBT  itself  provides  only 
for  an  exchange  of  data.  This  data 
would  be  of  limited  value  in  verification 
and,  in  any  event,  cannot  be  independ- 
ently validated  by  the  U.S.  Government. 
This  means,  for  example,  that  we  would 
have  no  way  of  knowing  whether  the 
Soviets  were  providing  data  for  all 
geophysically  distinct  testing  areas.  Yet 
if  the  Soviets  withheld  such  knowledge 
from  us,  they  could  conduct  high-yield 
tests  in  excess  of  150  kilotons  that,  from 
the  perspective  of  a  seismic  observer 
outside  Soviet  boundaries,  could  appear 
to  fall  within  the  150  kiloton  limit. 

The  verification  provisions  of  the 
PNET  Protocol  would  not  resolve  the 
problem  of  TTBT  veiification  because 
they  are  not  applicable  to  weapons 
tests.  They  would  permit  mandatory  on- 
site  inspection  only  of  peaceful  nuclear 
explosions— and  then  only  in  very  re- 
strictive circumstances.  Specifically,  on- 
site  inspection  is  mandatory  only  for  a 
group  of  explosions  whose  aggregate 
yield  exceeds  150  kilotons.  In  fact,  since 
1976  the  Soviets  have  not  conducted  any 
group  nuclear  explosions  of  the  size 
which  would  have  required  them  to  per- 
mit such  inspection.  Thus,  even  if  we 
were  to  ratify  the  treaties  and  imple- 
ment their  verification  provisions  today, 
our  concerns  regarding  Soviet  compli- 
ance with  the  TTBT  would  not  be 
resolved/ 

These  verification  deficiencies  have 
become  a  matter  of  great  concern  in 
light  of  the  pattern  of  Soviet  noncompli- 
ance with  existing  arms  control  agree- 
ments including  existing  limitations  on 
nuclear  testing.  As  stated  in  the  Presi- 
dent's December  1985  "Report  to  Con- 
gress on  Soviet  Noncompliance  With 
Arms  Control  Agreements,"  the  Soviet 
Union's  testing  practices  have  resulted 
in  the  release  of  radioactive  debris  and 
caused  radioactive  matter  to  be  present 
outside  the  Soviet  Union's  territorial 
limits  in  violation  of  its  legal  obligation 
under  the  LTBT.  The  report  notes  that 
Soviet  venting  has  occurred  on  numer- 
ous occasions.  In  his  1984  report,  the 
President  concluded  that  "while  the 
available  evidence  is  ambiguous,  in  view 
of  ambiguities  in  the  pattern  of  Soviet 
testing  and  in  view  of  verification  uncer- 
tainties, and  [while]  we  have  been  una- 
ble to  reach  a  definitive  conclusion,  this 
evidence  indicates  that  Soviet  nuclear 
activities  for  a  number  of  tests  consti- 
tute a  likely  violation  of  legal  obligations 
under  the  TTBT."  In  his  1985  reports 
the  President  reiterated  this  concern, 
finding  "that  Soviet  nuclear  testing 
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activities  for  a  number  of  tests  consti- 
tute a  likely  violation  of  legal  obligations 
under  the  TTBT  of  1974. ..." 

U.S.  Presidential  Initiatives 

President  Reagan  has  long  advocated  a 
dialogue  with  the  Soviet  Union  to  arrive 
at  the  required  improvements  in  moni- 
toring procedures  for  effective  verifica- 
tion of  the  TTBT  and  PNET,  which  are 
the  necessary  first  steps  if  there  is  to 
be  progress  in  the  area  of  nuclear  test- 
ing limitations.  The  United  States  has 
taken  the  following  initiatives: 

•  On  several  occasions  in  1983,  the 
United  States  unsuccessfully  sought  to 
engage  the  Soviet  Union  in  discussions 
on  verification  improvements  to  these 
treaties. 

•  In  September  1984,  the  President 
proposed,  in  an  address  to  the  UN 
General  Assembly,  that  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  find  a  way 
for  Soviet  experts  to  come  to  the  U.S. 
nuclear  test  site  and  for  our  experts  to 
go  to  the  Soviet  test  site  to  measure 
directly  the  yields  of  nuclear  weapons 
tests. 

•  In  July  1985,  the  President  invited 
Soviet  experts  to  come  to  the  U.S.  test 
site  to  measure  the  yield  of  a  U.S.  test 
with  any  instrumentation  devices  they 
deemed  necessary  for  measuring  yield. 
There  were  no  conditions  or  require- 
ments for  a  reciprocal  visit.  The  Presi- 
dent's purpose  was  to  begin  a  process  to 
build  confidence  and  cooperation 
between  our  nations  regarding  limita- 
tions on  nuclear  weapons  testing. 

•  In  December  1985,  the  President 
proposed  to  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  that  U.S.  and  Soviet  experts 
on  nuclear  testing  limitations  meet  in 
February  to  discuss  our  respective 
verification  approaches  and  to  address 
initial  tangible  steps  to  resolve  this 
issue. 


The  President's  Proposal 
of  March  1986 

In  his  most  recent  initiative,  on  March 
14,  1986,  the  President  urged  the  Soviet 
Union  to  begin  bilateral  discussions  to 
find  ways  to  reach  agreement  on  essen- 
tial verification  improvements  of  the 
TTBT  and  PNET.  The  President  pro- 
vided General  Secretary  Gorbachev  with 
a  technical  description  of  a  specific 
method  known  as  CORRTEX,  which  is 
an  accurate  method  for  measuring  the 
yield  of  a  nuclear  explosion  (see  Appen- 
dix 1).  The  President  also  proposed,  on 
a  unilateral  basis,  that  Soviet  experts 
visit  our  Nevada  test  site  in  April  to 


discuss  verification  methods,  examine 
the  CORRTEX  system  more  closely, 
and  monitor  a  planned  U.S.  nuclear 
weapon  test.  The  President  stated  that 
if  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  could  reach  agreement  on  the  use 
of  an  effective  verification  system  incor- 
porating CORRTEX,  the  United  States 
would  be  prepared  to  move  forward 
with  the  ratification  of  the  TTBT  and 
PNET. 

The  President's  proposal  offers  an 
opportunity  for  the  Soviets  to  demon- 
strate that  they  take  testing  limitations 
seriously  and  recognize  that  compliance 
with  such  agreements  is  necessary.  The 
United  States  must  stand  by  its  stand- 
ard of  effective  verification  with  respect 
to  the  TTBT.  Anything  less  would  harm 
U.S.  security  interests,  undermine  our 
ability  to  demand  effective  verification 
in  other  arms  control  areas,  and  under- 
cut the  objectives  of  the  TTBT. 

Comprehensive  Test  Ban 

A  Comprehensive  Test  Ban  (CTB) 
remains  a  long-term  objective  of  the 
United  States.  As  long  as  the  United 
States  and  our  friends  and  allies  must 
rely  upon  nuclear  weapons  to  deter  ag- 
gression, however,  some  level  of  nuclear 
testing  will  continue  to  be  required.  We 
believe  such  a  ban  must  be  viewed  in 
the  context  of  a  time  when  we  do  not 
need  to  depend  on  nuclear  deterrence  to 
ensure  international  security  and  stabil- 
ity and  when  we  have  achieved  broad, 
deep,  and  verifiable  arms  reductions, 
substantially  improved  verification  capa- 
bilities, expanded  confidence-building 
measures,  and  greater  balance  in  con- 
ventional forces.  For  our  part,  the 
United  States  is  energetically  pursuing 
negotiations  and  discussions  with  the 
Soviet  Union  on  concrete  steps  in  all  of 
these  areas.  We  have  made  clear  our 
strong  and  continuing  view  that  Soviet 
calls  for  an  immediate  and  unverifiable 
nuclear  testing  moratorium  are  not  a  ba- 
sis for  meaningful  progi-ess  to  this  end. 

At  the  same  time,  the  United  States 
has  supported  international  discussion  of 
verification  and  compliance  problems 
related  to  nuclear  testing  limitations. 
Discussions  have  taken  place  in  past 
years  at  the  multilateral  Conference  on 
Disarmament  (CD)  in  Geneva,  in  both  a 
technical-level  ad  hoc  group  of  scientific 
experts  and  in  the  Nuclear  Test  Ban 
Working  Group.  We  continue  to  support 
consideration  of  scope,  verification,  and 
compliance  issues  related  to  a  CTB  in 
these  two  groups  at  the  CD. 


Appendix  1 


CORRTEX  System  of 
Direct  Yield  Measurement 

CORRTEX  (Continuous  Reflectometry 
for  Radius  versus  Time  Experiment)  is 
a  hydrodynamic  yield  measurement 
technique  that  measures  the  propagation 
of  the  underground  shock  wave  from  an 
explosion.  This  technique  uses  a  coaxial 
cable  which  can  be  emplaced  in  a  hole 
parallel  to  the  device  emplacement  hole. 
Precise  measurements  are  made  of  the 
length  of  the  cable  by  timing  the  return 
of  low  energy  electrical  pulses  sent 
down  to,  and  reflected  from,  the  cable 
end.  When  the  nuclear  device  is  deto- 
nated, a  shock  wave  emanates  through 
the  ground,  crushing  and  shortening  the 
cable.  The  rate  by  which  the  cable 
length  changes  is  recorded  via  measure- 
ments of  the  changing  pulse  transit 
times.  This  rate  is  a  measure  of  the 
propagation  rate  of  the  explosive  shock 
wave  through  the  ground  which  is,  in 
turn,  a  measure  of  the  yield  of  the 
nuclear  explosion. 

CORRTEX  has  been  shown  to  be 
accurate  to  within  15%  of  the  more 
accurate,  radio-chemical  yield  measure- 
ments for  tests  of  yield  greater  than  50 
kilotons  and  in  the  geologic  media  of  the 
U.S.  test  site  in  Nevada.  Use  of 
CORRTEX-measured  yields  at  the 
Soviet  Shagan  River  test  site  should 
provide  accuracies  to  within  30%.  The 
U.S.  estimate  is  based  on  its  use  in  over 
100  tests  with  the  sensing  cable  in  the 
device  emplacement  hole  and  four  tests 
with  cables  in  a  satellite  hole.  The  accu- 
racy of  the  technique  is  believed  to  be 
relatively,  but  not  wholly,  independent 
of  the  geologic  medium,  provided  the 
satellite  hole  measurements  are  made  in 
the  "strong  shock"  region  near  the 
nuclear  device  explosion.  At  greater 
separation  distances,  the  properties  of 
the  medium  become  much  more  impor- 
tant factors.  A  satellite  hole  separation 
distance  of  14  meters  (46  feet)  is  appro- 
priate for  a  test  near  105  kilotons. 

The  electronic  device  that  provides 
the  timing  signals  is  a  battery-powered, 
suitcase-sized  unit  that  may  be  remotely 
controlled.  All  equipment  for  power, 
recording,  and  data  reduction  can  be 
contained  in  a  small  trailer. 


Appendix  2 

Lessons  of  the  1958-61  Moratorium 

The  United  States  does  not  believe  that 
a  testing  moratorium  is  a  prudent,  effec- 
tive, or  constructive  step  along  the  path 
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CORRTEX  YIELD  MEASUREMENT  CONCEPT 
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toward  our  goal  of  a  safer  world.  A  look 
back  at  the  1958-61  testing  moratorium 
demonstrates  why  the  United  States 
believes  that  moratoria  are  never 
acceptable  substitutes  for  negotiated, 
equitable,  and  effectively  verifiable  arms 
control  agreements. 

There  were  three  unilateral,  volun- 
tary pledges  to  suspend  testing  in  the 
late  1950s:  the  United  States  and  the 


United  Kingdom  acted  in  1958,  followed 
by  the  Soviet  Union  in  1959  (although 
the  Soviets  suspended  testing  in 
November  1958).  These  suspensions 
amounted  to  a  de  facto  moratorium. 
There  was,  however,  no  joint  formal 
agreement.  Thus,  given  a  de  facto 
moratorium  by  the  United  States,  the 
United  Kingdom,  and  the  Soviet  Union 
beginning  in  late  1958,  the  question  is: 


who  was  the  first  to  resume  testing? 
The  verdict  of  history  is  clear:  it  was 
the  Soviet  Union. 

The  following  is  a  chronology  of  key 
statements  and  actions  related  to  the 
1958-61  moratorium: 

1958 

March  31.  The  Soviet  Union 
unilaterally  suspends  testing  after  a 
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major  test  series  but  just  prior  to  an 
announced  U.S.  test  series.  The  United 
States  and  tlie  United  Kingdom  reject 
tlie  Soviet  call  to  suspend  testing,  but 
President  Eisenhower  proposes  a  meet- 
ing of  technical  experts  to  study  the 
practical  problems  regarding  interna- 
tional control  of  an  agreed  disarmament 
program. 

July  1.  An  exchange  of  letters 
between  Eisenhower  and  Soviet  leader 
Khrushchev  results  in  the  convening  of 
a  Conference  of  Experts  in  Geneva  to 
study  the  problems  of  verifying  a  test 
ban. 

August  21.  The  Conference  of 
Experts  reports  that  it  is  technically 
feasible  to  estabhsh  a  workable  and 
effective  system,  using  available  capabil- 
ities, to  monitor  compliance  with  a 
worldwide  suspension  of  nuclear  testing. 

August  22.  Based  on  the  experts' 
report,  Eisenhower  proposes  trilateral 
negotiations  on  a  verifiable  test  ban.  He 
also  expresses  willingness  to  suspend 
testing  for  1  year  (on  a  renewable  basis) 
beginning  October  31,  1958,  the  date  of 
the  opening  of  the  Geneva  Conference 
on  Discontinuance  of  Nuclear  Weapons 
Tests.  The  United  Kingdom  follows  suit. 

September  23.  The  United  Kingdom 
ends  testing  series  begun  in  May  1958. 

September  30.  The  Soviet  Union 
resumes  testing. 

October  30.  As  promised  in  August, 
the  United  States  ends  testing.  The 
Geneva  Conference  on  Discontinuance  of 
Nuclear  Testing  convenes  the  following 
day. 

November  3.  The  Soviet  Union  ends 
testing. 

November  7.  Eisenhower  states 
that,  in  light  of  Soviet  tests  after  the 
opening  of  the  Geneva  conference,  the 
United  States  considers  itself  free  from 
its  pledge.  He  adds  that  the  United 
States,  nevertheless,  would  continue  the 
testing  suspension  and  hopes  the  Soviet 
Union  will  do  the  same. 

1959 

January  5.  The  United  States 
reopens  the  verification  issue  based  on 
the  finding  by  U.S.  seismic  experts  that 
earlier  assessments  by  the  Geneva 
experts  regarding  verification  of  under- 
ground tests  were  too  optimistic.  The 
Soviets  refuse  to  consider  the  new  U.S. 
data. 

August  26.  Eisenhower  extends  U.S. 
moratorium  until  the  end  of  the  year. 
Two  days  later,  the  Soviets  pledge  "not 
to  resume  nuclear  tests ...  if  the 
Western  Powers  do  not  resume  the  test- 
ing of  atomic  and  hydrogen  weapons. 
Only  in  the  case  of  resumption  by  them 


of  nuclear  weapons  tests  will  the  Soviet 
Union  be  free  from  this  pledge."  It 
should  be  noted  that  given  the  Soviet 
emphasis  on  "resumption,"  the  term 
"Western  Powers"  can  only  refer  to 
the  United  States  and  the  United 
Kingdom— the  only  Western  Powers 
to  have  tested  at  that  time. 

December  29.  Eisenhower 
denounces  the  intransigence  of  Soviet 
technical  e.xperts  in  Geneva,  who  refuse 
to  address  deficiencies  in  seismic 
monitoring  of  underground  nuclear 
explosions.  He  announces  that  "the 
voluntary  moratorium  on  testing  will 
expire  on  December  31.  Although  we 
consider  ourselves  free  to  resume 
nuclear  testing,  we  shall  not  resume 
nuclear  weapons  tests  without  announc- 
ing our  intention  in  advance  of  any 
resumption.  During  the  period  of  volun- 
tary suspension  of  nuclear  weapons 
tests  the  United  States  will  continue  its 
active  program  of  weapon  research,  de- 
velopment and  laboratory-type  ex- 
perimentation." 

December  30.  Khrushchev  states 
that  the  Soviet  Union  would  not  resume 
testing  until  the  "Western  Powers" 
resume. 

1960 

February  13.  France,  which  had 
indicated  its  intention  to  become  a 
nuclear  power  as  early  as  March  1957, 
conducts  its  first  test. 

April  1.  France  conducts  a  second 
test. 


December  27.  France  conducts  a 
third  test. 

1961 

April  25.  France  conducts  a  fourth 

test. 

May  15.  The  Soviet  Union  states 
that  "if  France  continues"  testing,  the 
Soviet  Union  would  be  compelled  to 
test. 

August  30.  Although  the  French 
have  not  conducted  another  test,  the 
Soviet  Union  announces  it  would  resume 
testing— contrary  to  its  statements  of 
August  28,  1959,  and  May  15,  1961. 

August  31.  Khrushchev  tells  visiting 
British  parliamentarians  that  he  decided 
to  resume  testing  with  a  bomb  of 
unprecedented  proportions  to  shock  the 
Western  Powers  into  negotiations  on 
Germany  on  his  terms,  and  into  accept- 
ing his  demand  that  Geneva  test-ban 
negotiations  be  merged  with  those  on 
general  and  complete  disarmament. 

September  1.  The  Soviet  Union 
resumes  atmospheric  testing. 

September  5.  President  Kennedy 
authorizes  underground  testing,  which 
resumes  on  September  15. 

November  4.  The  Soviet  Union  con- 
cludes its  test  series,  of  over  40  tests, 
including  the  largest  single  explosion  in 
history. 

November  7.  Seven  months  after 
the  Soviet  warning  against  continued 
testing,  France  conducts  a  fifth  nuclear 
test. 


U.S.-U.S.S.R.  Discussions  on  Nuclear  Testing 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JULY  16,  1986> 

The  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
have  agreed  to  have  experts  meet 
shortly  to  discuss  issues  related  to 
nuclear  testing.  We  have  further  agreed 
to  begin  these  discussions  without 
preconditions. 

The  United  States  has  long  sought  a 
meeting  with  the  Soviets  to  present  our 
concerns  about  the  verification  provi- 
sions of  the  Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty 
and  the  Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions 
Treaty.  These  treaties  were  signed  in 
the  1970s,  but  they  have  not  been 
ratified.  The  United  States  determined 
in  the  early  1980s  that  U.S.  ratification 
could  not  be  considered  until  verification 
improvements  were  made  and  U.S.  com- 


pliance concerns  were  answered.  We 
have  made  repeated  offers  to  the  Soviet 
Government  to  present  our  ideas  for 
improvements  that  would  allow  us  to 
move  forward  on  ratification  of  these 
treaties. 

This  upcoming  meeting  of  experts 
will  allow  the  United  States  to  present 
its  ideas  and  concerns  to  the  Soviets  and 
to  hear  Soviet  concerns.  The  United 
States  will  be  ready  to  present  and 
discuss  our  views  on  verification 
improvements  in  existing  agreements, 
which  we  believe  are  needed  and 
achievable  at  this  time.  We  hope  the 
Soviets  will  be  prepared  to  join  in  a  con- 
structive dialogue. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  July  21,  1986. 
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The  preceding  chronology  clearly 
demonstrates  that  the  Soviets  broke 
their  own  pledges  as  well  as  the  morato- 
rium then  still  being  observed  by  the 
United  States  and  the  United  Kingdom. 
In  addition,  Khrushchev's  candid  admis- 
sion of  August  1961,  and  the  size  of  the 
ensuing  test  series,  undercuts  argu- 
ments that  French  testing  or  Eisen- 
hower's December  1959  statement  in 
any  way  "justified"  the  Soviets'  break- 
ing of  the  moratorium.  Indeed,  Soviet 
evidence  of  bad  faith  was  so  clear  that, 
in  an  address  to  the  American  people  in 
March  1962,  Kennedy  summed  up  the 
experience  as  follows: 

[0]n  September  1st  of  last  year,  while 
the  United  States  and  the  United  Kingdom 
were  negotiating  in  good  faith  at  Geneva,  the 
Soviet  Union  callously  broke  its  moratorium 


sec  Meets  in  Geneva 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JULY  16,  1986' 

The  United  States  has  informed  the 
Soviet  Union  through  diplomatic  chan- 
nels that  it  is  prepared  to  convene  a 
special  session  of  the  U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
Standing  Consultative  Commission 
(SCC)  beginning  on  or  about  July  22  in 
Geneva. 

The  United  States  will  be  prepared 
to  respond  to  questions  or  concerns  the 
Soviet  Union  has  with  respect  to  the 
President's  May  27th  decision  on  interim 
restraint.  We  would  expect  that  in  the 
context  of  such  a  discussion  the  Soviet 
Union  will  also  be  prepared  to  address 
U.S.  concerns  about  Soviet  noncompli- 
ance with  arms  control  agreements. 

Since  the  President  came  into  office, 
he  has  done  everything  he  could  to  try  to 
persuade  the  Soviet  Union  to  meet  its 
arms  control  obligations  and  to  achieve 
agreement  on  significant  reductions  in 
U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear  arsenals.  In 
1982  he  said  the  United  States  would 
continue  not  to  undercut  the  SALT  I 
[strategic  arms  limitation  talks]  interim 
agreement,  which  had  already  expired, 
and  the  SALT  II  Treaty,  which  was 
stillborn,  so  long  as  the  Soviets  exercised 
equal  restraint.  Regrettably,  the  Soviets 
did  not.  In  June  1985  the  President  once 
again  called  attention  to  the  record  of 
Soviet  noncompliance  and  called  upon 
the  Soviet  Union  to  join  us  in  building  an 
interim  framework  of  truly  mutual 
restraint  until  a  new  strategic  arms 
reduction  treaty  (START)  replaced  the 
SALT  structure.  The  SALT  II  Treaty, 


with  a  2-month  series  of  more  than  40 
nuclear  tests.  Preparations  for  these  tests 
had  been  secretly  underway  for  many 
months.  Accompanied  by  new  threats  and 
new  tactics  of  terror,  these  tests— conducted 
mostly  in  the  atmosphere— represented  a 
major  Soviet  effort  to  put  nuclear  weapons 
back  into  the  arms  race .... 

Some  may  urge  us  to  try  it  [a  morato- 
rium] again,  keeping  our  preparations  to  test 
in  a  constant  state  of  readiness.  But  in  actual 
practice,  particularly  in  a  society  of  free 
choice,  we  cannot  keep  topflight  scientists 
concentrating  on  the  preparation  of  an 
experiment  which  may  or  may  not  take  place 
on  an  uncertain  date  in  the  future.  Nor  can 
large  technical  laboratories  be  kept  fully  alert 
on  a  standby  basis  waiting  for  some  other  na- 
tion to  break  an  agreement.  This  is  not  mere- 
ly difficult  or  inconvenient— we  have  explored 
this  alternative  thoroughly,  and  found  it 
impossible  of  execution.  ■ 


even  in  its  own  terms,  expired  on 
December  31,  1985. 

In  the  absence  of  an  adequate  Soviet 
response,  the  President  announced  on 
May  27  of  this  year  that  henceforth  the 
United  States  would  base  decisions 
regarding  its  strategic  forces  on  the 
nature  and  magnitude  of  the  threat 
posed  by  the  Soviet  Union  rather  than 
on  standards  contained  in  SALT  agree- 
ments that  had  expired,  were  unratified, 
and  were  being  violated  by  the  Soviet 
Union. 

On  May  27th  the  President  also 
decided  to  retire  two  older  Poseidon  sub- 
marines as  the  eighth  Trident  submarine 
began  sea  trials.  This  means  the  United 
States  will  remain  in  technical  observ- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  SALT  agree- 
ments for  some  months.  Time  remains 
for  the  Soviet  Union  to  alter  the 
situation  which  led  the  President  to  his 
May  27  decision.  If  the  Soviet  Union 
does,  the  President  will  take  this  into 
account. 

As  the  President  said  when  he 
announced  his  decision  on  May  27,  we 
must  now  look  to  the  future,  not  to  the 
past.  The  primary  task  now  facing  both 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
is  to  build  a  new  structure  of  arms  con- 
trol, one  based  on  significant,  equitable, 
and  verifiable  reductions  in  the  size  of 
existing  U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear 
arsenals.  This  is  what  we  are  proposing 
in  the  Geneva  negotiations. 

Until  this  is  achieved,  the  United 
States  will  continue  to  exercise  the 
utmost  restraint.  Assuming  no  signifi- 
cant change  in  the  threat  we  face,  as  we 
implement  the  strategic  modernization 
program,  the  United  States  will  not 
deploy  more  strategic  nuclear  delivery 


vehicles  or  strategic  ballistic  missile 
warheads  than  the  Soviet  Union. 

This  special  session  of  the  Standing 
Consultative  Commission  offers  us  the 
opportunity  to  renew  the  President's 
request  that  the  Soviet  Union  join  us  in 
establishing  an  interim  framework  of 
truly  mutual  restraint. 


U.S.  STATEMENT, 
JULY  22,  1986 

The  31st  session  of  the  U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
Standing  Consultative  Commission— the 
second  session  of  1986— began  today 
with  two  meetings  between  the  two 
sides.  The  commission  was  established 
by  the  Treaty  on  the  Limitation  of  Anti- 
Ballistic  Missile  Systems  concluded  by 
the  United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  on 
May  26,  1972. 

This  session  was  requested  by  the 
Soviet  side.  Agreement  by  the  United 
States  to  convene  this  special  session 
stands  in  contrast  to  the  position  taken 
by  the  Soviet  Union  in  1983,  when  the 
United  States  asked  for  a  special  session 
to  discuss  compliance  matters  relating  to 
the  SALT  II  Treaty.  The  Soviet  Union 
denied  that  request.  However,  the 
United  States  has  agreed  to  this  session 
as  a  sign  of  our  desire  that  the  Soviet 
Union  join  us  in  establishing  an  interim 
framework  of  truly  mutual  restraint. 


U.S.  STATEMENT, 
JULY  30,  1986 

The  U.S.-U.S.S.R.  Standing  Con- 
sultative Commission  met  in  Geneva 
today,  completing  a  special  session  of  the 
commission,  the  second  session  of  1986 
and  the  31st  since  its  establishment.  The 
U.S.  and  Soviet  commissioners  reaf- 
firmed that  the  next  session  of  the  com- 
mission would  begin  in  the  fall  of  this 
year  in  Geneva.  The  commission  was 
established  by  the  Treaty  on  the  Limita- 
tion of  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Systems 
concluded  by  the  United  States  and  the 
U.S.S.R.  on  May  26,  1972. 

At  this  session,  the  Soviet  Union 
rejected  President  Reagan's  May  27, 
1986,  call  for  the  Soviet  Union  to  join 
the  United  States  in  establishing  an 
interim  framework  of  truly  mutual 
restraint  pending  conclusion  of  a 
verifiable  agreement  on  deep  and 
equitable  reductions  in  offensive  nuclear 
arms.  The  Soviet  Union  was  informed 
that  the  call  remains  open. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  July  21,  1986. 
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The  Foreign  Affairs  Budget 


by  John  C.  Whitehead 

Statement  at  a  press  briefing  on 
August  11,  1986.  Mr.  Whitehead  is 
Deputy  Secretary  ofState.'^ 

We  face  a  national  security  crisis.  Pro- 
posed congressional  cuts  in  the  interna- 
tional affairs  budget  will  seriously 
jeopardize  our  national  security  interests 
and  global  foreign  policy  objectives.  The 
ability  of  the  United  States  to  maintain 
its  leadership  role  in  the  world;  to  pro- 
vide for  its  national  security;  and  to  sup- 
port the  cause  of  freedom,  democracy, 
and  economic  development  is  at  stake. 
In  January  the  Administration  sub- 
mitted to  the  Congress  a  bare  bones 
international  affairs  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1987  of  $22.6  billion-only  2%  of 
the  total  Federal  budget.  This  budget 
includes  funds  for  all  of  our  foreign 
affairs  functions:  for  the  State  Depart- 
ment and  USIA  [United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency]  operating  budgets,  which 
include  the  operations  of  our  260  embas- 
sies and  consulates  around  the  world; 
funds  for  economic  development, 
military  security,  and  humanitarian 
assistance  programs;  funds  for  our  con- 
tributions to  multilateral  development 
banks  and  international  organizations; 
and  funds  for  combatting  the  inflow  of 
narcotics,  the  battle  against  terrorism, 
aid  to  refugees,  the  Peace  Corps,  and 
the  security  of  American  personnel 
abroad.  I  came  to  government  a  year 
ago  after  four  decades  in  the  private  sec- 
tor as  a  banker  and  a  businessman.  I 
know  how  important  it  is  to  reduce 
costs,  to  keep  budgets  lean,  and  to  max- 
imize efficiency.  I  participated  actively  in 
the  review  of  this  budget.  It  is  a 
minimum,  bare  bones  budget.  With  the 
help  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  and  with  my  own  input  as  a 
hard-nosed  businessman  and  taxpayer, 
all  the  fat  has  been  squeezed  out.  In  the 
last  few  months,  I  have  been  actively 
involved  with  my  colleagues  in  the 
foreign  affairs  community  in  a  review 
and  reduction  of  almost  1,500  foreign 
affairs  positions  overseas.  That  review 
was  designed  to  trim  overseas  costs 
without  jeopardizing  our  ability  to  pro- 
ject and  implement  our  foreign  policy 
objectives. 

Yet  the  current  congressional  budget 
resolution  reduces  this  minimal  and 
carefully  considered  request  by  27%. 
Recent  congressional  actions  would 
reduce  and  restrict  the  remaining 
amount  even  further.  Such  cuts  will  cost 


Americans  more  in  national  security  and 
foreign  policy  terms  than  we  can  afford 
to  pay. 

Take,  for  example,  foreign  assist- 
ance. Of  the  Administration's  foreign 
economic  and  military  assistance 
request,  34%  is  for  Israel  and  Egypt  to 
sustain  and  nurture  the  search  for  peace 
in  the  Middle  East;  26%  is  for  our  allies 
where  we  have  important  military  bases, 
such  as  the  Philippines,  Greece,  and 
Turkey,  and  for  Pakistan  which  faces 
cross-border  threats  from  the  Soviet 
invasion  of  Afghanistan;  11%  is  for  pro- 
grams to  assist  our  neighbors  in  Central 
America  and  the  Caribbean;  17%  is  for 
those  who  share  our  democratic  ideals, 
such  as  Colombia  and  India,  or  those 
where  democracy  has  only  recently 
emerged  and  is  still  fragile,  such  as 
Bolivia  and  Uruguay,  and  those  where 
fundamental  economic  reform  programs 
are  underway,  such  as  Senegal  and 
Ecuador.  Which  of  these  would  the  Con- 
gress have  us  eliminate?  Which  of  these 
are  unimportant  to  our  national 
interests? 

Congressional  reductions  of  over  $3 
billion  in  these  accounts,  and  the  ear- 
marking of  aid  levels  in  several  key 
countries,  will  mean  a  cut  of  50%-60% 
for  our  foreign  assistance  programs  in 
the  remaining  countries.  I  cannot 
emphasize  enough  how  seriously  these 
actions  inhibit  our  ability  to  achieve  our 
foreign  policy  objectives  worldwide. 
Over  the  last  several  weeks,  I  have  been 
working  on  how  we  would  implement 
these  congressional  mandates.  Let  me 
tell  you  what  these  cuts  will  mean  in  the 
real  world. 

•  It  will  mean  a  severe  cut,  maybe 
even  a  complete  elimination  in  some 
cases,  in  our  humanitarian  programs  in 
sub-Saharan  Africa. 

•  It  will  mean  a  two-thirds  reduction 
in  our  assistance  programs  for  the  key 
Caribbean  countries  of  Jamaica,  Haiti, 
and  the  Dominican  Republic. 

•  It  will  mean  severe  limitations  on 
programs  for  Central  America  and  the 
Philippines  and  other  countries  where 
we  have  military  facilities.  In  some 
cases,  negotiations  in  upcoming  base 
talks  would  be  undermined. 

•  It  will  mean  a  reduction  in  full- 
time  employment  of  up  to  1,000  State 
Department  employees  and  the  closing 
of  perhaps  more  than  a  dozen  overseas 
embassies  and  consulates  in  addition  to 
the  seven  posts  already  being  closed. 

•  It  will  mean  a  one-third  cut  in 
funding  for  the  multilateral  development 


banks,  which  are  crucial  to  development 
efforts  in  the  Third  World  and  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  Baker  initiative  on 
international  debt. 

•  It  will  mean  the  reduction  of 
embassy  security  programs  in  posts 
where  the  danger  and  threat  to  the  lives 
of  our  people  is  higher  than  ever. 

•  It  will  mean  that  our  efforts  to 
halt  the  production  and  illegal  export  of 
narcotics  from  the  Andean  region  will  be 
seriously  stymied  just  as  they  are  gain- 
ing momentum. 

•  It  will  mean  a  reduction  of  broad- 
casts by  the  Voice  of  America,  Radio 
Liberty,  and  Radio  Free  Europe  and  the 
closing  of  American  libraries  and 
cultural  centers  overseas. 

These  are  but  illustrations  of  the 
price  Congress  is  asking  Americans  to 
pay. 

The  cumulative  impact  of  these  cuts 
will  be  devastating  to  our  foreign  rela- 
tions. America's  responsibilities  and 
commitments  around  the  world  are 
many.  They  are  important  to  Americans, 
to  our  neighbors,  and  to  those  who  seek 
freedom  and  economic  well-being.  These 
programs  represent  our  first  line  of 
defense  in  protecting  American  free- 
doms. A  penny-wise  but  pound-foolish 
budgetary  approach  to  foreign  affairs 
and  security  will  only  confuse  our  friends 
and  encourage  our  adversaries. 

Even  during  times  of  financial  con- 
straint, the  devotion  of  two  cents  out  of 
each  budget  dollar  is  a  small  price  to  pay 
for  the  liberties  and  ideals  we  as 
Americans  and  other  freedom-loving 
peoples  hold  dear.  The  values  for  which 
our  country  stands— democracy,  free 
enterprise,  freedom  of  thought,  and  the 
right  of  self-determination— are  on  the 
move  around  the  world.  Can  we  afford 
to  retreat  at  the  very  moment  when 
global  interdependency  and  the  momen- 
tum of  success  demand  our  continuing 
and  active  involvement? 

The  answer  must  be  a  resounding 
no.  And  so  I  call  on  the  Congress  to  take 
another  look,  to  review  the  decisions 
they  have  made  to  date.  I  know  Con- 
gress' decisions  have  been  based  on  the 
well-intentioned  objective  of  reducing 
Federal  expenditures  and  moving 
toward  a  balanced  budget.  But  I  strong- 
ly urge  them  to  reconsider  the  effects  of 
these  cuts  on  the  ability  of  our  national 
government  to  meet  its  primary  respon- 
sibility of  protecting  U.S.  interests 
around  the  globe.  The  defense  of 
freedom  and  the  pursuit  of  peace  are  not 
cost  free. 


'Press  release  159.  The  question-and- 
answer  session  following  the  statement  is  not 
printed  here.  ■ 
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U.S. -Japan  Relations: 

A  Global  Partnership  for  the  Future 


by  Michael  H.  Armacost 

Address  before  the  Japan  Society  of 
Northern  California  in  San  Francisco 
on  July  21,  1986.  Ambassador  Armacost 
is  Under  Secretary  for  Political  Affairs. 

I  am  pleased  and  honored  to  join  you  on 
this  commemoration  of  the  80th  anniver- 
sary of  the  Japan  Society  of  Northern 
California.  This  organization  has  consist- 
ently fostered  closer  relations  between 
the  United  States  and  Japan.  It  is  an 
important  task,  and  it  has  never  been 
more  consequential  for  our  two  coun- 
tries than  at  the  present  time.  So  I 
congratulate  you  on  what  you  have 
accomplished,  even  as  I  urge  you  to 
redouble  your  efforts. 

I  am  always  happy  to  have  an  ex- 
cuse to  return  to  San  Francisco.  In  a 
sense,  this  city  is  the  birthplace  of  the 
modern  U.S. -Japan  relationship.  At  the 
Presidio  in  1951,  the  peace  treaty  be- 
tween the  allies  and  Japan  and  the  secu- 
rity treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  Japan  were  signed.  These  agree- 
ments formally  initiated  35  years  of 
peace  and  prosperity  in  U.S.-Japan  rela- 
tions. They  set  the  framework  for  the 
U.S.-Japan  partnership  about  which  I 
wish  to  comment  this  evening. 

It  is  a  remarkable  partnership. 
Within  the  lifetimes  of  most  of  us  in  this 
room,  our  countries  struggled  on  oppo- 
site sides  of  a  bitter  global  war.  Today, 
we  stand  united  in  our  efforts  to 
preserve  peace  and  to  promote  economic 
growth  and  development  throughout  the 
world.  The  U.S.-Japan  alliance  is  critical 
to  the  security  of  both  our  nations,  and 
it  is  a  pillar  of  that  balance  of  power 
which  supports  the  independence  of  free 
countries  around  the  globe.  Japan  is  our 
largest  overseas  trading  partner— a  fact 
of  special  significance  to  Californians, 
since  40%  of  all  U.S.  trade  with  Japan 
flows  through  this  state.  Politically, 
Japan  stands  firmly  within  the  Western 
camp  as  a  nation  which  practices  market 
economics  and  democratic  politics.  In 
short,  we  both  have  a  huge  stake  in  this 
relationship  about  which  I  should  like  to 
make  a  few  observations  in  order  to 
put  past  accomplishments,  current 
challenges,  and  future  possibilities  in 
perspective. 


Changing  Contours  of 
U.S.-Japan  Relations 

Change  has  been  a  constant  in  this  rela- 
tionship. I  have  seen  this  firsthand.  My 
involvement  with  Japan  goes  back 
nearly  20  years  to  1968  when  I  took 
sabbatical  leave  from  Pomona  College  to 
serve  as  a  visiting  professor  at  the  In- 
ternational Christian  University  (ICU).  I 
went  not  as  a  specialist  but  as  a  student 
eager  to  learn  about  a  country  which  I 
vaguely  apprehended  would  be  an  in- 
creasingly important  force  in  the  world. 

To  my  surprise,  the  Japanese  I  en- 
countered at  that  time  seemed  less  con- 
cerned with  the  future  than  with  the 
past.  They  were  preoccupied  with  issues 
left  over  from  history.  They  appeared 
surprised  by  their  considerable  postwar 
accomplishments  and  a  little  uncertain 
whether  they  could  be  sustained. 

Although  Japan  had  created  a 
remarkably  stable  political  structure, 
Japanese  politics  remained  polarized 
over  relations  with  the  United  States, 
the  terms  of  and  necessity  for  the 
mutual  security  treaty,  and  the  constitu- 
tionality and  role  of  Japanese  defense 
forces.  More  than  100  universities- 
including  ICU— experienced  crippling 
student  strikes  during  the  year  I  was 
supposedly  teaching.  I  recall  witnessing 
Japanese  riot  police  in  full  battle  gear 
evicting  student  leaders  from  Yasuda 
Hall  at  Tokyo  University.  Though 
scarcely  anyone  was  injured,  it  had  all 
the  appearances  of  a  major  military 
operation.  One  source  of  contention  was 
the  mutual  security  treaty,  and  the 
struggle  symbolized  the  unsettled  state 
of  important  issues  between  us. 

In  1968  Japan  was  a  relatively 
prosperous  country.  But  despite  nearly 
two  decades  of  unbroken  economic 
growth,  many  Japanese  exhibited  doubts 
about  their  economic  future.  They 
thought  of  themselves  as  a  "poor,  island 
nation  without  natural  resources."  They 
acknowledged  their  achievements,  yet 
worried  abut  their  "feet  of  clay."  They 
feared  Japan's  prosperity  would  not 
last.  Such  anxieties  fostered  tight 
government  controls  on  commerce  and 
finance  and  encouraged  an  export-led 
growth  strategy  sustained  by  extensive 
neomercantilist  import  barriers. 

Nor  had  U.S.-Japan  bilateral  rela- 
tions attained  the  "equal  partnership" 
of  which  the  period's  diplomatic  commu- 
niques routinely  spoke.  Indeed,  the 


Japanese  seemed  uncertain  of  their 
place  in  the  world.  Despite  a  natural 
preoccupation  with  its  own  neighbor- 
hood, Japan's  role  even  in  Northeast 
Asia  was  modest.  Japan  had  little  voice 
at  the  United  Nations,  no  place  yet  at 
Western  summits,  and  was  just  begin- 
ning to  make  its  presence  felt  in  eco- 
nomic groups  such  as  the  Organization 
for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment (OECD). 

Cultural  interchange,  in  those  days, 
remained  largely  a  one-way  street. 
Japanese  knowledge  of  the  United 
States  was  spurred  by  friendship,  busi- 
ness, and  the  experience  of  occupation. 
Americans  generally  knew  little  of 
Japan.  We  had  only  the  sketchiest  ap- 
preciation of  its  potential  and  future 
promise.  As  a  sign  of  the  times,  in  those 
days,  Washington  had  only  one  sushi 
bar,  and  you  could  still  drive  for  blocks 
without  seeing  a  Japanese-made  car. 

I  need  not  tell  you  that  times  have 
changed. 

The  Present 

Earlier  this  month,  concurrent  elections 
were  held  in  both  Houses  of  the  Japa- 
nese Diet  for  only  the  second  time  in 
history.  The  stunning,  almost  un- 
precedented, landslide  victory  by  the 
Liberal  Democratic  Party  (LDP)  symbol- 
ized perhaps  the  end  of  a  political  era. 
The  young  radicals  of  the  1960s,  who 
fought  the  police  on  campus  and  voted 
for  socialists  and  communists,  are  now 
white-collar  workers,  most  of  whom  evi- 
dently voted  for  the  LDP. 

The  conservative  party  made  im- 
pressive gains  in  the  cities,  where,  ac- 
cording to  conventional  wdsdom,  it  was 
weakest.  Within  the  party,  a  group  of 
energetic  "new  leaders"  emerged  to  car- 
ry their  nation's  banner  into  the  future. 
And,  of  course,  Prime  Minister  Naka- 
sone  scored  an  extraordinary  personal 
triumph  and  secured  a  strong  popular 
mandate  for  his  policies.  These  include 
expanding  Japan's  international  role, 
continuing  administrative  and  fiscal  re- 
forms, and  restructuring  the  economy  to 
lessen  reliance  on  export-led  growth. 
With  the  support  of  a  remarkably  adapt- 
ive party,  Prime  Minister  Nakasone  has 
demonstrated  world-class  leadership. 

Last  week,  the  most  prominent 
of  Japan's  new  leaders— Mr.  Abe, 
Mr.  Miyazawa,  and  Mr.  Takeshita— 
announced  their  support  for  extending 
the  Prime  Minister's  tenure  in  office  so 
that  he  can  finish  pending  business.  We 
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welcome  the  prospect  of  continuing  to 
work  with  a  prime  minister  who  is  held 
in  high  esteem  in  the  West  and  has  so 
convincingly  earned  the  trust  of  the 
Japanese  electorate. 

Mr.  Nakasone,  to  be  sure,  faces 
some  formidable  challenges.  The  LDP 
has  achieved  a  general  mandate  for 
change.  Some  of  the  presumed  direc- 
tions of  change  have  been  outlined  in 
the  Maekawa  report— a  future-oriented 
blueprint  that  has  been  widely  praised 
on  both  sides  of  the  Pacific.  In  a  democ- 
racy like  Japan's  the  Diet  will  obviously 
play  a  major  role  in  translating  a  broad 
mandate  into  specific  policies  and  laws. 

The  ruling  LDP  now  appears  com- 
mitted to  opening  the  Japanese  market 
and  restructuring  the  economy.  Some  of 
its  Diet  members,  however,  will  con- 
tinue to  resist  measures  that  appear 
threatening  to  constituency  interests. 
This  should  not  be  surprising  to  Ameri- 
cans. The  President,  after  all,  has 
secured  a  broad,  bipartisan  consensus 
behind  tax  reform.  Yet  some  of  the 
details  are  still  to  be  negotiated  in  con- 
ference. Just  as  I  am  sure  an  acceptable 
tax  bill  will  emerge  from  the  House- 
Senate  conference,  so  I  am  confident 
that  a  new  consensus  in  Japan  will  sup- 
port a  timely  restructuring  of  the 
Japanese  economy.  The  die  is  cast,  I 
believe,  in  favor  of  a  more  and  more  in- 
ternationally oriented  Japan. 

U.S. -Japan  relations  were  not  a 
major  issue  in  the  recent  election.  In 
fact,  the  issues  that  dominated  U.S.- 
Japan relations  in  the  late  1960s  have 
largely  disappeared.  The  Indochina  con- 
flict no  longer  stirs  partisan  emotions; 
Okinawa  transferred  to  Japanese  admin- 
istration in  1972;  and  both  Tokyo  and 
Washington  have  established  solid  work- 
ing relations  with  China. 

Today,  Japan  perceives  its  interests 
and  its  role  in  global  terms.  Perhaps 
most  significant  for  U.S. -Japan  relations, 
there  is  a  striking  convergence  of  U.S. 
and  Japanese  perceptions  of  the  global 
situation.  Two  factors  have  contributed 
to  this  substantial  coincidence  of  world 
views. 

First,  Japanese  perceptions  of  its 
security  requirements  have  been  shaped 
by  Soviet  intransigence  on  the  Northern 
Territories  issue,  by  the  relentless 
Soviet  military  buildup  in  the  Pacific, 
and  by  Moscow's  aggression  in 
Afghanistan  and  its  support  for  Viet- 
nam's occupation  of  Cambodia. 

Second,  developments  beyond  East 
Asia— such  as  the  "oil  shocks"  of  the 
mid-1970s  and  the  persistent  turbulence 
in  the  Middle  East  and  Persian  Gulf 


areas  since  then— have  reinforced  our 
common  interest  in  global  stability. 
Over  time,  a  consensus  has  emerged  in 
Japan  which  supports  steady  improve- 
ments in  Japan's  self-defense  capabilities 
and  expanded  bilateral  defense  coopera- 
tion with  the  United  States. 

In  recent  years  the  level  and  fre- 
quency of  the  U.S. -Japan  bilateral  dia- 
logue has  also  changed  dramatically. 
The  Emperor's  visit  to  the  United 
States  in  1975  symbolized  the  end  of  the 
postwar  period.  Starting  with  Gerald 
Ford,  all  our  Presidents  have  visited 
Japan  while  in  office.  President  Reagan 
and  Prime  Minister  Nakasone  have 
already  met  twice  this  year— first  at 
Camp  David  and  less  than  a  month  later 
in  Tokyo.  Secretary  of  State  Shultz  and 
Foreign  Minister  Abe  have  had  26  bi- 
lateral meetings— four  of  them  this  year. 
And  senior  officials  responsible  for  areas 
as  diverse  as  arms  control  and  African 
affairs  consult  with  even  greater  fre- 
quency. 

The  substance  of  our  exchanges  has 
changed  as  well.  Twenty  years  ago,  our 
talks  with  Japan  focused  primarily  on 
bilateral  rather  than  global  or  even 
regional  issues.  Now,  our  political  dia- 
logue is  unsurpassed  in  its  breadth  and 
depth  and  extends  literally  to  every 
corner  of  the  globe.  Many  of  these  con- 
sultations go  beyond  simple  exchanges 
of  views  to  include  increasingly  close  co- 
ordination of  operational  concerns.  For 
example,  my  Japanese  counterpart  and  I 
meet  annually  to  promote  the  com- 
plementarity of  our  respective  aid 
programs. 

Foreign  aid,  in  fact,  is  a  good  exam- 
ple of  the  expanding  scope  of  Japan's 
international  interests  and  involvement. 
In  the  1960s,  Japan's  modest  aid  effort 
involved  reparations  to  war  victims  and 
subsidies  for  Japan's  expanding  commer- 
cial interests.  Today,  under  the  concept 
of  comprehensive  security,  Japan  is 
seeking  to  make  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  Western  security  through  other 
than  military  means.  In  1984  the  United 
States  and  Japan  ranked  first  and  sec- 
ond in  the  world  as  donors  of  foreign 
assistance.  Between  us,  we  furnished 
over  $11  billion  to  developing  countries. 
If  Japan  meets  its  declared  objective  of 
doubling  its  foreign  aid  by  1992,  it  will 
provide  roughly  $40  billion  of  additional 
assistance  to  less  developed  countries 
(LDCs)  over  the  coming  6  years. 

We  particularly  welcome  the  role 
Japan  has  assumed  in  providing  aid  to 
friendly  countries  such  as  Thailand, 
Turkey,  Egypt,  Pakistan,  and  the 
nations  of  Central  America  and  the 


Caribbean.  The  Philippines  and  Haiti 
are  now  at  crucial  stages  in  their  politi- 
cal evolution.  The  South  Pacific  is 
undergoing  important  political  and  eco- 
nomic changes.  Africa  faces  natural 
calamities  as  well  as  daunting  economic 
problems.  We  are  working  cooperatively 
with  the  Government  of  Japan  to  ex- 
pand our  respective  efforts  in  promoting 
growth  and  encouraging  stability  in 
these  and  other  areas. 

The  measures  Japan  has  taken  to  ex- 
pand its  foreign  aid  constitute  an  ap- 
propriate effort  to  recycle  its  prosperity 
back  into  the  global  economic  system. 
Clearly,  there  is  more  to  be  done.  Japan 
gives  twice  as  much  aid  to  the  nearby 
nations  of  Asia  as  it  gives  to  African, 
Latin  American,  and  Middle  Eastern  na- 
tions combined.  As  Japan's  foreign  pol- 
icy activities  expand  to  take  account  of 
its  global  economic  power  and  "reach," 
we  would  anticipate  not  only  increases 
in  the  levels  of  its  aid  but  a  further 
improvement  in  the  concessional  terms 
of  assistance  and  the  provision  of  a 
larger  percentage  of  its  aid  to  countries 
outside  East  Asia. 

Foreign  assistance  efforts  pay  for- 
eign policy  dividends.  Over  the  past  few 
years,  many  developing  countries  have 
discarded  statist  policies  for  market- 
oriented  approaches  to  economic  growth 
and  are  increasingly  receptive  to  demo- 
cratic ideas.  Regrettably,  at  just  this 
moment  of  opportunity,  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress is  drastically  cutting  back  on  our 
own  foreign  aid  budget.  This  is  penny 
wise  and  pound  foolish,  since  aid  to 
friendly  countries  is  one  of  the  most 
cost-effective  investments  we  can  make 
in  our  own  security.  Aside  from  the  fact 
that  about  70%  of  every  U.S.  bilateral 
aid  dollar  is  spent  on  American  goods 
and  services,  assistance  to  friendly 
governments  supports  freer  markets, 
alleviates  poverty  or  disaster,  and 
underpins  newly  democratic  regimes. 

The  cuts  Congress  threatens  are 
potentially  devastating.  For  fiscal  year 
1987  the  President  is  requesting  $22.6 
billion  for  international  affairs  funding. 
This  covers  all  our  economic,  military, 
and  food  aid  programs  as  well  as  the 
State  Department  and  United  States 
Information  Agency  (USIA)  budgets, 
our  security  programs  overseas,  and  the 
costs  of  Radio  Free  Europe  and  Radio 
Liberty. 

Congress  has  cut  that  amount  to 
$17.4  billion-a  27%  reduction.  What  will 
happen  if  we  are  forced  to  take  a  cut  of 
this  magnitude? 

Some  programs  have  been  ear- 
marked by  Congress;  they  will  be  sus- 
tained. They  include  aid  to  Israel  and 
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Egj'pt,  security  assistance  for  base 
rights  countries,  and  important  pro- 
gi'ams  in  Central  America  and  Pakistan. 
After  taking  care  of  these  priorities,  all 
other  programs  would  have  to  be  cut  by 
over  50%.  What  might  this  mean? 

•  Haiti  and  other  fledgling  democra- 
cies in  the  Caribbean  could  see  cuts  in 
U.S.  economic  aid  by  more  than  two- 
thirds. 

•  Aid  for  the  Andean  countries- 
Bolivia,  Colombia,  Ecuador,  and  Peru- 
could  be  eliminated,  v/ith  unfortunate 
consequences  for  our  efforts  to  halt  the 
production  and  illegal  export  of  narcot- 
ics from  that  region. 

•  Economic  support  for  Africa  could 
be  virtually  eliminated— undermining 
policy  reform  plans  and  famine  relief 
efforts. 

•  The  Peace  Corps  could  be  forced 
to  cut  as  many  as  1,000  volunteers  in 
Africa  alone. 

•  Radio  Free  Europe  and  Radio 
Liberty  could  be  forced  into  bankruptcy. 


These  are  not  idle  threats  or  scare 
tactics.  They  reflect  the  plans  we  would 
be  forced  to  put  into  action  if  Congress 
does  not  reconsider  its  drastic  reduc- 
tions. It  is  inconceivable  that  any  seri- 
ous person  could  presume  that  cuts  of 
this  magnitude  will  not  significantly  and 
adversely  affect  our  national  interests. 
We  are  a  superpower.  Superpowers 
have  far-flung  interests.  Supporting 
those  interests  carries  with  it  certain 
costs.  One  cannot  cut  the  means  by 
which  we  protect  our  interests  without 
placing  our  interests  in  jeopardy.  This  is 
a  simple  verity  I  hope  Congress  will  not 
ignore. 

Please  excuse  this  brief  commercial, 
but  it  is  relevant  to  my  theme.  We  are 
not  encouraging  Japan  to  do  more  in  the 
field  of  aid  so  that  we  can  do  less  but  in 
order  that  jointly  we  can  meet  the 
requirements  of  stability  and  develop- 
ment in  areas  of  vital  interest  to  us 
both.  Japan  is  expanding  its  aid  efforts. 
It  is  not  a  time  for  us  to  be  cutting  our 
own  program. 


U.S. -Japan  Semiconductor  Trade  Agreement 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
JULY  31,  1986' 

I  am  announcing  today  that  the  United 
States  and  Japan  have  reached  an  agree- 
ment on  semiconductor  trade.  This 
agreement  represents  an  important  step 
toward  freer  and  more  equitable  world 
trade  and  will  enhance  the  ability  of  our 
semiconductor  manufacturers  to  com- 
pete fairly  in  the  Japanese  market.  It 
will  also  help  prevent  Japanese  manufac- 
turers from  dumping  semiconductors  in 
the  United  States  and  in  third  countries. 

This  agreement  successfully 
addresses  a  series  of  trade  complaints 
raised  by  the  U.S.  semiconductor  indus- 
try and  this  Administration  charging 
Japanese  chip  manufacturers  with 
impeding  U.S.  access  to  their  market, 
while  dumping  semiconductors  on  world 
markets  and  violating  U.S.  dumping 
laws. 

With  the  agreement  of  the  govern- 
ment of  Japan  to  this  landmark  pact,  the 
United  States  suspends  the  pending  301 
market  access  case  and  EPROM 
[erasable,  programmable  read  only 
memories]  semiconductor  dumping  case. 
The  256K  semiconductor  dumping  case 
will  be  suspended  August  1. 


By  holding  to  our  free  market  prin- 
ciples, but  at  the  same  time  insisting  on 
fair  trade,  we  have  created  a  climate  in 
which  the  U.S.  semiconductor  industry 
should  substantially  increase  its  sales 
position  in  Japan.  We  have  also  set  an 
important  precedent  to  help  prevent 
future  unfair  trade  practices  in  other 
high  technology  industries. 

As  I  have  said  time  and  again,  we 
will  not  stand  idly  by  as  American 
workers  are  threatened  by  unfair 
trading  practices.  We  have  and  we  will 
take  the  tough  actions  that  are  necessary 
to  ensure  that  all  nations  play  by  the 
same  rules.  Today's  agreement  shows 
that  vigorous  enforcement  of  existing 
laws  can  open  markets.  To  succumb  to 
the  temptation  of  protectionism  will 
benefit  no  one. 

This  is  an  historic  agreement.  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  Yeutter,  Secre- 
tary of  Commerce  Baldrige,  and  the  U.S. 
negotiating  team  are  to  be  commended 
for  their  tenacity,  skill,  and  resoluteness 
during  the  months  of  intense 
negotiations. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  4.  1986. 


Current  Challenges 

The  most  difficult  current  bilateral 
problems  continue  to  confront  us  in  the 
field  of  trade.  When  I  first  lived  in 
Tokyo,  the  United  States  and  Japan 
experienced  some  acute  trade 
problems— principally  involving  textiles. 
But  they  were  of  a  different  order  of 
magnitude  and  character  than  today's. 
In  the  late  1960s,  Japan  maintained 
numerous  quotas,  high  tariffs,  and  a 
host  of  other  formal  trade  barriers 
which  it  was  just  beginning  to  disman- 
tle. In  1968,  Japan  had  a  global  trade 
deficit  of  $15  million.  Its  trade  surplus 
with  the  United  States  was  $604  million. 

Over  the  last  20  years,  the  Japanese 
Government  has  eliminated  most  of  its 
quotas  and  formal  trade  barriers.  It  has 
reduced  its  tariffs  to  a  point  where 
Japan  now  has  the  lowest  average  tariff 
of  any  industriahzed  country.  However, 
a  host  of  nettlesome  problems— including 
some  quotas,  high  tariffs,  nontariff  bar- 
riers, and  restrictive  business  practices 
in  certain  areas— remain. 

At  the  same  time,  the  competitive 
challenge  posed  by  high-quality 
Japanese  products  to  important  U.S. 
manufacturing  industries  has  increased 
pressures  for  protection  in  this  country. 
A  1985  U.S.  global  trade  deficit  of  $148 
billion— including  a  $50-billion  trade 
deficit  with  Japan— coupled  with  a 
Japanese  global  trade  surplus  of  $46  bil- 
lion that  year,  heightens  these 
pressures. 

The  U.S.  trade  problem  is  not,  of 
course,  limited  to  Japan.  Our  trade 
problem  is  global,  but  the  bilateral 
deficit  with  Japan  remains  so  large  that 
it  will  be  difficult  to  make  headway  on 
our  global  problem  without  redressing 
the  bilateral  imbalance.  Progress  must 
be  made  to  reduce  it. 

We  are  determined  to  bring  our 
bilateral  trade  with  Japan  into  a  more 
balanced  equilibrium.  Failure  to  do  so 
exposes  our  political  relations  and  secu- 
rity cooperation  to  heavy  strains.  And 
we  believe  our  policy  efforts  will  pay 
off 

•  As  Congress  and  the  Administra- 
tion reduce  the  U.S.  Government's 
budget  deficit,  our  savings/investment 
imbalance  should  decline  and,  along  with 
it,  our  global  trade  deficit,  including  our 
bilateral  deficit  with  Japan. 

•  In  accordance  with  agreements 
reached  by  the  major  financial  powers 
(G-5)  last  fall  and  by  the  Summit  Seven 
in  Tokyo  last  May,  we  are  coordinating 
on  international  economic  policies  more 
closely  with  Japan  and  the  other  major 
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industrialized  countries.  Adjustment  of 
exchange  rates  is  the  most  visible  and 
dramatic  result.  A  roughly  40%  depreci- 
ation in  the  dollar  against  the  yen  dur- 
ing the  past  year  should  have  a  sizable 
impact,  over  time,  on  our  trade  position. 

•  Representatives  of  the  U.S.  and 
Japanese  Governments  are  initiating  a 
bilateral  dialogue  concerning  structural 
economic  issues  of  mutual  concern.  In- 
deed, a  preparatory  meeting  on  this  sub- 
ject was  held  in  San  Francisco  today. 
This  dialogue  will  examine  the  im- 
balances in  the  Japanese  economy  and 
U.S.  economy  and  consider  ways  to  cor- 
rect them. 

•  The  MOSS  (market-oriented, 
sector-selective)  talks  are  improving 
market  access  to  entire  industrial  sec- 
tors within  Japan.  We  have  made  sub- 
stantial progress  in  electronics, 
telecommunications,  medical  equipment 
and  pharmaceuticals,  and  forest 
products.  We  will  soon  open  discussions 
on  a  fifth  sector— transportation 
machinery. 

•  And  finally,  we  are  seeking  to 
eliminate  remaining  trade  barriers  on 
other  products— e.g.,  tobacco,  leather, 
etc.— as  we  encounter  them. 

These  are  substantial  efforts.  We  be- 
lieve they  are  producing  results.  They 
are  aimed  at  expanding  trade  while  as- 
suring equitable  access  to  each  other's 
market.  They  reflect  faith  in  competition 
and  a  determination  to  see  that  the 
playing  field  for  competition  is  level. 
They  constitute  an  alternative  to  protec- 
tionism, which  we  are  determined  to 
resist. 

Protectionism  has  a  false  and  dan- 
gerous allure.  Industries  affected  by 
imports  usually  ask  for  temporary  and 
limited  protection.  Yet,  while  giving 
temporary  relief  to  one  industry,  protec- 
tionist actions  penalize  the  consumer 
and  divert  investment  and  labor  from 
more  efficient  and  productive  industries. 
Protectionist  bills  like  the  House  Omni- 
bus Trade  Bill  (H.R.  4800)  will  not  solve 
our  trade  problem.  Protectionist  meas- 
ures will  damage  the  U.S.  economy, 
threaten  American  jobs,  and  embroil  us 
in  trade  conflicts  with  virtually  all  our 
major  trading  partners.  We  cannot  af- 
ford such  an  outcome,  particularly  with 
Japan. 

Current  Japanese-American  chal- 
lenges are  not  limited  to  trade.  Signifi- 
cant accomplishments  have  been  regis- 
tered in  bilateral  security  cooperation. 
Frequently  criticized  as  a  "free  rider" 
for  relying  on  American  muscle  to  pro- 
tect its  economic  and  political  health. 


Japan  has  steadily  augmented  its 
defense  capabilities.  A  growing  domestic 
consensus  has  supported  qualitative  and 
quantitative  improvements  in  Japan's 
Self-Defense  Force  and  contributed  to 
steady  annual  increases  in  Japan's 
defense  spending. 

We  have  also  witnessed  a  growing 
Japanese  commitment  to  the  U.S. -Japan 
security  structure.  Antidefense  shib- 
boleths have  disappeared  from  the  plat- 
forms of  several  opposition  parties.  The 
Government  of  Japan  has  welcomed 
U.S.-homeported  ships;  it  has  authorized 
new  U.S.  Air  Force  deployments;  it  has 
participated  in  additional  joint  exercises. 
Japanese  support  for  the  American 
presence  in  Japan  is  now  valued  at  over 
$1  billion  annually. 

While  Japan's  defense  budget 
remains  small  as  a  percentage  of  gi'oss 
national  product,  it  is  now  the  sixth 
largest  in  the  world  and  is  growing 
rapidly.  This  expanding  defense  budget 
supports  a  modern,  well-trained  military 
establishment  with  appropriate  defense 
roles  and  missions:  the  conventional 
defense  of  Japanese  territory,  the  sur- 
rounding seas  and  sky,  and  the  sealanes 
within  1,000  miles.  These  roles  are  con- 
sistent with  Japanese  and  American 
expectations— and  with  those  of  Japan's 
neighbors. 

Japan's  new  5-year  defense  spending 
plan  represents  a  good  start  toward 
achieving  the  capabilities  necessary  to 
carry  out  these  missions.  We  certainly 
would  like  to  see  Japan  achieve  its  goals 
more  quickly.  Nonetheless,  the  Japanese 
Self-Defense  Force  is  already  an  increas- 
ingly potent  deterrent  against  aggres- 
sion aimed  at  Japan  and  makes  the  role 
of  our  own  forces  in  the  region  that 
much  more  effective. 

Agenda  for  the  Future 

Time  does  not  permit  me  to  elaborate 
on  the  variety  of  other  ways  in  which 
the  U.S.  and  Japan  cooperate  diploma- 
tically in  many  areas  of  the  world. 
Suffice  it  to  say,  compared  with  20  years 
ago,  U.S. -Japan  relations  are  now  on 
a  firm  and  solid  basis.  Our  give-and- 
take  on  substantive  issues  has  increased 
significantly.  Recognition  in  both  our 
countries  of  the  scope  of  our  interde- 
pendence has  grown.  Our  knowledge  of 
each  other  has  appreciably  increased. 
We  welcome  these  developments, 
yet  we  know  there  is  no  room  for  com- 
placency on  either  side  of  the  Pacific.  As 
our  relationship  with  Japan  enters  a 
new  and  more  mature  stage,  the  issues 


our  two  countries  face  become  ever 
more  complex  and  far-reaching.  Con- 
structively managing  the  U.S. -Japan 
relationship  through  the  1980s  and  be- 
yond will  be  even  more  challenging. 

We  now  need  to  look  at  the 
U.S.-Japanese  relationship  as  an  active 
partnership  for  global  progress.  In  par- 
ticular, we  need  to  work  closely  with 
Japan  to: 

•  Make  equitable  and  sustained  eco- 
nomic growth  a  reality  for  both  the  de- 
veloped and  developing  world  by 
preserving  and  improving  the  interna- 
tional trading  system  and  assisting  the 
LDCs  to  cope  with  their  myriad 
problems,  including  the  problem  of  ex- 
ternal debt; 

•  See  that  people  everywhere  un- 
derstand that  a  nuclear  war  cannot  be 
won  and  must  not  be  fought,  by 
preserving  deterrence  while  pursuing 
substantial  and  verifiable  arms 
reduction; 

•  Expand  international  cooperation 
to  rid  the  world  of  the  scoui'ge  of  ter- 
rorism; 

•  Defuse  regional  conflicts,  such  as 
in  Indochina  and  Afghanistan;  and 

•  Find  ways  to  apply  the  technologi- 
cal developments  of  our  information  so- 
cieties to  the  benefit  of  mankind. 

Persistent  and  purposeful  effort  will 
be  required  as  our  governments  and 
peoples  create  the  conditions  and  con- 
sensus necessary  for  cooperation  on  this 
broad  agenda. 

Conclusion 

Let  me  return  to  my  opening  theme. 
Times  change.  As  they  do,  we  must 
sometimes  overcome  what  we  thought 
we  knew  in  the  past.  We  have  long 
since  learned  that  we  cannot  go  it  alone, 
and  we  have  begun  to  see  Japan  with 
new  eyes.  Japan  is  a  strong  country;  it 
is  becoming  an  outward-looking  country. 
Japan  is  more  than  a  trading  partner;  it 
is  a  valued  ally  and  good  friend.  Even 
so,  Japan  is  only  on  the  brink  of  fulfill- 
ing its  potential  as  a  major  contributor 
to  world  economic  growth  and  comity. 
We  share  many  things  with  Japan: 
above  all  the  conviction  that  we  are  not 
mere  temporary  allies  but  permanent 
friends.  Our  task  is  to  use  that  friend- 
ship to  bring  to  the  benefit  of  all 
mankind  our  shared  devotion  to  peace, 
our  ability  to  foster  change,  our  eco- 
nomic prowess,  and  our  dedication  to 
democracy.  ■ 
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Perspective  and  Proportion 
for  U.S. -Japanese  Relations 


hy  Gaston  J.  Sigur,  Jr. 

Address  before  the  "U.S. -Japan 
Economic  Agenda"  sponsored  by  the 
Institute  for  Sino-Soviet  Studies  of 
George  Washington  University,  the 
Carnegie  Council  on  Ethics,  and  Interna- 
tional Affairs,  Inc.,  on  June  2,  1986.  Mr. 
Sigur  is  As.sistant  Secretary  for  East 
Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs. 

It  is  a  great  pleasure  to  be  here  among 
friends  to  offer  some  observations  on 
our  kaleidoscopic  relations  with  Japan.  I 
was  reflecting  on  this  subject  not  long 
ago  as  I  rode  from  Narita  Airport  to  my 
hotel  in  Tokyo. 

Driving  from  Narita  to  central 
Tokyo,  one  passes  through  rice  fields 
and  groves  of  cryptomeria  before  enter- 
ing the  suburban  sprawl  of  houses, 
garish  hotels  of  dubious  purpose,  and 
small  factories.  At  one  point,  Disney- 
land's castle  towers  loom  up  beyond  the 
highway's  embankment.  As  one  crosses 
the  Ara  Kawa,  one  sees  ahead  the 
jumble  of  Tokyo's  buildings  and  the 
flashing  signs  advertising  Ricoh,  Seiko, 
and  a  hundred  other  companies.  Inching 
along  the  overhead  expressway,  the 
traveler  can  look  into  the  companies' 
windows  and  see  the  employees  phoning, 
writing,  and,  he  imagines,  making  deals. 
The  car  passes  through  the  bright  neon 
of  the  Ginza  and  into  the  open  area 
around  the  Imperial  Palace.  The  space  is 
relaxing  and  welcome  after  the  traffic 
and  congestion;  yet  the  moat  and  tur- 
reted  gate  are  incongruous.  By  the  time 
one  reaches  the  hotel  in  Akasaka,  one's 
mind  is  nearly  numb  with  jet  lag  and  the 
conglomeration  of  images.  It  is  time  for 
a  shower,  a  drink,  and  welcome  rest. 

In  a  way,  U.S. -Japan  relations  are 
like  the  ride  in  from  Narita.  Those  of  us 
involved  in  them  are  bombarded  with 
reports,  articles,  meetings,  conversa- 
tions, and  developments  of  a  hundred 
sorts.  At  least  occasionally,  we  have  to 
stand  back,  reflect,  sort  out  the  images, 
and  put  them  into  perspective.  I  would 
like  to  use  this  relaxed  occasion  among 
friends  to  consider  events  over  the  last 
year  or  so  and  to  comment  on  our 
policies. 

First,  we  should  remember  that 
U.S. -Japan  relations  rest  on  a  "triad" 
that  is  the  product  of  the  early  postwar 
period— a  shared  commitment  to  demo- 
cratic values,  a  fervent  belief  in  the 


dynamism  of  free  markets,  and  a  secu- 
rity framework.  This  "triad"  has 
endured  now  for  three  decades. 


Security  Relationship 

In  the  early  years,  the  future  of  defense 
cooperation  was  anything  but  certain: 
the  security  treaty  and  United  States 
bases  were  the  targets  of  violent  protest 
from  the  extreme  left,  and  even  the  exist- 
ence of  the  Japanese  self-defense  forces 
was  challenged  by  those  who  sought  to 
prevent  a  replay  of  the  militarism  of  the 
1930s  by  a  strict  and  unrealistically 
literal  application  of  the  constitutional 
proscription  against  the  use  of  military 
force.  But  with  the  reversion  of  Okinawa 
to  Japanese  sovereignty,  the  end  of  the 
Vietnam  war,  the  normalization  of  rela- 
tions with  China,  and  the  steady  buildup 
of  Soviet  military  power  in  the  Far  East 
in  general  and  in  the  Northern  Terri- 
tories in  particular,  a  broad  consensus 
has  emerged  in  support  of  our  security 
relationship  and  of  Japanese  self-defense 
at  about  present  levels.  The  Japanese 
now  recognize  the  threat  posed  by  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  importance  of  a  cred- 
ible, conventional  self-defense  capability, 
and  the  need  for  our  military  presence. 

Under  the  Mutual  Security  Treaty, 
the  interest  of  both  the  United  States 
and  Japan  are  well  served.  We  are  able 
to  maintain  our  personnel  and  facilities 
in  Japan,  where  they  are  essential  for 
the  peace  and  security  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  entire  Far  East;  Japan 
is  provided  a  strategic  deterrent— the 
so-called  nuclear  umbrella.  With  the 
threat  of  nuclear  blackmail  neutralized, 
the  Government  of  Japan  has  set  for 
itself  the  missions  of  defending,  with 
conventional  weapons,  its  territorial 
land,  seas,  and  skies  and  also  of  protect- 
ing the  vital  sealanes  out  to  1,000 
nautical  miles  from  Japan.  It  has  main- 
tained a  slow,  steady  program  of  acquir- 
ing the  capabilities  needed  to  carry  out 
those  missions.  In  the  process,  it  has 
kept  intact  the  essential  domestic  con- 
sensus on  the  correctness  of  this  policy 
and  has  satisfied  its  neighbors,  who  have 
historical  cause  for  worry,  that  it  does 
not  pose  a  threat  to  them. 

Perhaps  more  important,  Japanese 
efforts  to  develop  realistic  defense  mis- 
sions and  to  relate  defense  spending  to 
their  achievement  have  made  increas- 
ingly irrelevant  the  old  concerns  about 


the  Japanese  defense  budget— the  debate 
in  both  countries  over  the  1%  of  GNP 
cap  on  defense  spending  and  the  alleged 
"free  ride." 

To  tell  the  truth,  I  never  saw  much 
point  to  those  arguments.  Despite  the 
GNP  cap,  Japanese  defense  spending  has 
kept  growing.  Moreover  Japan  now  is 
contributing  over  $1  billion  per  year  for 
the  direct  support  and  maintenance  of 
U.S.  forces  in  Japan.  Not  much  is  ever 
said  about  this,  but  it  is  a  tribute  to  quiet 
cooperation  and  to  the  progress  Japan 
has  been  making. 

Political  Relationship 

Cooperation  with  Japan  is  not  limited  to 
the  defense  relationship.  Every  year  our 
two  governments  hold  consultations  on 
Africa,  the  Middle  East,  the  United 
Nations,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  foreign 
assistance.  We  discuss  specific  problems 
as  they  occur.  For  example,  during  the 
past  year,  the  United  States  and  Japan 
consulted  closely  on  developments  in  the 
Philippines,  and  we  found  that  Japan's 
policy  and  actions  were  complementary 
to  ours.  In  late  May  of  this  year,  Japan 
was  the  host  to  an  international  consult- 
ative meeting  to  establish  an  enhanced 
aid  program  for  the  Philippines.  Indeed, 
Japan  has  recently  been  the  largest 
donor  of  economic  aid  to  the  Philippines. 

Japan's  parallel  policies  and  helpful 
actions  with  regard  to  the  Philippines 
are  typical.  Japan  has  also  given 
substantial  development  assistance  to 
countries  like  Egypt,  Pakistan,  Turkey, 
and  Jamaica,  which  are  of  special  impor- 
tance to  us;  it  is  almost  uniquely  able  to 
use  economic  assistance  to  encourage 
Chinese  development  with  a  Western 
orientation;  and  Japan's  global  aid  pro- 
gram is  now  the  world's  second  largest. 

To  cite  another  example,  Japan 
joined  its  summit  partners  at  the  Tokyo 
economic  summit  to  put  countries  spon- 
soring international  terrorism  on  notice. 
I  can  say  straightforwardly  that  on 
issues  ranging  from  arms  control  to  the 
Middle  East,  we  have  found  Japan's 
views  to  be  valuable  and  geared  to 
Western  goals,  and  we  have  seen  our 
cooperation  become  increasingly  inti- 
mate and  fruitful. 

Much  of  the  consultation  to  which  I 
have  referred  has  occurred  for  many 
years  between  senior  bureaucrats  of  the 
two  governments.  What  is  noteworthy 
about  the  last  several  years  is  that  the 
consultations  at  the  political  level  have 
become  more  frequent,  more  detailed, 
and  more  useful.  Since  January  1985, 
Prime  Minister  Nakasone  and  the  Presi- 
dent have  met  five  times.  In  that  same 
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period  Secretary  Shultz  and  Foreign 
Minister  Abe  have  had  seven  sets  of  con- 
sultations. In  fact,  since  assuming  their 
present  positions.  Foreign  Minister  Abe 
and  the  Secretary  have  met  23  times. 
Obviously  a  good  part  of  the  conversa- 
tions between  the  political  officials  of  the 
two  countries  concerns  bilateral  rela- 
tions, and  particularly  economic  rela- 
tions. But  the  leaders  have  taken  up  a 
variety  of  international  topics  as  well, 
and  the  discussions  have  taken  on  the 
character  of  coordination  and  collabora- 
tion. I  hope  that  this  very  welcome  pat- 
tern will  continue. 

Economic  Relationship 

It  is  precisely  because  our  defense  rela- 
tionship with  Japan  is  crucial  and 
because  our  cooperation  with  Japan  on 
international  matters  is  so  important 
and  cordial  that  the  economic  friction 
between  the  two  countries  is  so  vexing. 
The  resolution  of  the  trade  problems 
between  our  two  countries  is  necessary 
and  central  to  the  maintenance  of  a 
sound  overall  relationship. 

We  quite  correctly  make  the  argu- 
ment that  only  protectionists  place 
importance  on  bilateral  trade  balances. 
However,  the  size  of  Japan's  trade 
surpluses  with  the  United  States  and 
with  the  world  has  become  a  disruptive 
political  issue,  and  we  have  to  deal  with 
it.  We  must  not  let  economic  friction 
persist,  for  if  it  does,  it  has  the  potential 
to  disturb  our  cooperation  with  Japan  on 
defense  and  international  matters  and, 
for  that  matter,  to  impede  the  growth  of 
fertile  partnerships  between  U.S.  and 
Japanese  enterprises. 

Let  me  summarize  my  analysis  of 
the  challenge  we  face  in  our  economic 
relations  with  Japan.  With  determina- 
tion and  with  goals  shared  by  business, 
government,  and  citizens,  Japan  has 
built  an  economic  structure  capable  of 
developing  and  producing  attractive, 
high-quality  products  at  very  competitive 
prices.  In  the  past,  Japan  often  used 
"infant  industry"  protection.  That  sort 
of  protection,  questionable  in  any  event, 
is  no  longer  needed.  The  large  Japanese 
manufacturers  have  the  engineers,  the 
expanding  research  and  development, 
and  ample  finance  to  compete  vigorously 
and  successfully  at  home  and  abroad  in 
the  absence  of  government  protection. 
There  is  no  more  visible  evidence  of  this 
than  the  amount  of  Japan's  exports  to 
the  United  States  and  to  the  world. 
Inefficient  industries  in  Japan,  which 
certainly  exist,  should  restructure  or 
retrench  in  an  environment  of  open 
markets.  I  believe  Japan  is  already  on 
that  path,  and  I  wish  to  encourage  it. 
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If  we  wish  to  solve  problems,  we 
must  confront  reality.  We  must  and  will 
seek  the  removal  of  Japan's  remaining 
trade  impediments  vigorously.  But  at  the 
same  time,  we  must  recognize  that  the 
elimination  of  those  barriers  will  not 
result  in  a  dramatic  reduction  of  our 
bilateral  trade  imbalance.  Therefore,  we 
must  address  economic  structural  issues 
in  Japan  and  the  United  States.  We 
should  not  deceive  ourselves  that  protec- 
tionist bills  like  the  House  Omnibus 
Trade  Bill  (H.R.  4800)  will  solve  the 
trade  problem.  If  enacted,  that  bill  would 
severely  damage  the  U.S.  economy, 
destroy  American  jobs,  reduce  our  inter- 
national trade  competitiveness,  and 
embroil  us  in  trade  conflicts  with  vir- 
tually all  our  major  trading  partners. 


market  access  in  entire  industrial 
sectors. 

•  The  telecommunications  talks 
resulted  in  a  major  opening  of  the 
Japanese  market.  The  successful  MOSS 
talks  with  Japan  are  being  used  as  a  pat- 
tern for  discussions  on  telecommunica- 
tions with  the  Europeans  and  the 
Canadians. 

•  The  talks  on  medical  equipment 
and  pharmaceuticals  were  an  overall 
success. 

•  From  the  electronics  MOSS  came 
tariff  cuts,  improvements  in  the  patent 
system,  and  legal  protection  for  semicon- 
ductor chips  and  computer  software. 

•  We  also  obtained  reductions  of  the 
duties  on  some  wood  products  and 


. .  .  Japan  now  is  contributing  over  $1  billion  per 
year  for  the  direct  support  and  maintenance  of 
U.S.  forces  in  Japan. 


One  hears  the  allegation  in 
Washington  that  the  Administration  has 
no  trade  policy.  That  is  not  so.  With 
regard  to  Japan,  we  have  a  policy  which 
addresses  both  individual  trade  problems 
and  the  structural  issues  that  lie  behind 
our  deficit,  and  it  is  working.  There  are 
five  elements  in  that  policy,  and  I  would 
like  to  describe  them  to  you. 

First,  in  accordance  with  the  Presi- 
dent's statement  last  September  7,  we 
are  seeking  the  elimination  of  remaining 
Japanese  trade  barriers.  To  cite  an 
example,  last  fall,  [U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative] Ambassador  Yeutter  success- 
fully negotiated  the  reduction  of  some  of 
Japan's  barriers  to  the  import  of  leather 
and  leather  products  and  obtained  com- 
pensation for  the  barriers  Japan  would 
not  remove.  Under  a  Section  301  case 
begun  by  the  Administration,  we  have 
entered  discussions  with  Japan  to  reduce 
tariffs  on  tobacco  products  and  to  cor- 
rect distribution  problems.  At  present 
we  are  also  negotiating  with  Japan  the 
elimination  of  its  import  quotas  on  12 
agricultural  product  categories.  We 
stand  ready  to  investigate  and  to 
negotiate  with  Japan  the  removal  of  any 
Japanese  trade  practices  that  are  incon- 
sistent with  international  rules. 

Second,  in  the  MOSS  [market- 
oriented,  sector  selective]  process  we  are 
achieving  significant  improvements  in 


paper  products.  The  MOSS  talks  on 
forest  products  will  continue,  and  the 
United  States  will  monitor  developments 
in  the  other  sectors.  We  have  agreed 
with  Japan  to  begin  discussions  on  a  new 
sector,  transportation  machinery,  this 
summer. 

The  third  element  of  the 
Administration's  economic  policy  toward 
Japan  has  been  dealing  with  the  financial 
issues  that  affect  exchange  rates  and, 
therefore,  the  trade  balance.  Following 
the  G-5  agreement  last  September,  the 
value  of  the  yen  strengthened  nearly 
30%  against  the  dollar.  At  [Treasury] 
Secretary  Baker's  suggestion,  the  sum- 
mit countries  agreed  in  Tokyo  in  early 
May  that,  "additional  measure  should  be 
taken  to  ensure  that  procedures  for 
effective  coordination  of  international 
economic  policy  are  strengthened  fur- 
ther." 

The  summit  statement  correctly 
emphasizes  economic  fundamentals  as 
determinants  of  exchange  rates.  That 
brings  me  to  the  fourth  element  of  our 
policy  toward  Japan,  a  dialogue  on 
economic  structural  adjustment  which 
we  expect  to  begin  this  July.  One  of  the 
observations  that  economists  make  is 
that  there  are  domestic  savings/invest- 
ment imbalances  in  both  the  United 
States  and  Japan  which  foreordain  a 
Japanese  global  trade  surplus  and  a  U.S. 
global  trade  deficit.  In  the  structural 
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dialogue,  we  will  discuss  with  the  Japa- 
nese ways  of  encouraging  greater 
domestic-led  growth  in  Japan.  We  also 
will  discuss  imbalances  in  our  own 
economy,  such  as  the  dearth  of  savings. 

The  final  element  of  our  economic 
policy  toward  Japan  is  really  our  own 
domestic  policy.  As  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  bites  and  the  Federal  deficit 
drops,  the  excess  of  consumption  over 
production,  and  the  trade  deficit,  should 
decline. 

Japan  is  keenly  aware  that  it  is  not 
in  its  interest  to  continue  to  run  large 
trade  surpluses.  Announcing  the 
Maekawa  commission's  report  in  April, 
Prime  Minister  Nakasone  said:  "It  is  im- 
possible for  Japan  alone  to  continue  to 
be  an  island  of  solitary  prosperity,  with  a 
large  current  account  imbalance, 
depending  on  exports.  It  is  no  exaggera- 
tion to  say  that  our  success  in  achieving 
the  transformation  will  be  essential  to 
Japan's  future."  He  went  on:  "Japan  is 
now  at  an  historic  turning  point  in  its 
relations  with  the  international  com- 
munity. Our  continuing  large  current 
account  imbalance  is  a  matter  of  serious 
concern  not  only  for  the  management  of 
our  own  economy  but  also  for  the  har- 
monious development  of  the  world  econ- 
omy. Therefore,  it  should  be  our 
national  goal  to  steadily  reduce  the  cur- 
rent account  imbalance  to  one  consistent 
with  international  harmony." 

I  agree  that  Japan  is  at  a  historic 
turning  point.  Japan's  postwar  economic 
policies  had  their  roots  in  the  Meiji 
period  when  the  Japanese  Government 


regulation,  that  continuously  produces 
more  than  it  consumes,  and  that  tends 
toward  large  current  account  surpluses. 
These  are  among  the  sources  of  the  cur- 
rent economic  friction  between  Japan 
and  its  trading  partners. 

It  is,  in  a  way,  ironic  that  in  building 
the  strong,  independent  economy  the 
Meiji  leaders  sought,  Japan  became 
dependent  on  foreign  markets.  It  is  also 
ironic  that  Japan,  whose  culture  pro- 
motes harmony,  should  be  provoking 
such  disharmony  in  its  trading  relation- 
ships. Of  course,  Japan  is  not  different 
from  the  United  States,  Western 
Europe,  or  its  neighbors  in  Asia  in  being 
enmeshed  in  an  economically  inter- 
dependent world.  Still  Prime  Minister 
Nakasone's  announcement  that  policies 
and  attitudes  that  have  prevailed  for  a 
hundred  years  must  change  is  one  of  the 
most  significant  statements  in  postwar 
Japanese  history. 

The  skeptical  among  us  may  ques- 
tion whether  Japan  will  carry  through 
with  the  changes  necessary  to  reduce  the 
imbalance  in  its  trade  account.  I  think  it 
will,  because  it  has  to.  If  one  reviews  the 
past  year,  one  finds  a  tremendous 
momentum  in  the  direction  of  positive 
change. 

•  In  the  MOSS  talks,  particularly 
the  telecommunications  talks,  Japan 
removed  many  governmental  controls. 
Despite  domestic  political  difficulties, 
Japan  made  many  of  the  concessions  we 
requested. 


We  must  and  will  seek  the  removal  of  Japan 's 
remaining  trade  impediments . .  .at  the  same  time, 
we  must  recognize  that  the  elimination  of  those 
barriers  will  not  result  in  a  dramatic  reduction  of 
our  bilateral  trade  imbalance. 


sought  to  build  a  strong  economy  and  to 
maintain  autonomy.  Now  the  quotas, 
high  tariffs,  and  investment  restrictions 
that  Japan  employed  to  achieve  its  goals 
by  and  large  have  been  discarded  as 
unnecessary. 

Yet  Japan's  history  over  the  last 
100  years  has  left  the  present  generation 
a  mixed  inheritance.  One  legacy  is  solid 
prosperity.  But  others  are  a  certain 
austerity  of  attitude  and  an  economy 
that  tolerates  excessive  government 


•  In  his  unprecedented  April  9, 
1985,  address  to  the  nation.  Prime 
Minister  Nakasone  embraced  the  notion 
that  Japan's  market  should  be  "open  in 
principle,  with  restrictions  by  excep- 
tion." 

•  Japan  reduced  tariffs  on  1,850 
items  during  1985. 

•  Japan  has  played  a  positive  role  in 
the  G-5  decisions  and  will  be  involved  in 
the  economic  coordination  mechanism 
devised  at  the  Tokyo  summit. 


•  Japan  is  proceeding  on  course 
with  the  full  liberalization  of  its  financial 
markets. 

•  Japanese  investment  in  overseas 
manufacturing  is  increasing  rapidly. 
Japan's  annual  direct  investment  in 
foreign  countries  more  than  doubled 
from  $4.7  billion  in  1980  to  $10.2  billion 
in  1984.  By  that  year  Japan's  total 
foreign  investment  totaled  $71  billion,  of 
which  $19  bilhon  was  in  the  United 
States. 

•  A  November  1985  Nomura 
Research  Institute  report  predicts  that 
as  a  result  of  a  strong  yen,  investment 
overseas,  and  stronger  foreign  competi- 
tion, Japan's  imports  will  increase  faster 
than  its  exports,  so  that  by  1995  Japan's 
trade  surplus  will  decline  to  $1.5  billion. 

I  am  confident  that  Japan  will,  in 
Prime  Minister  Nakasone's  words, 
"steadily  reduce  the  current  account 
imbalance  to  one  consistent  with  interna- 
tional harmony."  Apart  from  anything 
else,  doing  so  will  result  in  the  higher 
standard  of  living  that  the  Japanese  peo- 
ple have  earned. 

I  would  like  to  make  some  observa- 
tions on  the  conduct  of  our  economic 
relations  with  Japan.  In  the  course  of 
the  series  of  intense  trade  negotiations 
during  the  past  several  years,  the  U.S. 
and  Japanese  Governments  have  worked 
together  to  solve  problems.  Some  of  the 
negotiations  have  been  strained  at  times, 
but  they  have  been  successful.  And 
through  the  talks,  Japanese  agencies  and 
U.S.  agencies  have  established  relation- 
ships. The  negotiations  have  been  educa- 
tional for  both  sides,  and  the  cooperation 
they  have  engendered  will  continue  to  be 
essential  given  the  growing  integration 
of  the  U.S.  and  Japanese  economies. 

In  our  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
effects  of  trade  on  our  own  industries 
and  with  political  pressures  in  the 
United  States,  we  often  forget  that 
other  democratic  governments  must  deal 
with  much  the  same  political  realities 
and  problems  as  we.  This  is  by  no  means 
an  argument  for  inaction.  Rather  it  is  a 
caution  that  patience  and  subtlety  may 
bring  better  results  than  importunate 
demands. 

We  should  keep  a  sense  of  propor- 
tion in  our  relations  with  Japan  and  our 
other  trading  partners.  Through  interna- 
tional trade  and  investment,  we  seek 
increased  prosperity  in  the  United 
States.  In  order  for  the  international 
free  economic  system  to  work,  there 
obviously  must  be  generally  equal  oppor- 
tunities for  all  countries.  However,  it  is 
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hardly  realistic  to  demand  perfect  justice 
item  by  item  and  sector  by  sector.  If  we 
do  so  in  our  negotiations,  we  have  to 
choose  between  total  victory— which  is 
not  always  realistic  given  politics  in 
other  countries— or  retaliation,  which 
harms  everyone.  We  should  not  limit  our 
options.  I  might  add  that  perfect  justice 
is  subjective  and  rarely  takes  account  of 
our  own  import  restraints. 

Finally,  there  is  no  substitute  for 
good  domestic  economic  policy.  In  the 
present  international  economy,  goods 
and  funds  flow  easily  across  borders. 
Businessmen  have  many  options.  If 
interest  rates  are  high  in  one  country, 
companies  can  borrow  in  another.  If  the 
yen  appreciates,  Japanese  businesses  are 
likely  to  invest  in  the  United  States  or 
serve  this  market  from  third  countries. 
If  we  bar  imports  from  one  country,  we 
are  likely  to  see  shipments  from  others. 
To  survive  in  this  kind  of  world,  we  must 
look  to  the  fundamentals.  We  must  save 
and  invest,  research  and  innovate.  The 
government  must  create  an  environment 
conducive  to  these  things.  But  only 
private  individuals  and  companies  can 
accomplish  them. 

As  I  said  earlier,  I  think  that  both 
Japan  and  the  United  States  are  headed 
in  the  right  directions.  As  a  result  of  the 
yen's  appreciation,  in  volume  terms 
Japanese  exports  to  the  United  States 
are  declining  and  Japanese  imports  from 
the  United  States  are  growing.  The 
United  States  is  taking  steps  to  correct 
its  economic  policies.  At  the  same  time, 
the  Japanese  Government  has  resolved 
to  alter  its  economic  structure.  The 
United  States  and  Japan  will  undertake 
a  structural  dialogue,  and  we  both  will 
participate  in  the  new  international 
economic  monitoring  system.  Market 
access  negotiations  on  specific  products 
will  continue.  I  am  confident  that 
through  perseverance  and  cooperation, 
the  United  States  and  Japan  will  solve 
their  economic  problems  in  a  way  that 
will  contribute  to  increased  prosperity  in 
each  country  and  to  an  ever  more  solid 
and  productive  relationship  across  the 
board.  ■ 


Economic  Sanctions 

to  Combat  International  Terrorism 


The  following  article  is  adapted  from  a 
report  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
State  in  response  to  a  request  from 
Senators  Richard  G.  Lugar  and  Frank 
H.  Murkowskifor  an  analysis  of  the 
advisability  of  economic  sanctions  as  a 
diplomatic  tool  to  combat  international 
terrorism. 


Advisability  of  Imposing 
Antiterrorism  Sanctions 

This  Administration  is  taking  actions  to 
combat  international  terrorism  by  every 
legitimate  means.  Economic  sanctions 
are  an  integral  part  of  peaceful  meas- 
ures that  we  can  take  to  deter  states 
from  supporting  terrorism.  The  advisa- 
bility of  imposing  sanctions  depends  on 
their  likely  effectiveness  and  the  eco- 
nomic and  diplomatic  consequences  for 
the  United  States.  In  addition  to  their 
potential  economic  effect,  sanctions  may 
serve  useful  political  and  diplomatic 
ends. 

Economic  sanctions  may  be  used  to 
pressure  targeted  states  to  change  their 
policies  and  to  strengthen  the  resolve  of 
others,  such  as  neighboring  countries  or 
U.S.  allies,  in  dealing  with  governments 
that  support  terrorism.  Although  sanc- 
tions such  as  trade  controls  may  ad- 
versely affect  our  global  trade  position 
and  may  have  a  particularly  negative 
impact  on  some  U.S.  firms,  they  demon- 
strate our  resolve  and  show  that  we  are 
prepared  to  accept  economic  losses,  if 
necessary,  in  our  battle  against  ter- 
rorism. Openly  acknowledging  that  the 
United  States  also  will  suffer  from  sanc- 
tions helps  us  to  encourage  others  to  fol- 
low our  example  and  make  the  required 
trade  and  financial  sacrifices.  At  the 
Tokyo  economic  summit,  the  seven  par- 
ticipating heads  of  government  agreed 
in  their  Declaration  on  International 
Terrorism  that: 

Terrorism  has  no  justification.  .   .   .[It] 
must  be  fought  effectively  through  deter- 
mined, tenacious,  discreet  and  patient  action 
combining  national  measures  with  interna- 
tional cooperation. 

However,  antiterrorism  considera- 
tions, as  important  as  they  are,  are  only 
one  facet  of  our  policy  toward  any  coun- 
try. Other  relevant  factors— strategic, 
political,  economic,  humanitarian— must 
play  a  part  in  deciding  whether  to  un- 
dertake an  action  such  as  imposing 


trade  controls.  Thus,  in  the  abstract  it  is 
difficult  to  evaluate  the  advisability  of 
sanctions.  A  particular  course  may  be 
advisable  in  one  case  but  inappropriate 
in  another.  The  Administration  banned 
virtually  all  trade  and  financial  transac- 
tions with  Libya  after  it  became  clear 
that  previous  actions,  including  partial 
sanctions,  had  not  gone  far  enough. 
Similar  action  may  not  be  useful  in  the 
case  of  other  countries  that  support 
international  terrorism. 


Economic  Consequences  of 
Trade  Sanctions 

Impact  on  Target  Countries.  The  effec- 
tiveness of  U.S.  economic  sanctions  in 
exerting  economic  pressure  on  a  foreign 
government  depends  on  many  factors, 
including  the  U.S.  trade  relationship 
with  the  target  country,  the  availability 
of  similar  products  from  other  countries, 
and  alternative  markets  for  the  target 
country's  products.  The  diversity  of  sup- 
ply that  characterizes  most  widely 
traded  goods  today  limits  the  impact  of 
unilateral  trade  sanctions  on  the  target 
country's  behavior:  when  one  country  or 
group  of  countries  decides  to  withhold 
goods  or  services  from  a  terrorist- 
supporting  state,  other  suppliers  may 
move  in  to  fill  the  gap.  Similarly,  a 
unilateral  boycott  of  the  products  of  a 
terrorist-supporting  state  may  simply 
shift  market  patterns.  In  the  absence  of 
international  cooperation,  the  terrorist 
state  often  obtains  what  it  wants  to  buy 
and  finds  alternative  customers  for  what 
it  has  to  sell,  and  our  intended  infiuence 
on  it  is  correspondingly  reduced.  Sanc- 
tions, however,  can  have  a  significant 
effect  in  sectors  where  the  United 
States  is  the  key  supplier.  Export  con- 
trols tend  to  have  the  greatest  economic 
impact  over  the  short  term,  as  current 
sources  of  supply  are  interrupted  and 
the  target  economy  struggles  to  adjust. 
The  precise  impact  is  often  difficult 
to  judge  because  reliable,  up-to-date  eco- 
nomic data  may  be  lacking.  In  the  case 
of  Libya,  we  believe  that  the  measures 
taken  in  January  1986  to  ban  virtually 
all  economic  activity  with  that  country, 
magnified  by  the  steep  decline  in  oil 
prices,  are  contributing  to  the  deteriora- 
tion of  the  Libyan  economy.  Other  coun- 
tries' willingness  to  join  us  increases  the 
economic  effectiveness  of  the  sanctions. 
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From  1978  to  1980,  the  United 
States  provided  6%  of  Libya's  imports, 
according  to  International  Monetary 
Fund  (IMF)  figures.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  European  Community  (EC)  ac- 
counted for  more  than  60%  of  Libya's 
total  imports,  while  other  Western 
industrialized  countries  supplied  an  addi- 
tional lOVc-loVf.  However,  U.S.  export 
controls  probably  have  assumed  an  en- 
hanced significance  because  they  focus 
on  items,  such  as  aircraft  and  sophisti- 
cated oil  field  equipment,  that  may  not 
be  readily  available  from  other 
countries. 

As  a  result  of  increasingly  more 
stringent  export  controls  in  1981  and 
1982,  the  U.S.  market  share  in  1983 
decreased  to  2.5%  of  Libyan  imports. 
IMF  statistics  indicate  that,  as  a  result 
of  the  downturn  in  the  Libyan  economy, 
European  Community  exports  to  Libya 
also  declined  in  absolute  terms  during 
this  period.  It  appears  that  our  Euro- 
pean trading  partners  were  restrained 
in  assuming  lost  U.S.  business.  Newly 
industrialized  countries,  however,  includ- 
ing South  Korea  and  Brazil,  substantial- 
ly increased  their  share  of  exports  to 
Libya. 

Following  our  1982  ban  on  crude  oil 
imports,  U.S.  imports  from  Libya 
declined  dramatically,  from  $7.4  billion 
in  1980  to  only  $865,000  in  1983,  accord- 
ing to  Commerce  Department  statistics. 
The  President's  Executive  Order  of 
January  7,  1986,  prohibited  virtually  all 
direct  trade  to  or  from  Libya. 

Libya  traditionally  has  sought  out 
U.S.  contractors  because  of  their  reputa- 
tion and  reliability.  Although  the  impact 
on  services  is  not  easily  quantified,  the 
departure  of  U.S.  firms  providing  con- 
sulting, management,  construction,  and 
contracting  services  to  Libya's  oil  indus- 
try and  major  development  projects 
could  be  costly  to  the  Libyan  economy 
in  terms  of  temporary  disruptions  and 
recontracting  time.  We  have  obtained 
I)romises  from  the  other  Summit  Seven 
countries  to  try  to  discourage  their 
firms  from  replacing  departing  Ameri- 
can companies.  How  this  will  work  out 
in  practice  remains  to  be  seen,  but  the 
Italian  presence,  for  example,  has  fallen 
from  15,000-17,000  to  under  3,000. 

Impact  on  the  U.S.  Economy. 
When  the  Administration  has  restricted 
trade  with  countries  supporting  ter- 
rorism, it  has  acted  in  full  awareness 
that  such  measures  also  have  costs  for 
the  U.S.  economy.  These  can  be  divided 
into: 


Direct  costs  in  terms  of  lost  trade; 


•  Indirect  costs  in  our  trade  with 
other  trading  partners. 

Direct  Costs.  The  sheer  size  of  the 
U.S.  economy  has  helped  absorb  the 
direct  costs  of  our  trade  controls.  For 
example,  U.S.  exports  to  Libya  in  the 
late  1970s,  before  imposition  of  antiter- 
rorism export  controls,  accounted  for 
less  than  1%  of  all  U.S.  exports.  As  a 
result  of  our  export  controls,  U.S.  ex- 
ports to  Libya  declined  by  $500  million 
from  1981  to  1982  and  by  another  $191 
million  in  1983.  These  direct  costs  often 
fall  unevenly  on  different  sectors  of  the 
U.S.  economy.  In  the  Libyan  case,  the 
most  severe  impact  was  on  the  U.S.  air- 
craft and  petroleum  industries,  which 
previously  had  dominated  the  Libyan 
market.  In  1983  alone,  the  Administra- 
tion denied  licenses  to  sell  $597.5-million 
worth  of  large  civil  transport  aircraft  to 
Libya.  The  Commerce  Department  esti- 
mates that  in  the  petroleum  sector,  our 
controls  prevented  U.S.  firms  from  pur- 
suing contracts  worth  at  least  $150 
million  in  1984  and  1985  for  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Ras  Lanuf  refinery  and 
petrochemical  plant  in  Libya. 

U.S.  trade  with  other  terrorist- 
supporting  countries  also  has  decreased 
in  recent  years.  For  example,  exports  to 
Iran  declined  from  $954  million  in  1979 
to  just  under  $74  million  in  1985,  and 
imports  from  $2.7  billion  to  $762  million. 
Trade  with  Syria  and  South  Yemen  is 
mininal.  In  1985,  we  exported 
$106-million  worth  of  goods  to  Syria, 
while  importing  less  than  $3  million. 
For  South  Yemen,  the  figures  were 
$9  million  of  exports  and  $1  million  of 
imports. 

Indirect  Costs.  The  use  of  economic 
sanctions  also  may  entail  significant  in- 
direct costs— generally  incurred  over  a 
longer  period.  Frequent  use  of  unilateral 
trade  controls  for  foreign  policy  pur- 
poses can  damage  the  reputation  of 
American  firms  as  reliable  suppliers. 
Customers  forced  to  buy  elsewhere  may 
never  return  to  their  U.S.  suppliers. 
Other  U.S.  trading  partners  may  change 
suppliers  or  deliberately  "design  out" 
U.S.  components  in  their  manufactured 
goods  to  avoid  restrictions  on  where 
they  can  sell.  For  instance,  the  Com- 
merce Department  has  reported  that 
some  foreign  aircraft  manufacturers  are 
increasingly  avoiding  U.S.  high- 
technology  navigational  devices  for  fear 
that  new  U.S.  export  controls  might  be 
imposed,  thereby  preventing  sales  or 
curtailing  supplies  of  parts.  U.S.  firms 
also  report  that  they  are  being  pre- 
cluded from  major  aircraft  projects  in 


and 


some  countries  that  do  business  vdth 
Libya  and  other  targeted  countries. 

On  the  other  hand,  economic  conse- 
quences flow  from  the  continuation  of 
terrorism.  Some  countries  have  been 
reluctant  to  join  in  sanctions  because  of 
concerns  about  losing  the  economic 
benefits  of  trade  with  Libya.  However, 
the  terrorist  threat  and  growing  pubHc 
concern  about  terrorism  are  costing 
airhnes  and  other  businesses,  including 
American  firms,  millions  of  dollars  in 
lost  tourism  and  increased  security 
costs.  Although  difficult  to  quantify, 
there  is  a  growing  economic  cost  from 
the  lack  of  sufficient  international 
cooperation  to  make  economic  and  politi- 
cal sanctions  more  effective. 


Diplomatic  Consequences 
of  Trade  Sanctions 

Leaving  aside  their  economic  impact, 
sanctions  can  be  used  for  their  political 
or  diplomatic  effect  to  demonstrate  U.S. 
determination  to  oppose  another  nation's 
support  of  terrorism.  Sanctions  send  a 
powerful  nonmilitary  signal  that  we  will 
not  countenance  business  as  usual  with 
those  who  support  terrorists.  They 
demonstrate  that  we  support  our  poH- 
cies  with  actions  as  well  as  words  and 
are  prepared  to  incur  costs  in  our  battle 
against  international  terrorism.  This 
serves  to  refute  criticisms  that  we  ask 
our  allies  to  make  sacrifices  while  we 
continue  to  profit  from  commercial  rela- 
tions with  countries  supporting  terrorism 
or  that  we  are  unwilling  to  try  "peace- 
ful measures"  before  taking  other  steps. 

Sanctions  can  have  political  costs  as 
well.  U.S.  policy  attempts  to  consider 
political  as  well  as  economic  conse- 
quences of  sanctions  in  adjusting  our 
responses.  To  the  extent  that  we  have 
other  interests  and  prospects  for  cooper- 
ation with  a  targeted  country,  the 
United  States  must  weigh  the  probable 
loss  of  influence  against  the  expected 
benefits  from  economic  sanctions.  Meas- 
ures that  appear  unnecessarily  harsh  or 
inappropriate  can  undermine  our  credi- 
bility with  the  targeted  country  as  well 
as  vdth  friendly  countries  whose  support 
we  seek. 

Economic  sanctions  can  also  create 
difficulties  in  our  poHtical  relations  with 
friendly  countries  that  are  unwilling  to 
take  measures  similar  to  ours.  These 
tensions  may  increase  when  our  controls 
are  applied  extraterritorially  to  persons 
or  things  within  the  territories  of  friend- 
ly countries  in  a  manner  they  consider 
infringes  on  their  sovereignty.  Our  ex- 
perience with  the  gas  pipeline  sanctions 
against  the  Soviet  Union  demonstrated 
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the  problems  of  extending  unilateral 
U.S.  sanctions  effectively  to  overseas 
subsidiaries  of  U.S.  companies.  Several 
European  countries,  including  the 
United  Kingdom,  have  enacted  blocking 
legislation  that  can  be  invoked  to  pro- 
hibit persons  in  their  territories  from 
complying  with  U.S.  controls.  For  these 
reasons,  the  Administration  has  at- 
tempted to  moderate,  where  appropri- 
ate, the  extraterritorial  reach  of  our 
sanctions.  For  instance,  our  most  recent 
sanctions  against  Libya  were  not  ex- 
tended to  foreign  subsidiaries  of  U.S. 
firms  or  to  reexports  of  U.S. -origin 
goods,  except  transshipments. 

All  of  these  considerations  influenced 
our  decision  to  impose  economic  sanc- 
tions against  Libya.  Unilateral  U.S.  re- 
strictions underscored  our  opposition  to 
Qadhafi's  policies,  but  they  did  not 
produce  sufficient  economic  and  political 
pressures  to  cause  significant  policy 
change.  The  decision  to  end  all  direct 
commercial  relations  with  Libya  showed 
our  allies  that  we  are  willing  to  accept 
heavy  costs  and  may  have  contributed 
to  our  recent  success  in  obtaining  mul- 
tilateral cooperation,  albeit  Hmited,  on 
sanctions  and  other  measures. 

Libya  is  an  exceptional  case.  There 
are  major  qualitiative  differences  be- 
tween our  relationship  with  Libya  and 
other  countries  on  the  terrorism  list.  We 
have  normal  diplomatic  relations  with 
Syria  and  maintain  a  limited  dialogue 
with  some  of  the  other  countries.  In 
stark  contrast  to  Libya,  we  have  been 
able  on  occasion  to  use  our  relationships 
with  those  countries  to  the  benefit  of 
U.S.  interests. 

Potential  for  Gaining  International 
or  Multilateral  Cooperation 

It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  abstractly  the 
potential  for  gaining  international  or 
multilateral  cooperation  for  sanctions 
against  countries  that  support  or  harbor 
terrorists. 

Since  the  United  States,  Japan,  and 
Western  Europe  together  account  for 
nearly  three-quarters  of  the  world's 
GNP  [gross  national  product]  and  trade, 
the  position  of  our  allies  is  worth  noting. 
The  allies  are  reluctant  to  adopt  eco- 
nomic sanctions  for  several  reasons. 

First,  most  maintain  that  sanctions 
are  ineffective,  often  pointing  to  past  ef- 
forts where  they  believe  sanctions 
failed,  such  as  Rhodesia. 

Second,  many  allies  have  substantial 
commercial  interests  as  well  as  citizens 
who  might  be  placed  in  jeopardy  by  im- 
posing sanctions. 


Our  major  European  allies  belong  to 
the  European  Community.  Community 
decisions  on  sanctions  historically  have 
been  made  on  the  basis  of  consensus. 
Given  the  strong  opposition  of  some  EC 
members  to  economic  sanctions,  for 
reasons  outlined  above,  consensus  is 
difficult  to  achieve  in  most  cases. 

The  allies  are  prepared,  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis,  to  take  specific  actions 
short  of  broad  economic  sanctions.  In 
the  Libyan  case,  the  EC  agreed  at  an 
early  date  that  members  would  not  sell 
weapons  or  military  equipment  to  Libya 
and  that,  to  the  extent  possible,  EC 
governments  would  prevent  their  com- 
panies from  undermining  U.S.  actions 
and  replacing  U.S.  companies.  Other 
measures,  reaffirmed  at  the  Tokyo  sum- 
mit, such  as  reducing  the  staffs  of  the 
Libyan  Peoples'  Bureaus,  also  are  being 
implemented  in  a  number  of  countries. 
We  welcome  the  cooperation  achieved 
and  the  strong  signal  it  sends.  We  are 
consulting  closely  with  our  allies  and 
have  been  urging  additional  measures. 

Adequacy  of  Existing  Authority 
to  Impose  Economic  Sanctions 

Existing  legislation  gives  the  President 
extensive  authority  to  take  economic 
measures  against  countries  supporting 
terrorism.  This  authority  has  proven 
sufficient  to  impose  broad  controls  on 
trade  and  other  economic  activity  with 
such  countries.  The  Export  Administra- 
tion Act  of  1979,  as  amended,  authorizes 
restrictions  on  exports  to  countries  that 
support  terrorism,  and  the  recently 
enacted  International  Security  and  De- 
velopment Cooperation  Act  of  1985 
authorizes  a  ban  on  imports  from  such 
countries.  U.S.  law  also  permits  a  wide 
range  of  other  antiterrorism  sanctions, 
including  a  cutoff  of  foreign  assistance 
and  arms  sales  and  termination  of  air 
services.  In  addition,  the  International 
Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act  au- 
thorizes the  President,  upon  declaration 
of  a  national  emergency,  to  regulate  or 
prohibit  a  wide  range  of  trade  and  finan- 
cial transactions.  An  appendix  to  this 
report  describes  the  most  important  of 
these  authorities. 

Under  Section  6(j)  of  the  Export 
Administration  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
State  has  designated  Libya,  Syria,  Iran, 
Cuba,  and  the  People's  Democratic 
Republic  of  Yemen  (South  Yemen)  as 
countries  that  have  repeatedly  provided 
support  for  international  terrorism. 
These  designations  are  periodically 
reviewed,  and  changes  are  made  when- 
ever a  country's  conduct  so  warrants. 


Cuba  and  Iran  were  added  to  the  list  in 
1982  and  1984,  respectively;  Iraq  was 
removed  in  1982. 

As  our  sanctions  against  these  coun- 
tries and,  more  recently,  our  ban  on  vir- 
tually all  trade  and  financial  transactions 
with  Libya  illustrate,  the  Administration 
is  prepared  to  use  these  authorities 
vigorously.  We  must  continue,  however, 
to  take  specific  circumstances  into  ac- 
count, including  the  probable  effective- 
ness and  diplomatic  and  economic 
consequences  of  our  actions.  Other  key 
factors  include  the  entire  range  of  rela- 
tions we  have  with  a  specific  nation  and 
the  direction  of  its  policies.  Legislation 
that  would  tie  our  hands  by  mandating 
blanket  prohibitions  on  trade  and/or 
financial  transactions  could  harm  U.S. 
business  and  relations  with  our  allies 
without  imposing  any  significant  costs 
on  the  target  country. 

Flexibility  is  essential  to  respond  to 
the  unique  and  often  rapidly  changing 
circumstances  of  each  case.  For  in- 
stance, during  the  Iranian  hostage 
crisis,  we  imposed  extensive  prohibitions 
on  trade  and  financial  transactions  with 
Iran.  These  sanctions  provided  a  power- 
ful negotiating  tool  in  working  for  the 
release  of  the  hostages.  Had  the  sanc- 
tions been  statutorily  required,  this 
leverage  would  have  been  lost.  Armed 
with  the  flexibility  to  lift  U.S.  trade 
sanctions,  we  were  able  to  conclude  the 
1981  Algiers  accord  and  secure  the 
release  of  the  hostages. 


APPENDIX  A 

Statutory  Authorities  for  Sanctions 

U.S.  law  permits  a  wide  range  of  sanc- 
tions by  the  executive  branch  against 
countries  involved  in  international  ter- 
rorism. These  include  terminating  as- 
sistance and  arms  sales,  imposing 
import  and  export  controls,  suspending 
Export-Import  Bank  (Eximbank)  credits, 
and,  upon  declaration  of  a  national  emer- 
gency, prohibiting  financial  transactions. 
The  most  important  authorities  are 
discussed  below. 

Emergency  Powers.  The  Interna- 
tional Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act 
authorizes  the  President  to  regulate  or 
prohibit  a  wide  range  of  trade  and  finan- 
cial transactions  involving  property  in 
which  any  foreign  country  or  national 
has  an  interest.  This  authority  may  be 
used  to  deal  with  "an  unusual  and  ex- 
traordinary threat,  which  has  its  source 
in  whole  or  substantial  part  outside  the 
United  States,  to  the  national  security, 
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foreign  policy,  or  economy  of  the  United 
States,  if  the  President  declares  a  na- 
tional emergency  with  respect  to  that 
threat." 

Commercial  Exports.  Section  3(8)  of 
the  Export  Administration  Act  states 
that  it  is  "the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  use  export  controls  to  en- 
courage other  countries  to  take  immedi- 
ate steps  to  prevent  the  use  of  their 
territories  or  resources  to  aid,  en- 
courage, or  give  sanctuary  to  those  per- 
sons involved  in  directing,  supporting, 
or  participating  in  acts  of  international 
terrorism."  Section  6(a)  authorizes  the 
President  to  adopt  foreign  policy  con- 
trols on  exports  of  goods  or  technology 
subject  to  U.S.  jurisdiction  (or  by  any 
person  subject  to  U.S.  jurisdiction)  to 
carry  out  this  policy.  This  authority  is 
exercised  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
State,  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative, 
and  certain  others. 

Imposition  of  foreign  policy  controls 
under  the  act  is  subject  to  procedural 
and  substantive  limitations.  For  exam- 
ple, section  3(8)  provides  that  the  Presi- 
dent "shall  make  reasonable  and  prompt 
efforts  to  secure  the  removal  or  reduc- 
tion of  such  assistance  to  international 
terrorists  through  international  coopera- 
tion and  agi-eement  before  imposing  ex- 
port controls."  There  are  requirements 
for  consultation,  reports,  and  findings  as 
well  as  special  limits  on  prior  contracts 
and  foreign  availability. 

Antiterrorism  export  controls  im- 
posed under  the  Export  Administration 
Act  are  aimed  at  restricting  the  export 
of  goods  or  technology  that  would  con- 
tribute significantly  to  the  military 
potential  or  enhance  the  terrorist- 
support  capabilities  of  such  countries. 
These  controls  cover  large  aircraft; 
militarized  vehicles;  specially  designed 
ecjuipment  with  which  to  produce  mili- 
tary items;  crime  control  and  detection 
equipment;  and  all  goods  and  technology 
subject  to  national  security  controls  if 
destined  for  military  use  and  valued  at 
$7  million  or  more.  These  controls  were 
recently  expanded  to  restrict  the  export 
of  light  helicopters  (helicopters  over 
10,000  pounds  were  already  controlled). 
P\)r  Iran,  all  aircraft,  parts  and  avionics, 
and  large  marine  outboard  engines  are 
embargoed;  national  security-controlled 
goorls  and  technologies  with  military  aj)- 
plications  also  are  controlled.  Libya  and 
Cuba  are  subject  to  comprehensive 
trade  and  financial  embargoes^ 

Imports.  Section  505  of  the  Interna- 
tional Security  and  Development 
Cooperation  Act  of  1985  authorizes  the 


President  to  "ban  the  importation  into 
the  United  States  of  any  good  or  service 
from  any  country  which  supports  ter- 
rorism or  terrorist  organizations  or 
harbors  terrorists  or  terrorist  organi- 
zations." Prior  consultation  vdth  Con- 
gress is  required  "in  every  possible 
instance,"  and  a  report  must  be  sent  to 
Congress  when  the  authority  is  exer- 
cised. Until  this  new  authority  was 
enacted,  imports  could  be  controlled 
only  under  the  International  Emergency 
Economic  Powers  Act  pursuant  to  a 
declaration  of  national  emergency  or  un- 
der the  UN  Participation  Act  pursuant 
to  mandatory  Security  Council 
sanctions. 

Libya.  Section  505  was  invoked 
most  recently  to  cut  off  trade  with 
Libya.  In  addition  to  the  more  general 
authorities  to  control  imports  and  ex- 
ports discussed  above,  Section  504  of 
the  International  Security  and  Develop- 
ment Cooperation  Act  of  1985  authorizes 
the  President  to  prohibit  imports  of  any 
article  grown,  produced,  extracted,  or 
manufactured  in  Libya.  It  also  author- 
izes the  President  to  prohibit  exports  to 
Libya  of  any  goods  or  technology  sub- 
ject to  U.S.  jurisdiction  or  exported  by 
any  person  subject  to  U.S.  jurisdiction. 

Foreign  Assistance.  The  executive 
branch  may  terminate  or  decline  to  pro- 
vide assistance  for  any  foreign  policy 
reason  to  any  recipient  of  U.S.  as- 
sistance under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act,  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act,  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act,  and  the  Peace  Corps 
Act. 

Arms  Sales.  The  executive  branch 
may  decline  to  make  military  sales  to 
any  country  for  any  appropriate  foreign 
policy  reason  (including  antiterrorism 
considerations),  and  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  gives  the 
Secretary  of  State  responsibility  for 
authorizing  sales  to  any  particular  coun- 
try and  in  what  amounts.  The  Depart- 
ment of  State  also  has  the  authority, 
pursuant  to  section  38  of  the  act  and  the 
Department's  International  Traffic  in 
Arms  Regulations,  to  deny  or  cancel 
licenses  for  private  arms  exports  for  any 
foreign  policy  reason  (including  the 
recipient's  support  of  terrorism).  Under 
this  authority,  the  Administration  pro- 
hibits the  export  of  items  on  the  U.S. 
Munitions  List  to  countries  supporting 
terrorism. 

Eximbank  Programs.  Section 
2(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Export-Import  Bank 
Act  explicitly  mentions  U.S.  policy  with 


respect  to  international  terrorism  as  one 
of  a  limited  category  of  nonfinancial  con- 
siderations that  can  justify  Eximbank 
denial  of  applications  for  credit,  if  the 
President  determines  that  such  action 
"would  be  in  the  national  interest"  and 
would  "clearly  and  importantly  ad- 
vance" U.S.  antiterrorism  policy. 

Aviation  Sanctions.  The  Federal 
Aviation  Act  grants  sweeping  authority 
to  the  executive  branch  to  impose  avia- 
tion sanctions  in  response  to  terrorism 
as  well  as  inadequate  aviation  security. 

•  Section  1114(a)  authorizes  the 
President  to  suspend  air  transportation 
between  the  United  States  and  any 
country  that  he  determines  is  violating 
The  Hague  convention  or  is  aiding  any 
terrorist  organization  that  supports  the 
seizure  of  aircraft  as  an  instrument  of 
policy. 

•  Section  1114(a)  further  authorizes 
the  President  to  suspend  air  transporta- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  any 
foreign  state  that  maintains  air  service 
with  a  third  country  guilty  of  violating 
The  Hague  convention  or  aiding  a  ter- 
rorist organization. 

•  Section  1115  authorizes  the  Secre- 
tary of  Transportation,  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
after  90  days'  notice  to  the  foreign  coun- 
try, to  withhold,  revoke,  or  impose  con- 
ditions on  the  operating  authority  of  any 
U.S.  or  foreign  air  carrier  to  operate  be- 
tween the^  United  States  and  a  foreign 
airport  characterized  by  inadequate 
security.  Immediate  suspension  is  man- 
dated when  "a  condition  exists  that 
threatens  the  safety  or  security  of  pas- 
sengers, aircraft,  or  crew  [and]  the  pub- 
he  interest  [so]  requires."  In  addition, 
the  President  is  authorized  to  prohibit 
U.S.  and  foreign  air  carriers  from 
providing  service  between  the  United 
States  and  any  foreign  airport  that  is 
directly  or  indirectly  served  by  aircraft 
flying  to  or  from  an  inadequately  se- 
cured airport. 

•  The  Federal  Aviation  Act  also 
contains  sufficient  authority  for  the 
Department  of  Transportation  to  pro- 
hibit the  sale  in  the  United  States  of 
airline  tickets  to  countries  against  which 
aviation  sanctions  have  been  imposed. 


APPENDIX  B 

Sanctions  Required  by  U.S.  Law 

In  addition  to  the  statutory  authorities 
described  above,  a  number  of  other  pro- 
visions of  U.S.  law  require  the  imposi- 


30 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


ECONOMICS 


tion  of  sanctions  on  countries  that 
facilitate  international  terrorism. 

Commercial  Exports.  Section  6(j)  of 
the  Export  Administration  Act  requires 
that  certain  congressional  committees  be 
notified  at  least  30  days  before  any 
license  is  approved  for  exports  valued  at 
more  than  $7  million  concerning  which 
the  Secretary  of  State  has  made  the  fol- 
lowing determinations: 

•  The  target  country  has  repeatedly 
provided  support  for  acts  of  interna- 
tional terrorism;  and 

•  Such  exports  would  contribute  sig- 
nificantly to  the  military  potential  of  the 
country,  including  its  military  logistics 
capability,  or  would  enhance  its  abihty 
to  support  acts  of  international  ter- 
rorism. 

Technically,  there  is  no  requirement 
that  licenses  for  the  exports  actually  be 
denied  if  the  necessary  advance  notice  is 
given.  As  amended  this  year,  this  sec- 
tion requires  that  once  a  determination 
is  made  regarding  a  particular  country, 
it  may  not  be  rescinded  unless  the 
President  certifies  and  reports  to  Con- 
gress that: 

•  The  country  concerned  has  not 
provided  support  for  international  ter- 
rorism, including  support  or  sanctuary 
for  any  major  terrorist  or  terrorist 
group  in  its  territory,  during  the  preced- 
ing 6-month  period;  and 

•  The  country  concerned  has  pro- 
vided assurances  that  it  will  not  support 
acts  of  international  terrorism  in  the 
future. 

Foreign  Assistance.  Section  620A  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  (FAA),  as 
amended  this  year,  prohibits  assistance 
under  the  FAA,  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act,  the 
Peace  Corps  Act,  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945,  or  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  to  any  country  that  the 
President  determines: 

•  Grants  sanctuary  from  prosecution 
to  any  individual  or  group  that  has  com- 
mitted an  act  of  international  terrorism; 
or 

•  Otherwise  supports  international 
terrorism. 

The  President  may  waive  this  prohi- 
bition if  he  determines  and  notifies 
Congress  "that  national  security  or 
humanitarian  reasons  justify  such 
waiver."  If  sanctions  are  imposed,  the 
section  states  that  the  President  should 
call  on  other  countries  to  take  similar 
action.  Moreover,  Section  512  of  the 


Foreign  Assistance  and  Related  Ap- 
propriations Act  of  1986  prohibits  use  of 
any  appropriated  funds  for  assistance  to, 
inter  alia,  Libya,  Syria,  South  Yemen, 
and  Cuba. 

Foreign  Military  Sales.  Section  3(f) 
of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  re- 
quires the  President  to  terminate  all 
sales  under  the  act  to  any  government 
"which  aids  or  abets,  by  granting  sanc- 
tuary from  prosecution  to,  any  individu- 
al or  group  which  has  committed  an  act 
of  international  terrorism."  Once  this 
provision  is  invoked,  sales  may  not  be 
made  for  a  1-year  period  (to  be  ex- 
tended for  an  additional  year  for  any 
subsequent  grant  of  sanctuary).  The 
President  may  refrain  from  invoking  the 
provision  if  he  finds  and  reports  to  Con- 
gress "that  the  national  security  re- 
quires otherwise." 

Trade  Preferences.  Section  502(b)(7) 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  requires  that 
the  President  not  designate  a  country  as 
a  "beneficiary  developing  country"  for 
purposes  of  the  generalized  system  of 
preferences  if  such  country  "aids  or 
abets,  by  granting  sanctuary  from 
prosecution  to,  any  individual  or  group 
which  has  committed  an  act  of  interna- 
tional terrorism."  The  President  may, 
nonetheless,  make  such  a  designation  if 


he  determines  and  reports  to  Congress 
"that  such  designation  will  be  in  the  na- 
tional economic  interest  of  the  United 

States." 

Aviation  Sanctions.  Section  1115  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act,  as  amended 
by  the  International  Security  and  De- 
velopment Cooperation  Act  of  1985,  re- 
quires the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
to  assess  security  conditions  at  interna- 
tional airports  abroad.  If  deficiencies  are 
found  and  not  corrected  within  90  days, 
the  U.S.  public  will  be  notified  through 
public  postings  at  airports,  a  notice  in 
the  Federal  Register,  ticket  supple- 
ments, and  a  travel  advisory. 

Section  552  of  the  International 
Security  and  Development  Cooperation 
Act  of  1985  provides  for  the  President 
to  suspend  foreign  assistance  to  a  coun- 
try that  has  an  airport  against  which 
sanctions  have  been  imposed  "if  the 
Secretary  of  State  determines  that  such 
country  is  a  high  terrorist  threat  coun- 
try." Suspension  may  be  waived  if  na- 
tional security  interests  or  a  humani- 
tarian emergency  require. 


^Our  embargo  on  Cuba  predates  the  an- 
titerrorism export  controls  and  was  imposed 
in  1963  under  the  Trading  With  the  Enemy 
Act.  ■ 


Trade  Policy: 

Where  Will  America  Lead? 


by  Douglas  W.  McMinn 

Address  before  the  Council  on 
Foreign  Affairs  in  Baltimore,  Maryland, 
on  July  2,  1986.  Mr.  McMinn  is  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Economic  and  Business 
Affairs. 

The  question  I  want  to  put  before  you 
tonight  is:  where  will  America  lead? 
Will  America  lead  to  more  open  trade 
among  nations?  Will  America  lead  to 
greater  economic  and  political  freedom 
around  the  world?  When  put  to  the  test, 
what  course  will  we  steer  for  ourselves 
and  the  world? 


Economic  and  Political  Freedom 

As  we  approach  the  Fourth  of  July,  it  is 
appropriate  to  remind  ourselves  of  the 
fundamental  principles  on  which  our 
nation  is  built.  The  Founding  Fathers 


understood  that  political  and  economic 
freedom  were  inseparable  and  believed 
that  human  freedom  and  private  initia- 
tive would  bring  America  progress  and 
prosperity.  We  have  grown  from  a  weak 
colony  to  a  prosperous  nation  by 
remaining  true  to  the  vision  of  the 
Founding  Fathers. 

Two  hundred  and  ten  years  have 
passed  since  the  signing  of  the 
Declaration  of  Independence.  In  their 
wildest  dreams  the  Founding  Fathers 
could  never  have  imagined  how  success- 
ful America's  experiment  with  freedom 
would  be. 

Our  pohtical  and  economic  freedom 
serves  as  an  inspiring  example  to  the 
rest  of  the  world.  Countries  in  Asia, 
Africa,  Latin  America,  and  even  Europe 
are  embracing  democracy.  In  a  quieter 
but  equally  important  revolution, 
nations  all  over  the  world  are  rejecting 
state-controlled,  interventionist  economic 
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systems  and  afloptinj^'  inarkel-oriented 
economic  re.t^imes. 

One  of  the  fundamental  pi'inciples  of 
economic  freedom  is  free  and  open 
trade.  History  has  taught  us  that  the 
freer  the  flow  of  trade,  the  greater 
world  economic  progress  and  the 
greater  the  incentive  for  ])eaceful 
relations  among  nations. 

Trade 

At  the  moment,  one  of  the  top  issues  in 
Washington  is  trade  policy.  Recently, 
the  House  of  Representatives  passed  an 
omnibus  trade  bill.  The  Senate  has  now 
taken  up  trade  legislation. 

It  is  within  the  context  of  economic 
and  political  freedom  that  we  need  to 
e.xamine  today's  trade  policy  debate. 
When  the  trade  bills  are  debated  on 
Capitol  Hill,  the  vision  of  the  upcoming- 
November  elections  is  clear  and  present. 
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The  voices  of  the  special  interests  are 
persistent  and  pervasive.  The  national 
interest  is  less  clearly  heard. 

H.R.  4800,  the  House  trade  bill 
which  passed  overwhelmingly  on  May  22, 
is  a  blueprint  for  closing  markets. 
Frankly,  it  is  a  bill  based  on  election- 
year  politics.  It  would  halt  and  reverse 
the  progress  in  international  trade  built 
up  over  the  past  40  years.  It  is  sure  to 
increase  political  and  economic  tensions 
around  the  world.  H.R.  4800  offers 
trade  restriction  as  the  solution  without 
understanding  the  true  nature  of  the 
trade  problem. 

What  Is  the  Trade  Problem? 

I  won't  stand  here  and  tell  you  that 
there  is  no  trade  problem.  There  is  a 
problem.  We  are  e.xperiencing  the 
largest  trade  deficits  in  our  history. 
During  the  past  2  years,  the  deficit  set 
a  record  virtually  every  month.  That 
pattern  may  not  yet  be  broken.  These 
massive  trade  deficits,  and  the  even 
larger  Federal  budget  deficits,  are 
serious  and  must  not  be  ignored.  Among 
other  factors,  these  deficits  have  eroded 
the  important  coalition  we  have  had  in 
this  country  for  freer,  more  open  trade. 
Deficits  of  this  magnitude  are  almost 
certainly  not  sustainable. 

We  must  take  action  to  deal  with 
our  deficits  and  the  concerns  they 
generate.  We  must  rebuild  that  coalition 
of  farmers,  consumers,  businessmen, 
politicians,  academics,  and— yes— even 
Washington  bureaucrats  that  has  shaped 
our  open  trading  policies.  And,  at  the 
same  time,  we  must  guard  against  false 
solutions  that  will  make  matters  worse. 

The  American  economy  has  per- 
formed well  over  the  last  4  years. 
Certain  industries  and  certain  areas  of 
the  country  are  in  difficulty,  but  their 
problems  are  set  in  a  powerful  pattern 
of  progress.  Overall,  we  are  better  off 
than  we  were  6  years  ago.  Prospects 
are  that  we  will  be  still  better  off  this 
year  and  the  next.  Deregulation,  market 
freedom,  private  sector  incentives,  and 
less  intrusive  government  have 
produced  this  progress.  We  have  rising 
incomes,  new  jobs,  low  infiation, 
pi-oductive  investment,  affordable 
housing,  lower  taxes,  dynamic  capital 
markets,  and  an  efficient  farm  sector. 

Why,  I  wonder,  are  some  now 
tempted  to  take  trade  policy  in  the 
opposite  direction?  Why  intervene  in 
international  markets  when  our 
domestic  successes  spring  from  less 
intervention?  Why  close  markets  when 
our  postwar  heritage  of  opening  them 


has  stimulated  the  greatest  expansion  of 
economic  well-being  in  the  history  of  the 
world?  Why  add  friction  and  increase 
the  risk  of  conflict  between  nations? 

Is  market  closing  the  best  way  to 
deal  with  our  trade  imbalance?  Are  the 
proponents  of  H.R.  4800  correct?  More 
to  the  point,  would  it  even  work? 

Let's  look  at  the  five  issues  most 
often  raised  in  today's  trade  debate. 

•  Why  do  we  have  a  trade  deficit? 

•  How  can  trade  policy  reduce  the 
deficit? 

•  Do  imports  cost  jobs? 

•  What  is  fair  trade? 

•  Do  we  have  a  trade  policy? 


Cause  of  the  Trade  Deficit 

First,  why  do  we  have  a  trade  deficit? 

The  fundamental  cause  is  that 
during  the  last  3  years  domestic 
investment  has  substantially  exceeded 
domestic  saving.  The  difference— that 
portion  of  our  total  investment  financed 
by  foreign  savings— is  equal  to  the 
deficit  in  our  trade  in  goods  and 
services.  Only  when  we  bring  domestic 
investment  and  domestic  saving  back 
into  balance  will  we  bring  our  trade 
account  back  into  balance. 

To  understand  how  the  present 
situation  arose,  we  have  to  look  again  at 
our  record  of  economic  performance. 
The  U.S.  economy  has  created  10  milHon 
new  jobs  since  1981;  investment  was 
necessary,  to  create  those  jobs.  In  the 
recovery  of  the  1980s,  investment  con- 
tributed more  to  growth  than  in  any 
previous  postwar  recovery.  Real  busi- 
ness investment  as  a  share  of  real  GNP 
[gross  national  product]  reached  a 
postwar  high.  The  American  people, 
collectively,  with  renewed  confidence  in 
the  economic  future,  invested  their 
savings  at  home  rather  than  lending 
abroad.  American  consumers  also  fueled 
economic  growth  through  their 
spending. 

For  its  part,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment embarked  on  a  monumental  effort 
to  rebuild  our  nation's  defenses— a 
public  investment  in  our  future  security. 
However,  while  private  savings  have 
exceeded  total  private  investment,  the 
Federal  Government  has  been  spending 
much  more  than  its  income.  This  draws 
off  savings  from  the  private  sector. 

How  is  it  possible  for  the  economy 
as  a  whole  to  spend  more  than  it  earns? 
It's  simple:  others  somewhere  in  the 
world  spend  less  than  they  earn  and 
invest  the  difference  the  America.  We 
are  able  to  support  our  ambitious 
investment  program,  public  and  private, 
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with  an  inflow  of  savings  from  abroad. 
That  inflow  of  savings  must  be 
accompanied  by  a  parallel  influx  of 
goods. 

To  reduce  the  trade  deficit,  we  must 
restore  a  better  balance  between  the 
demand  for  capital— our  public  and 
private  investment— and  the  domestic 
supply  of  capital— the  savings  generated 
by  households,  businesses,  and  govern- 
ment. We  can  invest  less  or  save  more. 
The  choice  is  ours. 

A  Trade  Policy  Remedy? 

What  role  can  trade  policy  play  in  all 
of  this? 

Trade  policy  does  not  significantly 
affect  the  trade  balance.  Let  me  repeat 
that:  trade  policy  does  not  significantly 
affect  the  trade  balance. 

To  be  sure,  some  trade  policy 
actions  may  cause  minor  shifts  in 
previous  saving  and  investment 
patterns.  But  trade  restrictions  do  not 
affect  the  fundamental  cause  of  the 
trade  deficit:  the  inability  of  domestic 
savings  to  finance  domestic  investment. 
Trade  restrictions  can  only  divert 
resources  to  protected  sectors  of  the 
economy  and  away  from  dynamic 
sectors  that  are  typically  left  unpro- 
tected. When  we  restrict  imports,  we 
act  not  so  much  against  foreign 
producers  as  against  our  own  domestic 
consumers,  our  industries  that  rely  on 
imported  materials,  and  our  farmers  and 
industries  who  need  foreign  markets. 

Trade  and  Jobs 

Well,  what  about  jobs?  Don't  imports 
cost  Americans  their  jobs?  Don't 
exports  create  jobs?  These  are  tough 
questions,  not  because  the  answers  are 
complex  or  remote  but  because  wrong 
answers  are  so  prevalent,  appealing,  and 
convenient. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  fewer  Ameri- 
cans are  engaged  in  producing  VCRs,  or 
color  televisions,  or  cameras,  or  even 
automobiles  and  steel  because  we 
import  these  items.  There  is  also  no 
doubt  that  more  Americans  are  engaged 
in  producing  aircraft,  computers, 
advanced  electronics,  and  agricultur-al 
products  because  we  export  them.  But 
it  is  a  fundamental  tj-uth  that  trade 
policy  affects  only  the  composition  of 
employment,  not  its  total  level.  You  can 
safely  dismiss  any  analysis  that  states 
that  a  particular  trade  restriction  will 
"save"  a  certain  number  of  American 
jobs.  Such  restrictions  do  not  save  jobs 


in  the  overall  but  shift  employment  fi'om 
our  most  dynamic  industries  to  less 
productive  sectors. 

Fairness  and  Market  Access 

But  what  about  fairness?  What  about 
the  "level  playing  field"  our  exporters 
have  a  right  to  expect?  Americans  value 
fairness— it  is  one  of  our  finest  national 
attributes.  If  we  are  not  being  treated 
fairly,  we  will  react,  whether  our  trade 
is  in  surplus  or  in  deficit. 

Without  doubt,  there  are  unfair 
trade  practices  in  the  world.  Although 
we  do  not  necessarily  agree,  even  some 
of  our  own  practices  are  perceived  as 
unfair  by  others.  Developing  countries 
complain  that  we  have  cut  our  sugar 
import  quotas  from  2.2  million  tons  in 
1985  to  1.7  million  tons  this  year;  our 
textile  imports  are  subject  to  tight 
controls;  the  new  farm  bill  expands 
subsidies  for  agricultural  exports;  we 
recently  restricted  imports  of  certain 
wood  products;  and  we  restrict  steel 
imports  from  17  countries  and  Europe. 
The  list  goes  on.  As  someone  said, 
purity  and  virtue  are  hard  to  find  in  the 
world  of  trade. 

There  is  another  aspect  of  fairness 
that  deserves  attention.  Too  often,  the 
unspoken  definition  of  fairness  is  "oui" 
industry  always  wins."  Loss  of  market 
share  abroad  translates  into  an  unfair 
practice  by  a  competitor.  The  trade 
deficit  is  seen  as  pr'oof  that  American 
business  is  facing  unfair  competition. 
Fairness  does  not  mean  that  every  U.S. 
industry  always  prospers.  P'airness 
means  we  all  play  by  the  same  rules. 
Americans  don't  want  guaranteed 
success;  but  they  do  insist  on  the 
opportunity  to  succeed. 

But  where  unfairness  exists,  how 
should  we  deal  with  it?  Retaliation- 
restricting  access  to  the  U.S.  market- 
comes  quickly  to  mind.  There  are  two 
problems  with  retaliation. 

First,  it  hurts  our  own  economy. 
Second,  it  invites  an  escalating  and 
dangerous  spiral  of  counterrestrictions. 

Nevertheless,  despite  the  risks, 
retaliation  may  be  necessary  in  some 
cases.  When  it  is,  we  will  act  and  have 
done  so. 

What  we  shouldn't  do,  though,  is 
base  our  policy  on  the  concept  of  retalia- 
tion. The  most  effective  approach  to 
foreign  unfair  trade  practices  is  to 
confront  them  directly:  to  demonstrate 
the  unfairness  and  secure  change 
through  negotiation.  This  course  serves 
our  broader  economic  interests  and 


those  of  the  world  trading  community 
by  creating  new  possibilities  for  growth 
and  enhanced  competition.  Unlike 
retaliation,  it  is  true  to  the  principles  of 
economic  freedom  that  have  served  us 
so  well  in  the  past.  Success  has  not 
been  and  will  not  be  instantaneous, 
since  the  political  forces  of  protectionism 
are  at  least  as  strong  abroad  as  they 
are  in  this  country.  But  we  have  made 
progi'ess,  real  progress. 

American  exporters  deserve  the  full 
effort  of  their  government  to  assure 
them  of  as  open  and  efficient  a  market 
as  possible  when  they  set  out  to 
compete.  The  President  has  pledged 
that  effort.  But  we  must  not  bind 
ourselves  with  a  web  of  trade  restric- 
tions. As  in  the  domestic  economy,  our 
efforts  must  be  devoted  to  greater 
fi'eedom,  not  greater  government. 

The  Administration's  Trade 
Policy:  Aims  and  Actions 

What  is  our  trade  policy?  In  the 
tradition  of  every  American  President 
since  F.D.R.,  President  Reagan  stands 
for  free  trade  and  open  markets.  That  is 
our  policy  framework.  Our  objectives 
are  clear:  to  pry  open  foi-eign  markets, 
to  tear  down  trade  bariiers,  and  to 
eliminate  unfair  trade  practices. 

•  The  United  States  has  taken  the 
lead  in  pushing  for  a  new  round  of 
international  negotiations  that  will  be 
launched  this  fall.  Our  objective  is  to 
strengthen  existing  trade  rules  and 
extend  them  to  areas  such  as  agricul- 
ture, ser-vices,  intellectual  property,  and 
investment  which  have,  until  now, 
escaped  meaningful— or-  any— interna- 
tional discipline.  Multilateral  negotia- 
tions in  the  GATT  [General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade]  are  oui-  best  hope 
for  establishing  a  broader,  level  playing 
field  free  of  the  holes  we  have  all  dug 
for  ourselves  in  the  past. 

•  Responding  to  a  Canadian  initia- 
tive, we  have  just  embarked  on  an 
important  and  historic  initiative  with 
Canada,  our  largest  trading  partner-.  We 
are  engaging  in  compr-ehensive  talks  to 
establish  free  trade  between  our  two 
countries.  The  objective  of  these  talks  is 
to  reduce  or  eliminate  barriers  in  a 
broad  array  of  trade  and  investment 
areas.  An  agreement  of  this  type  will  be 
an  engine  of  growth  for  the  economies 
of  both  countries. 

•  In  a  series  of  talks  with  the 
Japanese  Government,  we  have  agreed 
on  the  removal  of  barriers  to  sales  in 
Japan  of  telecommunications  gear,  wood 
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and  paper  products,  pharmaceuticals  and 
medical  equipment,  and  electronic 
components.  In  the  near  future,  we  will 
discuss  ways  to  enhance  market  access 
in  a  new  sector  which  includes  auto- 
mobile parts. 

•  We  are  pressing?  the  European 
Community  to  offer  us  adequate  and  fair 
compensation  for  damage  to  our  aj^ricul- 
tural  exports  caused  by  the  recent 
expansion  of  the  Community  to  include 
Spain  and  Portugal. 

•  We  are  negotiating  with  Korea  to 
improve  opportunities  for  our  insurance 
companies  to  sell  in  Korea  and  to  obtain 
better  patent  and  copyright  protection 
there.  Similarly,  we  are  pressing  Brazil 
to  administer  its  laws  regarding  com- 
puters and  related  ecjuipment  so  as  not 
to  disadvantage  unfairly  U.S.  investors 
and  exporters. 

This  is  only  a  partial  list,  but  it 
illustrates  that  positive,  market-opening 
actions  have  been  taken  and  are  under- 
way to  eliminate  unfair  trade  practices 
and  expand  market  access  for  competi- 
tive U.S.  exports  of  both  goods  and 
services.  The  record  shows  that  negotia- 
tion can  open  markets. 

We  have  also  made  important 
strides  on  domestic  and  multilateral 
measures  that  will  help  attack  the 
fundamental  cause  of  the  trade  deficit. 

•  On  the  domestic  front,  Congress 
has  tackled  its  responsibility  to 
discipline  spending  by  the  Federal 
Government  by  passing  the  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings  amendment.  By  1990, 
the  Federal  Government's  voracious 
appetite  foi-  American  savings  will  be 
curbed. 

•  Also,  the  Senate  has  passed  a  tax 
reform  bill  that  will  enhance  the  incen- 
tives to  work,  to  save,  and  to  invest  in 
productive  activities. 

These  two  measures  alone  will 
significantly  enhance  the  competitive 
position  of  the  United  States  and 
release  resources  to  the  pi'ivate  sector. 
They  will  also  contribute  to  a  better 
balance  in  our  external  accounts— a 
lower  trade  deficit— by  reducing  the 
internal  imbalance  between  saving  and 
investment.  They  rei)resent  major 
achievements  in  the  making. 

Abroad,  we  are  working  with  our 
trading  i)artners  on  monetary  matters. 
Kxchange  rates  have  shifted  to  reflect 
better  fundamental  economic  conditions. 
The  dollai-  has  moved  to  a  level  that 
reflects  our  commitment  to  i)ut  our 


Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  6,  1986' 

Yesterday  the  President  reaffirmed 
strong  administration  support  of  a  750 
million  barrel  strategic  petroleum 
reserve.  The  strategic  petroleum  reserve 
was  created  to  maintain  adequate 
strategic  and  economic  protection 
against  oil  supply  disruptions.  It 
moderates  the  economic  impacts  of  oil 
price  increases  and  supply  shortages, 
reduces  the  pressures  for  allocation  and 
price  controls  in  the  event  of  a  supply 
disruption,  reduces  the  likelihood  of 
panic  buying,  and  provides  more  time  for 
diplomacy  to  work  in  special  situations. 

Since  1981  we  have  increased  the 
reserve  over  fivefold,  and  it  now  con- 
tains 503  million  barrels.  The  President 
committed  the  Administration  to  con- 
tinue filling  the  reserve  throughout  fiscal 


year  1987.  He  gave  Secretary  of  Energy 
John  Herrington  the  discretion  to  exceed 
the  current  congressionally  approved 
rate,  should  oil  prices  make  this  an 
economically  attractive  choice. 

Reaffirmation  of  our  goal  of  a  750 
million  barrel  strategic  petroleum 
reserve  demonstrates  the  President's 
continued  leardership  and  commitment 
to  our  allies  that  holding  strategic  stocks 
is  the  best  defense  against  the  effects  of 
rapid  price  escalation  or  supply  interrup- 
tions. The  President,  in  reaching  his 
decision,  also  called  upon  other  oil  con- 
suming nations  to  take  similar  actions, 
stressing  that  strategic  stockpiles  are 
the  best  defense  against  world  oil  supply 
disruption. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  11,  1986. 


economic  house  in  order  and  restores 
the  competitiveness  of  American 
industry  and  agriculture.  Agreements 
reached  last  September  at  the  Plaza 
Hotel  and  in  May  at  the  Tokyo  summit 
promote  greater  stability  in  exchange 
rates. 

American  Leadership 

The  trade  policy  debate  in  Washington 
is  serious  and  clisturbing.  The  trend  in 
the  Congress— at  least  in  the  House  of 
Representatives— runs  counter  to  the 
policy  direction  that  has  revived  the 
American  economy  in  the  1980s  and  to 
the  course  of  American  trade  policy 
over  nine  administrations,  Democratic 
and  Republican.  It  contradicts  the  prin- 
ciples of  economic  and  political  freedom 
that  have  been  the  basis  of  the  strength 
and  prosperity  of  this  country. 

The  United  States  has  been  in  the 
forefront  of  the  battle  for  economic 
freedom,  just  as  we  have  been  at  the 
front  lines  in  the  struggle  for  political 
freedom.  Will  the  United  States  main- 
tain its  leadership  role  in  the  global 
economy  and  continue  to  lead  in  the 
])ursuit  of  freei'  trade  and  more  open 
markets? 


The  importance  of  American  leader- 
ship to  the  progress  of  freedom  was 
emphasized  by  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Singapore,  Mr.  Lee  Kuan  Yew,  before  a 
joint  session  of  our  Congress  last  fall. 
Let  me  conclude  by  quoting  from  his 
speech: 

If,  because  of  domestic  problems,  the 
United  States  loses  the  will  to  maintain  open 
and  fair  trade,  protectionism  and  retaliation 
will  shrink  trade  and  so  reduce  jobs.  Is 
America  willing  to  write  off  the  peaceful  and 
constructive  developments  of  the  last  40 
years  that  she  has  made  possible?  A  replay 
of  the  depression  of  the  1930s,  which  led  to 
World  War  II,  would  be  ruinous  for  all.  All 
major  powers  in  the  West  share  the  responsi- 
bility for  not  repeating  this  mistake.  But 
America  has  the  primary  responsibility,  for 
she  is  the  anchor  economy  of  the  free  market 
economies  of  the  world.  In  your  hands, 
therefore,  lies  the  future  of  the  world. 

Our  friends  are  calling  on  us  to 
lead— to  remain  true  to  the  economic 
and  political  values  that  form  the 
bedrock  of  our  way  of  life.  We  need  the 
vision,  statesmanship,  and— yes— courage 
that  inspired  the  Founding  Fathers  210 
years  ago.  If  we  are  true  to  our  prin- 
ciples, we  can  lead  the  world  to  a  future 
of  progress  and  prosperity.  ■ 
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25th  Anniversary  of  Berlin  Wall 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  13,  1986' 

Twenty-five  years  ago,  one  of  the 
world's  great  cities  was  torn  in  two,  its 
people  divided  and  a  unity  that  had 
lasted  for  more  than  700  years  brutally 
destroyed.  Overnight  a  wall  was  thrown 
up  around  the  Western  sectors  of  Berlin 
by  East  Germany  in  collusion  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  As  thousands  of  persons 
desperately  sought  to  flee,  fences  of 
barbed  wire  and  armed  men  blocked  the 
exits  and  turned  them  back.  Often  the 
soldiers  themselves  threw  down  their 
weapons  and  vaulted  over  the  first  crude 
barriers,  choosing  freedom  in  the  West 
at  the  risk  of  their  lives. 

After  25  years,  the  Berlin  Wall 
remains  as  terrible  as  ever— watched 
night  and  day  by  armed  guards  in 
towers,  the  ground  between  barriers 
floodlit  and  patrolled  by  dogs.  Those 
seeking  freedom  still  attempt  to  cross 
the  death  strip  in  a  burst  for  liberty. 


The  Berlin  Wall  is  tragic  testimony 
to  the  failure  of  totalitarian  governments. 
It  is  the  most  visible  sign  of  the 
unnatural  division  of  Germany  and  of 
Europe— a  division  which  cruelly 
separates  East  and  West,  family  from 
family,  and  friend  from  friend. 

The  horror  of  the  wall  can  easily 
overwhelm  us.  But  this  anniversary 
reminds  us  too  of  the  Berliners  who,  in 
resisting  tyranny,  proved  and  still  prove 
their  courage  and  their  passion  for 
freedom.  They  have  made  Berlin  a  thriv- 
ing metropolis,  a  showcase  of  liberty 
which  will  invite  the  world  to  join  in  its 
750th  anniversary  next  year.  The  United 
States  is  proud  to  fulfill,  with  its  British 
and  French  allies,  its  solemn  commit- 
ment to  the  Berliners  and  to  their  great 
city.  Western  strength  and  cohesion  pro- 
tected Berlin  in  the  past;  they  are  the 
only  basis  on  which  future  improvements 
are  possible. 

Those  who  built  and  maintain  the 
Berhn  Wall  pretend  it  is  permanent.  It 


cannot  be.  One  day  it— and  all  those  like 
it— will  come  down.  As  long  as  the  wall 
stands,  it  can  never  be  porous  enough 
for  free  men  and  women  in  the  West— 
and  freedom-loving  men  and  women  in 
the  East— to  tolerate  it. 

Freedom,  not  repression,  is  the  way 
of  the  future.  Dividing  Europe,  defying 
the  will  of  its  people,  has  brought  ten- 
sion, not  tranquility.  True  security  for  all 
requires  that  Europeans  be  able  to 
choose  their  own  destiny  freely  and  to 
share  their  common  heritage. 

Berlin's  division,  like  Europe's,  can- 
not be  permanent.  But  our  conviction 
must  be  more  than  a  distant  hope.  It 
must  be  a  goal  toward  which  we  actively 
work.  Let  us  rededicate  ourselves  to  new 
efforts  to  lower  the  barriers  dividing 
Berlin.  Before  another  anniversary  has 
passed,  I  hope  that  this  problem  can  be 
the  subject  of  renewed  thought  and 
serious  discussion  between  East  and 
West. 

'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  18,  1986.  ■ 


27th  Report  on  Cyprus 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
JULY  1,  1986' 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  95-384,  I  am 
submitting  to  you  a  bimonthly  report  on  prog- 
ress toward  a  negotiated  settlement  of  the 
Cyprus  question. 

In  my  last  report,  I  noted  that  on 
March  29  the  United  Nations  Secretary 
General  gave  Greek  and  Turkish  Cypriot 
representatives  a  draft  framework  agree- 
ment. That  draft  agreement  contained  an 
outline  for  an  overall  settlement  and  a 
specified  process  with  summit  meetings  and 
working  groups  for  reaching  that  desirable 
goal.  Acceptance  of  the  agreement  would 
have  led  to  immediate  negotiations  on  all  the 
outstanding  issues,  including  such  key  ques- 
tions as  troop  withdrawal,  guarantees,  and 
the  "three  freedoms"  (freedom  of  settlement, 
freedom  of  movement,  and  the  right  to 
property). 

During  the  period  since  my  last  report, 
American  officials  have  continued  their  active 


efforts  in  support  of  the  Secretary  General's 
approach.  It  remains  our  view  that  his  initi- 
ative presents  the  leaders  of  the  two  Cypriot 
communities  with  an  historic  opportunity  to 
begin  a  process  toward  peace  and  reconcilia- 
tion. We  have  continued  to  express  our  hope 
that  they  would  embark  on  this  path.  We  also 
stated  our  view  that  the  Secretary  General's 
"integrated-whole"  concept,  under  which 
"nothing  is  final  until  everything  is  final," 
would  protect  the  interests  of  the  parties 
throughout  the  negotiating  process  envi- 
sioned in  the  recent  framework  agreement. 
The  Turkish  Cypriots  have  accepted  the 
March  29  draft  framework  agreement.  The 
Greek  Cypriots  have  not  accepted  the  docu- 
ment and  instead  have  proposed  the  conven- 
ing of  an  international  conference  or  a  high- 
level  meeting  between  the  leaders  of  the  two 
C,yj)riot  communities.  The  Secretary  General 
summarized  his  view  of  the  current  situation 
in  a  June  11  report  to  the  Security  Council, 
which  I  have  attached.  He  stated  that  since 
one  side  is  not  yet  in  a  position  to  accept  the 


March  29  draft  framework  agreement,  the 
way  is  not  yet  open  to  proceed  with  the 
negotiations  he  has  proposed  for  an  overall 
solution.  He  added  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  way  forward  will  require 
careful  reflection  by  all  concerned. 

We  continue  to  believe  that  the  Secretary 
General's  effort  offers  the  best  prospect  for 
achieving  progress  toward  a  just  and  lasting 
Cyprus  settlement.  The  Secretary  General 
will  have  our  full  confidence  and  support  as 
he  proceeds  with  his  good  offices  mission.  We 
urge  the  parties  to  work  constructively  with 
him  in  order  to  move  forward  toward  a 
negotiated  solution. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Rkacan 


'Identical  letters  addressed  to  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  Richard  G.  Lugar, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  July  7,  1986).  ■ 
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11th  Anniversary 

of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  1,  1986' 

Eleven  years  ago  today  the  United 
States,  Canada,  and  33  European  coun- 
tries signed  in  Helsinki  the  Final  Act  of 
the  Conference  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion in  Europe  (CSCE).  The  signatories 
undertook  to  observe  important  stand- 
ards of  international  conduct  and  to  pur- 
sue practical  steps  to  reduce  the  barriers 
dividing  Europe  between  East  and  West. 
Of  special  importance  to  the  West,  the 
Final  Act  affirmed  basic  human  rights 
and  fundamental  freedoms. 

The  Final  Act  is  an  eloquent  state- 
ment of  hopes  and  goals  to  which  the 
United  States  fully  subscribed,  because 
its  principles  were  rooted  in  our  own 
philosophy  and  traditions.  The  United 
States  remains  firmly  committed  to  the 
full  implementation  of  the  Final  Act  in 
all  its  provisions  and  to  the  indivisibility 
of  its  human,  security,  and  economic 
dimensions. 

Unfortunately  the  Soviet  Union  and 
its  East  European  allies  have  repeatedly 
failed  to  carry  out  many  of  their  Helsinki 
pledges.  There  has  been  limited  progress 
since  the  signing  of  the  Final  Act.  But 
the  reality  of  Europe's  division  remains, 
and  the  most  important  promises  of  a 
decade  ago  have  not  been  kept.  That  was 
our  assessment  on  the  10th  anniversary 
last  year.  It  remains  our  assessment 
today.  Eastern  governments  continue  to 
impede  the  free  flow  of  people,  informa- 
tion, and  ideas.  They  continue  to  repress 
those  who  seek  to  exercise  freedoms  of 
religion,  thought,  conscience,  and  belief. 
They  continue  to  disregard  Final  Act 
provisions  as  they  choose. 

As  we  commemorate  this  11th  anni- 
versary, we  should  recall  the  hopes  for 
greater  peace  and  freedom  in  Europe 
expressed  a  decade  ago.  The  Final  Act 
recognized  the  interrelationship  between 
these  goals,  that  the  interests  of  indi- 
vidual human  beings  are  a  fundamental 
part  of  progress  toward  peace  in 
Europe,  that  a  more  stable  peace  among 
nations  depends  on  greater  freedom  for 
the  people  of  Europe.  The  ambitious 
goals  of  the  Helsinki  process  can  be 
achieved  only  through  balanced  progress 
on  all  fronts. 

The  next  followup  meeting  of  the 
Conference  on  Security  and  Cooperation 


in  Europe  will  open  in  Vienna  this 
November.  An  important  task  of  that 
meeting  will  be  to  take  stock  of  the 
promises  made  and  the  promises  kept, 
and  to  weigh  the  balance  among  the  var- 
ious dimensions  of  the  Helsinki  process. 
Governments  must  be  made  to  account 
at  Vienna  for  their  commitments.  The 
meeting  must  also  address  the  challenge 
of  achieving  balanced  progress  if  the 
Final  Act  is  to  have  meaning  in  the  daily 
lives  of  all  citizens  whose  governments 
have  undertaken  its  obligations. 


The  United  States  takes  its  com- 
mitments under  the  Final  Act  seriously 
and  will  continue  to  strive  for  the  full 
realization  of  its  goals  for  all  the  peoples 
of  Europe.  We  call  upon  others  to  do 
likewise.  We  will  work  to  ensure  that  the 
upcoming  meeting  in  Vienna  will  mark  a 
step  toward  making  the  promises  of 
Helsinki's  first  decade  a  reality  in  its 
second. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  4,  1986. 


Captive  Nations  Week,  1986 


PROCLAMATION  5512, 
JULY  21,  1986' 

America,  built  on  a  firm  belief  in  the  dignity 
and  rights  of  all  the  members  of  the  human 
race,  continues  to  hold  up  that  message  to  the 
world.  Included  in  that  message  is  unwaver- 
ing opposition  to  all  forms  of  oppression  and 
despotism.  Freedom  is  not  divisible.  To  main- 
tain it  for  ourselves,  we  must  pursue  it  for 
others.  As  President  Roosevelt  declared  in 
1941,  "we  look  forward  to  a  world  founded 
upon  four  essential  freedoms.  The  first  is 
freedom  of  speech  and  expression— 
everywhere  in  the  world.  The  second  is  the 
freedom  of  every  person  to  worship  in  his 
own  way— everywhere  in  the  world.  The  third 
is  freedom  from  want . . .  everywhere  in  the 
world.  The  fourth  is  freedom  from  fear.  .  . 
anywhere  in  the  world." 

This  vision  of  the  future  has  been  a 
beacon  of  hope  and  guidance  both  for  those 
individuals  who  seek  refuge  here  and  for 
those  nations  whose  aspirations  for  self- 
determination  have  been  crushed  by  the 
Soviet  empire.  Deprived  of  basic  human 
rights,  their  peoples  are  the  victims  of 
ruthless  regimes  run  according  to  totalitarian 
ideologies.  These  are  the  nations  held  captive 
by  forces  hostile  to  freedom,  independence, 
and  national  self-determination.  These  captive 
nations  include  those  of  Eastern  Europe  that 
have  known  foreign  occupation  and  com- 
munist tyranny  for  decades;  those  struggling 
to  throw  off  communist  domination  in  Latin 
America;  and  the  people  of  Afghanistan, 
Southeast  Asia,  and  Africa  struggling  against 
foreign  invasion,  military  occupation,  and 
communist  oppression. 

Each  year  we  renew  our  resolve  to  sup- 
port the  struggle  for  freedom  throughout  the 
world  by  observing  Captive  Nations  Week.  It 


is  a  week  in  which  all  Americans  are  asked  to 
remember  that  the  liberties  and  freedoms 
that  they  enjoy  are  denied  to  many  peoples. 
With  this  observance,  we  hope  to  inspire 
those  who  struggle  against  military  occupa- 
tion, political  oppression,  communist  expan- 
sion, and  totalitarian  brutality.  We  hope  to 
inspire,  but  we  also  seek  inspiration.  Because 
the  history  of  liberty  is  a  history  of 
resistance,  we  learn  from  those  who  live 
where  the  struggle  is  most  urgent.  Purified 
by  resistance,  they  show  us  the  path  to  a 
renewed  commitment  to  preserve  our  own 
liberties  and  to  give  our  support  and 
encouragement  to  those  who  struggle  for 
freedom. 

To  pursue  that  struggle,  and  to  honor 
those  who  are  with  us  in  that  battle,  the  Con- 
gress, by  joint  resolution  approved  July  17, 
1959  (73  Stat.  212),  has  authorized  and 
requested  the  President  to  issue  a  proclama- 
tion designating  the  third  week  in  July  of 
each  year  as  "Captive  Nations  Week." 

Now,  Therefore,  I,  Ronald  Reagan, 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  do 
hereby  proclaim  the  week  beginning  July  20, 
1986,  as  Captive  Nations  Week.  I  invite  the 
people  of  the  United  States  to  observe  this 
week  with  appropriate  ceremonies  and  activ- 
ities to  reaffirm  their  dedication  to  the  inter- 
national principles  of  justice,  freedom,  and 
national  self-determination. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set 
my  hand  this  twenty-first  day  of  July,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hundred  and 
eighty-six,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  two  hundred 
and  eleventh. 

Ronald  Reagan 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  July  28,  1986. 
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MILITARY  AFFAIRS 

Binary  Chemical 
Munitions  Program 

WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JULY  29,  1986' 


The  President  today  certified  to  Con- 
gress that  certain  conditions  required  by 
Congress  for  the  release  of  fiscal  year 
1986  funds  for  the  binary  chemical 
weapons  modernization  program  have 
been  met. 

This  certification  to  Congress  will 
allow  the  United  States  to  proceed  with 
the  modernization  of  the  chemical 
weapons  deterrent  stockpile  so  critical  to 
our  nation's  security.  U.S.  policy  on 
chemical  warfare  remains  unchanged. 
The  United  States  renounces  the  first 
use  of  lethal  and  incapacitating  chemical 
weapons.  A  comprehensive,  effectively 
verifiable  global  ban  on  all  chemical 
weapons  remains  our  foremost  priority. 
However,  until  such  a  ban  is  attained, 
we  will  pursue  deterrence  through  a 
strong  defensive  posture  and  a  credible 
retaliatory  capability.  The  chemical 
weapons  threat  to  U.S.  forces  is  a 
worldwide  threat,  not  limited  to  NATO. 
The  small,  readily  deployable  stockpile  of 
binary  munitions  which  we  seek  will  pro- 
vide the  flexibility  to  meet  and  deter  this 
threat. 

Specifically,  the  legislation  requires 
that  the  President  certify  to  Congress 
that: 

•  The  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  (NATO)  has  adopted  a 
binary  chemical  munitions  force  goal 
addressed  to  the  United  States; 

•  The  United  States  has  developed, 
in  coordination  with  the  Supreme  Allied 
Commander,  Europe  (SACEUR),  a  plan 
for  the  deployment  of  binary  chemical 
munitions  under  appropriate  contingen- 
cies; and 

•  The  United  States  has  consulted 
with  NATO  member  nations  on  that 
plan. 

On  May  15  NATO's  Defense  Planning 
Committee  in  permanent  session,  com- 
posed of  the  permanent  representatives 
to  NATO  of  the  15  nations  participating 
in  the  alliance's  military  structure, 
adopted  the  NATO  force  goals  for 
1987-92,  including  the  binary  chemical 
munitions  force  goal  addressed  to  the 
United  States.  Defense  Ministers, 
meeting  as  the  Defense  Planning  Com- 
mittee in  ministerial  session  on  May  22, 
according  to  normal  NATO  procedures 
"noted"  the  permanent  representatives' 
action.  The  Defense  Ministers'  action 
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completes  the  established  NATO  pro- 
cedure for  adopting  force  goals  for 
alliance. 

The  United  States  had  developed,  in 
coordination  with  SACEUR,  a  plan  for 
the  deployment  of  binary  chemical  muni- 
tions under  appropriate  contingency 
plans. 

The  United  States  has  conducted 
extensive  consultations  with  allied 
governments  on  chemical  weapons 
issues,  including  consultations  on  the 
plan  for  deployment  of  chemical 
weapons  under  appropriate  contingen- 
cies. On  June  19,  consultations  with 
allies  on  this  military  contingency  plan 
were  completed  in  the  appropriate 
NATO  forum:  NATO's  Military  Commit- 


tee, which  is  composed  of  senior  military 
representatives  from  nations  to  NATO. 
The  U.S.  Military  Representative  to  the 
Military  Committee  briefed  the  Military 
Committee  on  the  U.S.  plan  for  con- 
tingency deployment  of  chemical 
weapons.  Recognizing  the  conclusions 
reached  in  the  Defense  Planning  Com- 
mittee, and  within  the  context  of  those 
conclusions  and  of  national  statements 
and  reservations  expressed  in  the 
Defense  Planning  Committee,  the  Mili- 
tary Committee  took  note  of  the  briefing 
of  the  U.S.  plan  for  the  contingency 
deployment  of  chemical  weapons. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  4,  1986. 


U.S.  International  Narcotic 
Control  Programs  and  Policies 


by  John  C.  Whitehead 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  on  August  H, 
1986,  and  a  report  on  the  status  of  efforts 
to  control  narcotics  production  prepared 
by  the  Bureau  of  International  Narcotic 
Matters.  Mr.  Whitehead  is  Deputy 
Secretary  of  State.  ^ 

I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
Administration's  international  narcotic 
control  programs  and  policies.  I  am 
accompanied  today  by  Mr.  Peter 
McPherson,  the  AID  [Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development]  Administrator; 
Miss  Ann  Wrobleski,  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Designate  for  International  Nar- 
cotic Matters  (INM);  and  Mr.  Frank 
McNeil,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary, 
Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Research.  We 
have  a  fairly  detailed  report  which,  with 
your  permission,  I  would  like  to  include 
for  the  record.  It  was  prepared  in 
response  to  the  interest  of  the  commit- 
tee expressed  during  the  course  of  a 
number  of  recent  hearings. 

I  would,  however,  like  to  offer  some 
brief  introductory  remarks. 

As  the  President's  recent  statements 
make  clear,  let  there  be  no  mistake  that 
this  Administration  is  fully  committed  to 
stopping  the  flow  of  illicit  narcotics  into 
our  country.  The  danger  of  narcotics  to 
our  youth  and  to  the  very  fabric  of  our 
society  cannot  be  a  subject  of  partisan 
debate.  We  are  grateful  to  the  support 


this  committee  has  provided  for  the 
Administration's  efforts  in  the  past,  and 
I  am  confident  we  can  count  on  your 
continued  support  in  the  future. 

International  narcotics  control  is 
central  to  the  pursuit  of  our  foreign 
policy  objectives.  We  have  and  will  con- 
tinue to  use  every  opportunity  to  convey 
the  message  to  our  friends  in  the  inter- 
national community  on  the  need  for 
greater  effort  in  controlling  narcotics 
traffic.  The  President  made  this  an 
agenda  item  at  the  Tokyo  economic  sum- 
mit. We  have  raised  it  at  the  United 
Nations.  It  is  a  priority  issue  in  the 
bilateral  talks  with  President  De  la 
Madrid  of  Mexico  this  week  as  it  was 
with  Prime  Minister  Junejo  of  Pakistan 
last  month. 

The  most  effective  tool  we  have  in 
this  effort  is  the  growing  realization 
among  foreign  governments  that  nar- 
cotics trafficking  is  not  just  an  American 
problem,  but  a  universal  threat.  The 
efforts  of  the  First  Lady  and  our  high- 
level  attention  to  this  problem  are 
already  paying  dividends.  Countries  in 
which  narcotics  are  produced  or  which 
are  part  of  the  international  trafficking 
pattern  now  recognize  the  unacceptably 
high  risk  that  narcotics  pose  to  their  own 
societies.  These  risks  range  from 
increases  in  violent  crime  to  national 
security  threats  by  narcoterrorist 
groups.  The  international  community  is 
finally  recognizing  the  challenge  we  all 
face.  That  is  the  first  and  most  impor- 
tant step  in  winning  the  battle. 
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Nevertheless,  there  remains  a  large 
and  unacceptable  gap  between  percep- 
tion and  effective  action.  We  expect 
more  concrete  measures  from  our 
friends  and  are  prepared  to  encourage 
and  support  them.  The  situation  remains 
serious. 

From  the  foreign  policy  perspective, 
our  highest  priority  is  to  reduce  produc- 
tion. We  are  moving  closer  to  our  objec- 
tive of  having  effective  eradication  pro- 
grams in  all  key  producing  countries.  In 
1981  only  two  governments  were 
engaged  in  eradication  programs.  By 
1985  the  list  had  grown  to  14.  As  a 
result,  marijuana  production  is  today 
declining  in  Colombia,  Jamaica,  and 
other  countries  in  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean.  We  expect  that  trend  to 
continue. 

Current  Colombian  experiments  to 
identify  environmentally  safe  herbicides, 
which  can  be  reproduced  on  a  large  scale, 
could  provide  a  new  tool  for  eradicating 
coca  plants.  The  recent  dramatic 
demonstration  of  the  renewed  commit- 
ment of  the  Bolivian  Government  to  nar- 
cotics control  has  resulted  in  the  price  of 
the  coca  leaf  falling  to  an  all-time  low.  I 
met  with  President  Paz  Estenssoro  and 
his  senior  officials  in  La  Paz  this  spring 
and  know  directly  of  their  concerns  and 
their  need  for  support. 

In  the  meetings  this  week  involving 
Presidents  Reagan  and  De  la  Madrid, 
Secretary  of  State  Shultz  and  Foreign 
Secretary  Sepulveda,  and  Attorneys 
General  Meese  and  Garcia,  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  have  reiterated  their 
unrestricted  cooperation  and  assistance 
in  rejuvenating  a  control  program.  We 
have  emphasized  the  high  priority  we 
attach  to  reducing  the  flow  of  heroin  and 
marijuana  from  Mexico,  and  the  high 
priority  we  attach  to  effective  action 
against  those  traffickers  responsible  for 
the  death  of  DEA  [Drug  Enforcement 
Administration]  Agent  Camarena. 

In  September,  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  will  collaborate  in  an  intensive 
spraying  program  of  opium  poppy  in  the 
infamous  tri-State  area.  Mexico  has 
agreed  to  let  us  bring  in  six  turbo 
Thrush  aircraft,  and  combine  them  with 
three  of  their  high-spraying  capacity  Bell 
212  helicopters,  in  an  effort  to  eliminate 
70%  or  more  of  the  fall  poppy  crop 
before  it  is  harvested.  We  have  assisted 
the  Mexicans  in  improving  this  program 
in  1986,  including  refinements  in  the 
spraying  process.  Together  with  the 
verification  program,  in  which  DEA 
agents  ride  with  Mexican  officials  to  con- 
firm fields  destroyed,  these  improve- 
ments bode  well  for  restoring  the  effec- 
tiveness of  this  once  heralded  program. 


However,  we  have  other  problems:  the 
level  of  effectiveness  in  seizures,  arrests, 
and  prosecutions  has  never  been  as  good 
as  in  the  eradication  program.  We  seek  a 
strong  across-the-board  effort  at  improv- 
ing enforcement. 

U.S.  Encouragement  and  Support 

The  tools  and  resources  provided  by 
Congress  are  critical  assets  supporting 
our  diplomatic  efforts.  The  Administra- 
tion's FY  1987  budget  request  for  $65.4 
million  for  international  narcotics  con- 
trol programs  includes  a  substantial 
increase  in  funds  for  eradication.  We 
also  have  requested  more  funds  for 
enforcement  efforts,  supporting  crop 
reduction  activities.  Seventy-three  per- 
cent of  available  funding  is  dedicated  to 
these  very  efforts.  We  urge  the  commit- 
tee to  appropriate  the  full  amount. 

We  have  also  used  economic  assist- 
ance funds  administered  by  AID  in 
direct  and  indirect  support  of  our  nar- 
cotic control  objectives.  In  Peru,  Bolivia, 
and  Pakistan,  for  example,  the  disburse- 
ment of  development  assistance  funds 
are  tied  to  achieving  specific  narcotic 
control  objectives  in  target  areas.  In 
Thailand,  AID  and  INM  are  funding  a 
project  in  which  entire  villages  must 
agree  to  keep  farming  areas  free  of 
poppy.  This  program  is  going  well  with 
the  support  of  the  Thai  Army's  aggres- 
sive new  eradication  program. 

We  still  have  a  long  way  to  go.  I 
would  not  minimize  the  obstacles,  but  I 
am  heartened  by  what  I  believe  are 
clearly  positive  trends.  I  believe  that  our 
friends  recognize  the  need  to  eliminate 
this  scourge.  They  know  that  we  mean 
business.  Continued  and  increased 
pressure  has  to  be  applied  at  all  points  of 
the  chain— through  crop  control;  through 
increased  seizures  of  both  drug  products 
and  financial  assets;  through  intensified 
investigation  and  prosecution  of  traf- 
fickers; and  through  effective  treatment 
and  prevention  of  drug  abuse. 

"The  Administration  is  committed  to 
work  with  you  and  other  Members  of  the 
Congress  in  support  of  this  effort. 


Report  on  Status  of  Efforts 
TO  Control  Narcotics  Production 

The  Link  Between  Assistance 
and  Narcotics  Control 

Of  the  18  countries  that  are  the  primary 
sources  of  illicit  narcotics  entering  the 
United  States,  15  receive  some  form  of 
U.S.  economic,  military,  or  narcotics 
control  assistance.  Fourteen  of  the 


fifteen  conducted  eradication  programs 
in  1985;  the  other,  Morocco,  relies  on 
interdiction  to  control  hashish  pro- 
duction. The  remaining  three— Iran, 
Afghanistan,  and  Laos— are  politically 
inaccessible  to  us. 

Security  assistance  levels  are  signifi- 
cant in  11  of  the  14  cases.  However,  nar- 
cotics assistance  constituted  all  of  the 
assistance  ($700,000)  to  Brazil  and  98% 
of  the  $10.3  million  given  to  Mexico, 
while  Venezuela's  total  assistance  was 
$100,000  in  military  training  funds. 

Beyond  these  source  countries,  there 
are  other  nations  which  are  important 
transit  points  for  illicit  narcotics 
shipments  to  the  United  States,  such  as 
India,  Malaysia,  the  Bahamas,  Lebanon, 
and  Turkey.  Of  these,  all  but  the 
Bahamas  receive  some  economic  or 
military  assistance. 

There  are  both  direct  and  indirect 
links  between  U.S.  assistance  and  nar- 
cotics control. 

The  countries  in  which  narcotics  con- 
trol and  development  assistance  objec- 
tives have  been  most  closely  linked  are 
Peru,  Bolivia,  and  Pakistan.  In  each 
country,  AID  and  INM  have  agreed  on 
target  areas,  and  development  assist- 
ance is  conditioned  on  achieving  specific 
narcotics  control  objectives.  For  exam- 
ple, much  of  the  development  assistance 
intended  for  the  Chapare  region  of 
Bolivia,  the  primary  growing  region  for 
coca  destined  to  become  cocaine,  has  not 
been  spent  since  1983  because  its  release 
is  contingent  upon  Bolivia  complying 
with  conditions  of  its  1983  agreement 
with  the  United  States. 

There  are  various  types  of  indirect 
links  between  control  and  development 
assistance,  such  as  the  poppy  clauses 
used  in  Pakistan  and  Thailand.  These 
clauses  commit  a  government  to  keeping 
specific  development  areas  free  of  nar- 
cotics, especially  areas  which  have  not 
been  traditional  narcotics  growing  areas. 
In  the  one  instance  when  new  opium 
poppy  was  discovered  in  an  area  of 
Pakistan  which  was  under  such  an 
agreement,  the  government  destroyed 
the  crop. 

AID  and  INM  emphasize  develop- 
ment assistance,  rather  than  crop 
substitution,  to  control  narcotics.  That 
change  in  policy  reflects  the  discovery 
that,  under  substitution  programs, 
farmers  grew  new  crops  but  didn't 
abandon  opium  poppy. 

Despite  the  disappointment  in  the 
spring  1986  opium  crop,  which  expanded 
largely  in  response  to  greatly  increased 
demand  and  higher  prices  within  the 
region,  it  still  appears  that  the  model 
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developed  by  INM  in  Pakistan  works 
there  and  will  work  elsewhere.  Specific 
kinds  of  development  assistance  in 
selected  areas  are  conditioned  on 
assurances— backed  up  by  demonstrable 
enforcement— that  the  areas  will  be  rid 
of  illicit  narcotics  crops.  For  example, 
Thailand  has  a  program  in  which 
development  assistance  is  conditioned 
upon  entire  villages  agreeing  to  keep 
their  farming  areas  free  of  poppy.  Since 
1984,  that  program  has  steadily 
progressed— boosted  in  1985  and  1986 
by  the  Thai  Army's  aggressive  new 
eradication  program. 

So  far,  assistance  that  is  directly  or 
indirectly  linked  to  narcotics  control 
through  one  or  more  types  of 
agreements  have  been  discussed.  Other 
types  of  assistance  are  not  tied  to  con- 
trol, such  as  most  military  assistance, 
and  economic  assistance  to  nongrowing 
areas.  However,  the  government  of 
every  source  and  transit  nation  is  fully 
aware  of  the  conditions  imposed  in 
Public  Law  98-164.  Without  exception, 
these  governments  know  they  could  lose 
all  U.S.  assistance  if  they  fail  to  take 
adequate  steps  to  cooperate  with  the 
U.S.  Government  on  narcotics  control. 
This  message  was  solidly  reinforced  by 
President  Reagan  last  week. 

The  Narcotics  Problem: 
Review  of  Progress 

The  highest  U.S.  Government  priority  is 
reducing  production.  In  1981,  only  two 
countries  were  eradicating  illicit  narcotic 
crops.  In  1985,  there  were  eradication 
programs  in  14  countries.  We  are  mov- 
ing closer  to  our  objective  of  having 
effective  eradication  campaigns 
operating  simultaneously  in  all  key 
growing  sectors.  The  1987  INM  budget 
includes  a  substantial  increase  in  funds 
for  eradication.  Increased  funding  for 
enforcement  is  also  projected  where  such 
activities  support  crop  reduction  or 
reduce  the  supply  of  illicit  narcotics  or 
precursor  chemicals. 

Many  1985  objectives  were  not  only 
met,  but  exceeded.  Even  more  will  be 
done  this  year  and  next.  The  gains  are 
real,  and  the  prospects  for  continued 
advancement  in  1986  and  1987  are  quite 
good.  But  the  situation  remains  severe. 
Drug  abuse  has  spread  to  many  drug 
producing  and  trafficking  countries, 
keeping  production  at  high  levels,  and 
narcotics  trafficking  organizations  in 
some  countries  are  so  powerful  that  they 
pose  a  security  threat  to  the  legitimate 
government.  Narcotics-related  violence 
is  on  the  increase.  However,  significant 
change  has  occurred,  and  many  of  our 


hopes  ride  on  that  change.  Other  nations 
now  realize  that  narcotics  trafficking  is  a 
clear  and  present  universal  danger,  and 
that  they  too  stand  in  harm's  way.  With 
that  realization,  we  are  finally  beginning 
to  work  together  as  an  international 
community  progressing  toward  common 
goals. 

The  1986-87  Agenda 

The  Administration  has  requested  $65.4 
million  for  the  international  narcotics 
program  for  FY  1987,  a  level  that  is 
essential  to  support  the  needed  expan- 
sion of  eradication  and  enforcement  pro- 
grams. The  Department  urges  the  com- 
mittee to  provide  the  full  amount 
requested. 

The  precedent-setting  Colombian 
program  has  capped  efforts  in  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean  to  destroy 
marijuana  crops,  and  it  is  estimated  that 
marijuana  production  totals  for  1986  will 
continue  the  decline  of  recent  years. 
Aerial  surveys  confirm  that  the  1985 
crop  in  the  traditional  northern  growing 
areas  of  Colombia  was  85%  smaller  than 
the  1983  crop.  In  1986,  the  eradication 
effort  is  being  expanded  into  other  areas 
of  Colombia  to  counter  traffickers' 
efforts  to  develop  new  sources  of  supply. 

Several  countries  are  working  hard 
to  contain  the  problem.  Ecuador,  which 
collaborated  with  Colombia  on  a  joint 
coca  eradication  effort  along  their  com- 
mon border,  is  intensifying  both  its 
eradication  and  interdiction  efforts  for 
1986.  Brazil,  with  U.S.  assistance,  initi- 
ated operations  to  destroy  both  coca  and 
marijuana,  as  well  as  important  seizure 
campaigns,  while  also  expanding  its 
efforts  to  interdict  shipments  of  pre- 
cursor chemicals  used  in  cocaine 
refining. 

Like  Colombia,  Panama  and  Belize 
conducted  aerial  eradication  programs, 
using  herbicides,  in  1985  and  1986. 
Following  the  spraying  this  spring, 
Panamanian  production  of  marijuana 
dropped  sharply  enough  that  authorities 
think  aerial  spraying  is  no  longer 
needed.  Jamaica  initiated  a  long-needed 
manual  eradication  campaign  to  destroy 
both  spring  and  fall  marijuana  crops  in 
1985,  resulting  in  gains  that  have  been 
confirmed  by  aerial  surveys.  Brazil, 
Costa  Rica,  Guatemala,  and  other 
governments  have  also  destroyed  mari- 
juana plantations. 

The  marginal  gains  of  the  manual 
eradication  campaigns  against  the  coca 
bush  could  be  a  thing  of  the  past.  In 
1985,  Colombia  succeeded  in  identifying 
chemicals  which  appear  to  meet  the 


criteria  of  being  environmentally  safe 
while  effectively  destroying  the  hardy 
coca  bush.  Expanded  testing  is  pro- 
ceeding with  both  backpack  and  aerial 
applications.  It  should  lead  to  a  method 
that  affords  large-scale  elimination  of 
illicit  coca  cultivation.  If  it  succeeds  in 
Colombia,  it  could  work  in  other  coca 
cultivation  areas,  too. 

Colombia  remains  the  major  refining 
source  for  cocaine,  while  Bolivia  and 
Peru  remain  the  major  sources  of  coca 
leaf.  Cocaine  refining  sites  are  shifting 
somewhat  because  of  Colombia's  cam- 
paign against  cocaine  labs  and  improved 
ways  of  controlling  the  flow  of  refining 
chemicals. 

The  bottom  line  on  cocaine  is  that 
the  supply  of  coca  leaf  must  be 
reduced.  New  leaders  in  Bolivia  and 
Peru  began  their  administrations  in  1985 
by  declaring  their  intentions  of  attacking 
the  drug  production  problem.  Perhaps 
the  most  dramatic  demonstration  of  the 
new  Bolivian  intent  is  the  ongoing  cam- 
paign to  suppress  cocaine  refining  and 
trafficking.  As  Ambassador  Rowell  told 
Congress  last  week,  these  have  come  to 
a  halt  in  the  Beni  area.  Moreover,  thanks 
to  this  campaign,  called  "Operation 
Blast  Furnace,"  the  price  of  leaf  has 
fallen  to  an  all-time  low,  and  the 
Embassy  reports  that  more  farmers  are 
requesting  assistance  in  cultivating  alter- 
native crops.  This  may  be  the  first 
trickle  in  what  could  be  a  flood-like 
movement  away  from  the  economic 
dependence  of  farmers  and  others  on  the 
coca  trade— a  change  that  is  essential  if 
eradication  is  to  succeed.  Traffickers 
have  learned  they  can  no  longer  count  on 
Bolivia  as  a  safehaven.  Moreover,  the 
raids  are  achieving  the  primary  goal  of 
stopping  the  spread  of  cocaine  refining. 

Bolivia  must  complete  the  planning 
for  both  the  voluntary  and  involuntary 
phases  of  its  eradication  campaign,  and 
bring  a  substantial  portion  of  its  illicit 
coca  acreage  under  control,  enforced  by 
eradication  where  necessary,  enhanced 
by  alternative  development  opportunities 
where  appropriate.  The  government 
recognizes  that  continued  assistance  is 
dependent  in  part  on  achieving  the 
eradication  targets  in  the  new  agree- 
ment now  being  negotiated  with  the 
United  States. 

The  killings  and  lawlessness  in 
Peru's  Upper  Huallaga  Valley  continue, 
proving  again  that  narcotics  control  and 
the  battle  against  terrorism  must  both 
share  a  high  priority  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Peru.  Economic  and  military 
assistance  to  Peru  in  1987  are  dependent 
in  part  on  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  comprehensive  strategy 
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for  coca  control.  The  strategic  task  in 
1986  and  1987  is  to  extend  the  coca 
eradication  campaign  into  additional 
growing  areas  of  the  Upper  Huallaga 
Valley.  Coca  eradication  in  the  valley 
doubled  in  1985,  but  the  new  areas  are 
quite  inaccessible  and  the  pace  of  manual 
eradication  may  be  difficult  to  sustain. 

Increased  production  of  heroin  and 
marijuana  in  Mexico,  which  were  on  a 
downward  trend  for  several  years 
thanks  to  effective  aerial  eradication, 
were  key  disappointments  in  1985  when 
other  countries,  despite  great  burdens, 
met  or  even  exceeded  our  expectations. 
In  meetings  this  week  involving 
Presidents  Reagan  and  De  la  Madrid, 
Secretary  of  State  Shultz  and  Foreign 
Secretary  Sepulveda,  and  Attorneys 
General  Meese  and  Garcia,  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  have  reiterated  their 
unrestricted  cooperation  and  assistance 
in  rejuvenating  a  control  program.  The 
United  States  is  emphasizing  the  high 
priority  it  attaches  to  reducing  the  flow 
of  heroin  and  marijuana  from  Mexico, 
and  the  high  priority  it  attaches  to  effec- 
tive action  against  those  traffickers 
responsible  for  the  death  of  DBA  Agent 
Camarena. 

In  September,  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  will  collaborate  in  an  intensive 
spraying  program  of  opium  poppy  in  the 
infamous  tri-State  area.  Mexico  has 
agreed  to  let  the  U.S.  Government  bring 
in  six  turbo  Thrush  aircraft,  and  combine 
them  with  three  of  their  high-spraying 
capacity  Bell  212  helicopters,  in  an  effort 
to  eliminate  70%  or  more  of  the  fall 
poppy  crop  before  it  is  harvested.  The 
U.S.  Government  has  assisted  the  Mex- 
icans in  improving  this  program  in  1986, 
including  refinements  in  the  spraying 
process.  Together  with  the  verification 
program,  in  which  DEA  agents  ride  with 
Mexican  officials  to  confirm  fields 
destroyed,  these  improvements  bode 
well  for  restoring  the  effectiveness  of 
this  once  heralded  program.  However, 
there  are  other  problems:  the  level  of 
effectiveness  in  seizures,  arrests,  and 
prosecutions  has  never  been  as  good  as 
in  the  eradication  program.  The  U.S. 
Government  seeks  a  strong  across-the- 
board  effort  at  improving  enforcement. 

In  1986  INM  has  purchased  addi- 
tional aircraft  and  is  launching  the 
special  Latin  American  regional  enforce- 
ment program  for  which  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  provided  $5  million. 
The  regional  air  wing,  based  in  Colom- 
bia, will  upgrade  strike  force  capability 
throughout  the  Andean  coca  growing 
region.  Future  Blast  P^urnace-type 
operations  may  be  conducted  through 
use  of  this  regional  air  wing,  funded  by 


INM,  or  with  the  assistance  of  DEA  air- 
craft, or  further  use  of  U.S.  military  air- 
craft, or  a  combination  thereof.  The  U.S. 
Government  is  not  limited  to  the  military 
option. 

This  air  wing  is  but  one  aspect  of  the 
trend  toward  regional  approaches  to  nar- 
cotics control.  The  cross-border  opera- 
tions involving  Colombia  with  Peru, 
Ecuador,  and  now  Bolivia  find  their 
counterpart  at  the  policy  level  in  the 
expressions  of  solidarity  at  the  OAS 
[Organization  of  American  States]  con- 
ference this  year. 

The  U.S.  Government  is  also  helping 
to  curb  the  overseas  demand,  which 
keeps  production  at  high  levels.  AID, 
USIA  [U.S.  Information  Agency],  and 
INM  have  worked  successfully  on  public 
awareness  and  prevention  campaigns. 

In  Southeast  Asia,  Burma  now  has 
the  opportunity,  with  production  down  in 
1985  and  a  major  eradication  program 
having  been  successfully  undertaken  in 
the  first  quarter  of  1986,  to  reduce  the 
world's  largest  production  of  illicit 
opium.  In  Thailand  the  new  eradication 
program  is  being  expanded.  These 
governments  must  enhance  their  efforts 
to  seize  control  of  the  border  from  traf- 
fickers, to  destroy  heroin  laboratories, 
and  to  interdict  shipments  of  both 
precursor  chemicals  and  finished  opium 
products. 

It  is  estimated  that  opium  production 
in  Pakistan  this  spring  rose  to  a  new 
range  of  100-150  metric  tons— more 
than  double  what  it  was  1  year  ago.  This 
expansion  was  driven  largely  by  higher 
prices,  resulting  from  increased  regional 
opium  and  heroin  demand,  and  by  a 
reduction  in  the  Pakistani  Government's 
enforcement  program  in  the  key  Gadoon 
area  coupled  with  an  expansion  of  opium 
cultivation  into  remote  tribal  areas  such 
as  Bajaur  and  Mohmand. 

The  United  States  and  Pakistan 
agreed  at  a  special  meeting  of  the 
bilateral  narcotics  working  group  in 
June  that  the  ban  on  opium  cultivation 
would  be  effectively  enforced  in  the 
Gadoon,  where  AID  has  a  major  develop- 
ment project,  and  in  the  Dir,  where  the 


Special  Development  and  Enforcement 
Project  managed  by  the  United  Nations 
is  being  developed.  The  Pakistanis  also 
agreed  to  enforce  the  ban  in  those  por- 
tions of  the  Bajaur  and  Mohmand  tribal 
areas  where  development  assistance  has 
been  scheduled. 

India  is  increasingly  important  as  a 
conduit  for  opium  products  from  both 
Southwest  and  Southeast  Asia,  as  well 
as  for  the  shipment  of  precursor 
chemicals  into  the  Golden  Triangle. 

Turkey  continues  to  sustain  one  of 
the  most  successful  efforts  at  preventing 
production  of  illicit  opium  poppy.  Long  a 
natural  attraction  for  smugglers  of  every 
stripe  because  it  serves  as  the  landbridge 
between  Asia  and  Europe,  Turkey  con- 
tinues to  be  a  principal  trafficking  route 
for  heroin  from  Southwest  Asia,  some  of 
it  refined  in  Turkish  labs. 

Pakistan  and  neighboring  nations 
must  also  find  ways  of  curbing  the  flow 
of  opium  products  out  of  Afghanistan 
and  suppressing  the  numerous  heroin 
labs  which  operate  along  the  Afghan- 
Pakistan  border.  Viable  approaches  have 
not  been  found  to  Iran  or  to  Laos,  and 
reports  of  increased  opium  production  in 
the  latter  are  of  renewed  concern,  par- 
ticularly given  success  elsewhere  in  the 
Golden  Triangle. 

Conclusion 

The  general  task  remains  the  same  as  in 
earlier  years:  the  grower-to-user  nar- 
cotics chain  which  stretches  across  five 
continents  must  be  broken  through  a 
comprehensive  program  of  international 
control.  Pressure  must  be  applied  at  all 
points  in  the  chain— through  crop 
control;  through  increased  seizures  of 
both  drug  products  and  financial  assets; 
through  intensified  investigation  and 
prosecution  of  traffickers;  and  through 
effective  treatment  and  prevention  of 
drug  abuse. 


iThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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Who  Will  Protect 
Freedom  of  the  Seas? 


by  John  D.  Negroponte 

Address  before  the  Law  of  the  Sea 
Institute  in  Miami  on  July  21,  1986. 
Ambassador  Negroponte  is  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Oceans  and  International 
Environmental  and  Scientific  Affairs. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  consider  the 
question:  "Who  will  protect  the  freedom 
of  the  seas?"  I  intend  to  put  aside  the 
fine  points  and  phrases  of  the  law  of  the 
sea  and,  instead,  speak  as  a  layman  to 
this  question. 

The  world's  oceans  are  vital  to 
mankind  in  diverse  ways.  We  are  just 
beginning  to  understand  their  environ- 
mental significance.  We  have  always 
used  their  fishery  resources.  We  have 
begun  to  learn  how  to  exploit  some  of 
their  other  resources.  And  through  the 
centuries  the  world's  oceans  have  been 
essential  as  waterways,  and  now  air- 
ways, necessary  to  preserve  the  peace 
and  to  move  world  trade  and  commerce. 

The  freedom  of  use  of  the  world's 
marine  waters  is  what  we  mean  by  the 
freedom  of  the  seas.  It  is  perhaps  our 
oldest  customary  international  law 
doctrine. 

The  freedom  of  the  seas  was  not 
given  to  mankind.  It  was  won— won 
through  scholarly  and  legal  debate  and 
in  naval  engagements.  Over  the  years, 
the  freedom  of  the  seas  has  undergone 
some  changes  and  refinements.  Its  exer- 
cise has  become  geographically  com- 
pressed; its  composition  has  been 
broken  into  fragments,  and  some  of 
those  have  been  lost.  So,  today,  when 
we  speak  of  the  freedom  of  the  seas,  we 
mean,  primarily,  the  freedom  of  move- 
ment on  the  world's  seas  and  oceans  by 
navies  and  maritime  commerce:  the  free- 
dom to  navigate  and  to  fly  from  one 
continent  to  another  over  broad 
expanses;  the  freedom  to  navigate  and 
to  fly  from  one  sea  to  another  through 
even  the  narrowest  of  straits. 

Without  the  freedom  of  the  seas,  the 
world  would  be  a  different  place.  Mari- 
time commerce  as  we  know  it  would  not 
exist.  The  global  balance  of  power  would 
be  unalterably  shifted. 

Threats  to  Freedom  of  the  Seas 

The  freedom  of  the  seas  has  come  under 
attack,  traditionally,  because  of  two  con- 
siderations: coastal  security  and 


resource  requirements  of  coastal  commu- 
nities. Security  considerations  have 
played  a  role  in  promoting  nev/  coastal 
state  jurisdictions.  Both  the  legal 
regimes  of  the  territorial  sea  and  the 
continental  shelf  were  justified  on  secu- 
rity grounds.  And  coastal  state  resource 
considerations  have  justified  virtually  all 
forms  of  maritime  jurisdiction. 

Thus,  in  spite  of  its  traditions  and 
benefits,  the  freedom  of  the  seas  is  con- 
fronted by  something  called  the  coastal 
state.  The  coastal  state  regards  the  sea 
as  a  resource— its  resource.  Some 
coastal  states  go  beyond  that,  seeing  in 
the  sea  a  means  of  providing  a  security 
buffer  for  their  territory.  The  upshot  is 
that  the  coastal  state  seeks  to  bring 
within  its  grasp  as  much  of  the  offshore 
area  and  resources  as  it  can  justify. 

The  coastal  state  is  assisted  in  its 
efforts  by  some  of  our  finer  professions: 
scientists,  engineers,  lawyers,  and  politi- 
cians. Marine  science's  search  for  knowl- 
edge is  resulting  in  many  new  discov- 
eries of  the  ocean's  potential.  Engineers 
find  in  the  ocean  the  opportunity  to 
invent  and  to  apply  new  technologies  to 
capitalize  on  that  potential.  Lawyers 
find  ample  opportunities  to  create 
"new"  law,  quietly  whispering  how  to 
justify  exploiting  that  potential  without, 
as  they  say,  "adversely  affecting"  the 
freedom  of  the  seas.  And,  then  comes 
the  politician,  weighing  the  issue,  and, 
as  he  or  she  does  so,  we  must  ask: 
"Does  he  hear  an  advocate  for  the  free- 
dom of  the  seas?" 

The  technique  which  coastal  states 
have  used  for  many  years  to  assert  con- 
trol over  area  and  resources,  while 
ostensibly  not  "adversely  affecting"  the 
freedom  of  the  seas,  is  to  draw  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  interest  of  the 
coastal  state  and  that  of  the  interna- 
tional community.  The  normal  pattern  is 
that  the  coastal  state  acknowledges  that 
the  international  community  has  a  cer- 
tain right  to  navigate  off  its  coast,  if  the 
resource-  or  security-related  jurisdic- 
tional claim  by  the  coastal  state  is 
accepted  by  the  international 
community. 

In  concept  the  distinction  between 
resources  use  and  navigation  is  a 
reasonable  approach  which  provides  a 
basis  for  balancing  the  interests  of  all 
states.  And  the  balance  which  exists 
between  coastal  state  security  concerns 
and  the  rights  of  the  international  com- 
munity also  has  justification.  In  fact, 


however,  over  the  years  the  interna- 
tional community  has  had  a  hard  time 
protecting  its  navigation  rights.  The  fine 
points  of  the  law,  the  subtle  distinctions 
which  are  often  the  key  to  concluding 
negotiations,  often  are  lost  sight  of  in 
practice.  The  result  is  ironic.  Instead  of 
coastal  state  jurisdiction  being  an 
exception— a  limited  encroachment  on 
the  freedom  of  the  seas— we  find  the 
opposite  to  be  true,  at  least  in  terms  of 
political  emotions:  the  freedom  of  the 
seas  becomes  an  exception  or  encroach- 
ment upon  the  rules  of  coastal  state 
jurisdiction. 

This  trend,  which  has  been  going  on 
for  some  time,  further  endangers  the 
freedom  of  the  seas.  It  does  so  by  creat- 
ing a  new  way  of  thinking  about  the 
oceans  in  the  minds  of  scientists,  engi- 
neers, lawyers,  politicians,  and  others. 
We  begin  to  think  in  proprietary  terms 
about  the  sea  off  our  coast,  and,  in 
doing  so,  the  freedom  of  the  seas  takes 
second  place  to  coastal  state  jurisdiction. 

Examples  of  this  process  are  evident 
in  the  law  of  the  sea.  Once  the  freedom 
of  the  sea  applied  to  all  marine  waters. 
Then  the  concept  of  the  narrow  ter- 
ritorial sea  developed— in  which  there  is 
the  right,  or  some  would  call  it  an 
exception,  of  innocent  passage.  Later 
the  concept  of  straight  baselines  found 
its  way  into  state  practice  and  a  right 
(or  exception)  of  innocent  passage  was 
recognized  where  it  had  previously 
existed.  Later  came  the  resource 
claims— first  the  continental  shelf,  then 
the  narrow  and  later  the  broader  fishing 
zones,  all  ostensibly  not  "adversely 
affecting"  the  freedom  of  the  seas.  More 
recently,  we  have  seen  the  development 
of  broader  12-mile  territorial  sea  claims 
together  with  a  straits  navigation 
regime  called  transit  passage  that  is  not 
supposed  to  "adversely  affect"  the  free- 
dom of  the  seas.  The  list  goes  on  to 
include  the  archipelagic  states  princi- 
ples, together  with  the  regime  of  archi- 
pelagic sealanes  passage.  And,  finally, 
there  is  the  exclusive  economic  zone, 
and  if  you  find  the  appropriate  cross- 
referenced  passage  in  the  1982  conven- 
tion, you  will  find  that  the  exercise  of 
jurisdiction  in  that  zone,  also,  is  not  sup- 
posed to  "adversely  affect"  the  freedom 
of  the  seas. 

The  freedom  of  the  seas  seems  to  be 
lost  in  a  welter  of  coastal  state  jurisdic- 
tions. I  remember  a  cartoon  from  the 
New  Yorker  magazine  about  the  time 
the  Third  UN  Law  of  the  Sea  Confer- 
ence was  beginning.  It  showed  a  group 
of  diplomats  around  a  conference  table. 
Standing  in  the  doorway  at  the  back  of 
the  room  was  Neptune.  One  diplomat 
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was  speaking,  and  the  caption  said 
something  like:  "Before  we  begin  our 
conference  on  dividing  up  the  sea,  there 
is  a  gentleman  here  who  wishes  to  be 
heard." 

Well,  would  you  say  that  from  Nep- 
tune's perspective  the  third  conference 
was  a  success  or  failure?  A  lot  of  ocean 
and  resources  got  divided  up  by  the 
coastal  states  at  that  conference.  The 
conference's  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
resources  beyond  coastal  state  jurisdic- 
tion failed  to  achieve  the  agreement  of 
all  states.  And  the  promotion  and  pro- 
tection of  the  freedom  of  the  seas,  under 
the  convention  the  conference  devel- 
oped, may  only  be  found  by  proper  legal 
interpretation  of  subtle  points  and 
phrases. 

Why  is  this  so?  Why  could  not  the 
maintenance  and  preservation  of  the 
freedom  of  the  seas  be  expressed  in 
categorical  terms  throughout  the  con- 
vention text?  Why  were  so  many  points 
disguised? 

Perhaps  the  reason  is  that  there  is 
no  one  group  of  states  for  which  the 
freedom  of  the  seas  is  that  group's 
exclusive  interest  in  the  law  of  the  sea. 
There  are  no  exclusively  maritime 
states.  All  the  maritime  states  are 
coastal  states,  as  well.  They  must 
balance  their  interests.  One  aspect  of 
their  national  interest  must  be  balanced 
against  the  other.  Yet,  it  is  this  group 
of  states  that  is  the  principal  user  of  the 
sea— for  coastal  resource  exploitation 
and  for  international  navigation.  From 
the  practice  of  this  group  of  states,  the 
customary  law  of  the  sea  emerges. 
Thus,  the  freedom  of  the  seas— the  free- 
dom that  presumably  Neptune  would 
have  us  preserve— has  no  advocate  that 
does  not  have  other  interests  and 
responsibilities. 

Avoiding  Further  Setbacks 

The  Third  Law  of  the  Sea  Conference 
was  called,  in  part,  because  of  the  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  in  stopping  further  erosion  in  the 
meaning  of  the  freedom  of  the  seas.  The 
conference  didn't  halt  it— look  at  what 
happened  during  the  conference— but  it 
may  be  said  to  have  stabilized  matters 
for  a  period.  But  for  how  long?  If  the 
freedom  of  the  seas  is  not  to  suffer  fur- 
ther setbacks  in  the  wake  of  the  third 
conference,  the  maritime  states  must  do 
two  things  and  do  them  well. 

The  first  of  these  is  not  to  be  afraid 
to  assert  the  freedom  of  the  seas  in 
their  activities  around  the  globe.  The 
rights  and  freedoms  of  the  sea  will  be 
lost  over  time  if  they  are  not  used. 


There  may,  from  time  to  time,  be  politi- 
cal costs  in  exercising  such  rights;  but 
these  costs  cannot  be  avoided  if  the 
right  is  to  be  preserved.  Deference  to 
coastal  states  in  the  exercise  of  rights 
will  only  make  it  more  difficult  to  exer- 
cise the  right  in  the  future,  since  the 
political  cost  of  using  the  right  will 
increase  in  the  absence  of  usage. 

In  this  regard,  it  is  particularly 
important  that  the  maritime  states  uti- 
lize the  rights  set  forth  and  identified  in 
the  1982  convention.  Many  of  the  rights 
making  up  the  freedom  of  the  seas  are 
somewhat  obscured  by  the  coastal 
states'  orientation  of  the  convention 
text.  If  the  maritime  states  do  not 
remind  others  from  time  to  time  of  the 
existence  or  meaning  of  the  significant 
commas,  phrases,  and  words  found  in 
the  text,  the  freedoms  they  represent 
will  be  lost  to  sight. 

The  second  thing  that  must  be  done 
by  the  maritime  states  is  that  they  must 
ikeep  their  own  houses  in  order.  If  they 
let  their  coastal  state  personality  get 
the  better  of  them,  the  freedom  of  the 
seas  will  founder.  The  danger  I  see  is 
that  there  is  a  tendency  for  each  state 
to  see  the  waters  and  circumstances  off 
its  coast  as  in  some  way  unique.  In  this 
way  the  coastal  state  justifies  assertions 
of  new  or  broader  forms  of  jurisdiction 
to  satisfy  its  coastal  appetite. 

This  tendency,  which  has  been 
dubbed  "creeping  uniqueness,"  is  the 
latest  threat  to  the  freedom  of  the  seas. 
A  maritime  state  will  not  do  good  serv- 
ice to  the  freedom  of  the  seas  if  it  gives 
in  to  calls  to  consider  its  coastal  waters 
as  unique,  justifying  a  new  and  creative 
legal  approach.  And  it  is  worse  still  if 
that  creative  legal  approach  goes  be- 
yond or  severely  strains  the  principles 
laid  out  in  the  1982  convention,  thus 
destabilizing  the  balance  between  the 
freedom  of  the  seas  and  the  interests  of 
the  coastal  state  that  are  reflected 
therein. 

The  U.S.  Role 

How  does  the  United  States  stack  up  in 
all  of  this?  The  United  States  does, 
after  all,  have  a  split  personality  when 
it  comes  to  the  law  of  the  sea. 

On  the  first  point,  the  United  States 
has  been  at  the  forefront  in  exercising 
the  freedom  of  the  seas  in  spite  of  occa- 
sional political  costs.  In  particular,  the 
Navy's  routine  assertion-of-rights  pro- 
gram has  received  quite  a  lot  of  noto- 
riety in  recent  weeks,  given  the  events 
in  the  Gulf  of  Sidra.  It  is  important  to 
note  that  the  program  was  developed  in 
the  late  1970s,  during  the  Carter 
Administration.  Thus,  it  has  a  bipartisan 


character.  Also,  it  is  important  to  point 
out  that  the  program  was  developed  in 
anticipation  of  the  successful  conclusion 
of  the  Third  Law  of  the  Sea  Conference. 
It  was  believed  that,  even  with  a  widely 
ratified  Law  of  the  Sea  Treaty  to  which 
the  United  States  was  party,  it  still 
would  be  necessary  to  exercise  the 
rights  set  forth  in  the  convention  in 
order  not  to  lose  them. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  it  is 
even  more  important  that  we  exercise 
our  rights  today.  The  1983  presidential 
ocean  policy  statement  commits  the 
United  States  to  this  course.  The  exer- 
cise of  rights— the  freedom  to  navigate 
on  the  world's  oceans— is  not  meant  to 
be  a  provocative  act.  Rather,  in  the 
framework  of  customary  international 
law,  it  is  a  legitimate,  peaceful  assertion 
of  a  legal  position  and  nothing  more.  If 
the  United  States  and  other  maritime 
states  do  not  assert  international  rights 
in  the  face  of  claims  by  others  that  do 
not  conform  with  the  present  status  of 
the  law,  they  will  be  said  to  acquiesce  in 
those  claims  to  their  disadvantage. 
What  is  particularly  difficult  in  this  situ- 
ation is  to  understand  that  the  more 
aggressive  and  unreasonable  and  provoc- 
ative and  threatening  a  claim  may  be, 
the  more  important  it  is  to  exercise 
one's  rights  in  the  face  of  the  claim.  The 
world  community  can't  allow  itself  to  be 
coerced— coerced  into  lethargy  in  the 
protection  of  the  freedom  of  the  seas. 

On  the  second  point,  as  well,  the 
United  States  gets  good  marks— but 
perhaps  not  straight  As.  In  general,  the 
United  States  has  taken  a  conservative 
approach  to  its  coastal  state  claims.  In 
making  its  claims,  it  has  made  clear  that 
there  is  no  intention  to  "adversely 
affect"  the  navigation  rights  of  other 
states  in  the  waters  off  the  coast  of  the 
United  States.  Both  the  1945  Proclama- 
tion on  the  Continental  Shelf  and  the 
1983  Proclamation  of  the  Exclusive  Eco- 
nomic Zone  make  clear  in  specific  lan- 
guage in  the  proclamations  themselves 
that  the  resource  claim  is  not  intended 
to  affect  the  international  rights  and 
freedoms  of  other  states. 

The  United  States  has  maintained 
its  narrow  territorial  sea  at  3-miles 
breadth.  It  has  chosen  not  to  draw 
straight  baselines.  It  conservatively 
exercises  its  right  under  Article  7  of  the 
1958  Convention  on  the  Territorial  Seas 
and  Contiguous  Zone  to  claim  juridical 
bays  less  than  24-miles  wide  at  the 
mouth.  It  has  only  very  few  small 
spots  of  historic  waters,  which  are  of  no 
consequence  to  the  international  commu- 
nity and  which  could  have  been  incorpo- 
rated in  a  straight  baseline  system  had 
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it  chosen  to  do  so.  Contrary  to  what 
some  foreign  press  reports  have  said, 
the  United  States  has  not  drawn 
baselines  between  the  islands  of  the 
Aleutians  or  of  Hawaii.  Foreign  vessels 
of  all  states— commercial  or  military- 
navigate  off  the  U.S.  coast  routinely, 
consistent  with  their  rights  under  inter- 
national law. 

The  United  States  has  taken  a  con- 
servative approach  to  its  maritime 
claims  for  several  reasons,  one  of  which 
is  the  desire  to  lead  by  example.  By  its 
action  it  hopes  to  encourage  similar  con- 
servative approaches  by  others. 

But  the  United  States  has  been 
knowTi  to  put  its  coastal  state  hat  on 
from  time  to  time.  For  the  most  part, 
though,  it  has  resisted  the  creation  of 
iTiles  to  meet  its  unique  concerns.  As 
the  United  States  moves  into  the  imple- 
mentation of  its  exclusive  economic 
zone,  it  must  bear  this  in  mind.  We 
must  recognize  that  one  cannot  slice  the 


pie  too  thin.  We  must  stand  for  prin- 
ciples—recognizable principles  that  are 
not  riddled  with  self-serving  exceptions. 

The  present  challenge  before  the 
freedom  of  the  seas  is  that  its  tradi- 
tional defenders  have  begun  to  think  of 
the  oceans  as  a  resource  rather  than  as 
the  world's  highway.  Science  and  tech- 
nology have  opened  to  us  the  ocean's 
resources.  We  must  not  expect  that 
mankind  will  be  denied  the  opportunity 
to  exploit  them.  As  mankind  does  so, 
satisfying  its  needs  and  using  its  capa- 
bihties,  the  freedom  of  the  seas  will  con- 
tinue to  come  up  against  coastal  state 
demands.  If  the  freedom  of  the  seas  is 
to  survive— not  to  be  subject  to  further 
inroads— we  must  be  energetic  in  its 
promotion  and  protection.  As  we  face 
the  challenges  that  science  and  technol- 
ogy bring  us,  we  must  meet  them  bear- 
ing in  mind  the  question:  "Who  is 
protecting  freedom  of  the  seas?"  ■ 


U.S.  and  Australia 
Hold  Ministerial  Talks 


Secretary  Shultz  and  Secretary  of 
Defense  Caspar  W.  Weinberger  and 
Australian  Minister  for  Foreign  Affairs 
Bill  Hayden  and  Minister  for  Defense 
Kim  Beazley  met  in  ministerial  session 
in  San  Francisco  August  10-11,  1986. 

Following  are  the  texts  of  Secretary 
Shultz's  statement  at  the  first  plenary 
session,  the  joint  news  conference,  and 
the  joint  statement  issued  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  their  meeting. 


SECRETARY  SHULTZ'S 

STATEMENT, 
AUG.  11,  1986' 

On  behalf  of  Secretary  Weinberger  and 
myself  and  the  American  delegation  and 
Americans  everywhere,  I  want  to 
welcome  you  formally  to  the  opening  of 
the  U.S. -Australian  bilateral  min- 
isterial talks.  Our  location  on  the  Pacific 
coast  reflects  the  importance  which  the 
United  States  attaches  to  this  most 
dynamic  region  of  the  world  and  par- 
ticularly to  Australia— a  fellow 
democracy,  a  strong  ally,  and  a  major 
contributor  tc  global  and  regional 
stability. 

The  United  States  and  Australia, 
along  with  New  Zealand,  came  together 
in  this  same  location  35  years  ago  to 
form  the  ANZUS  [Australia,  New 


Zealand,  United  States  security  pact] 
alliance.  Our  countries  had  witnessed  the 
destruction  of  the  peace  by  distant 
aggressors  and  had  learned  that  broad 
oceans  and  geographic  isolation  did  not 
guarantee  security.  We  had  come  to 
understand  that  the  survival  of  indi- 
vidual freedom  depends  on  strong 
defense,  both  alone  and  in  concert  with 
allies. 

When  he  signed  the  ANZUS  treaty 
at  the  Presidio  in  1951,  a  distinguished 
New  Zealand  diplomat,  Ambassador  Sir 
Carl  Berendsen,  said,  "By  creating  an 
area  of  stability  in  the  Pacific,  this 
ANZUS  treaty  may  be  expected  to 
reduce  world  tensions  and  thus  to  prove 
a  reinforcement  of,  and  a  contribution 
to,  the  general  system  of  international 
security.  ...  By  providing  directly  a 
strong  measure  of  defense  against 
attack  in  the  Pacific,  it  does  at  the  same 
time .  .  .  make  it  possible  for  its  parties  to 
play  their  part  elsewhere  because  the 
problem  that  the  free  world  is  facing  to- 
day is  a  global  problem.  ..." 

Ever  since,  Australia  and  the  United 
States  have  worked  together  in  ways 
that  benefit  not  only  our  own  countries, 
but  the  security  of  others  whose  fate  is 
linked  to  our  own.  We  cooperate,  for 
example,  in  joint  facilities  that  enhance 
deterrence  of  nuclear  war  through  pro- 
viding for  strategic  early  warning.  These 


same  facilities  allow  us  to  verify  arms 
control  agreements,  thus  making  arms 
control  itself  possible. 

We  also  work  together  in  military 
exercises,  improving  the  capability  of 
our  forces  to  operate  separately  or 
jointly  in  the  event  of  a  threat  to  peace. 
Americans  particularly  value  our  ship 
and  air  access  in  Australia.  Our  four  to 
five  dozen  ship  visits  per  year  allow  us  to 
play  a  stabilizing  role  in  the  Western 
Pacific  and  the  Indian  Ocean,  areas  of 
vital  importance  to  both  countries 
though  nearer  to  Australian  shores  than 
to  our  own. 

Our  fruitful  cooperation  conveys  a 
strong  message  to  potential  adversaries; 
it  shows  Americans  and  Australians  the 
value  of  alliance.  Our  cooperation  pro- 
vides a  bulwark  against  any  temptation 
to  disengage  from  world  problems  and 
look  after  only  parochial  interests,  and  it 
deepens  the  bonds  and  special  relation- 
ship between  our  countries. 

The  United  States  and  Australia 
have  strong  economic  ties.  Our  bilateral 
trade  exceeds  $8  billion  annually.  We  are 
Australia's  second  largest  market  and 
supplier.  Australia  is  one  of  our  major 
trading  partners  and  is  also  the  location 
of  the  largest  U.S.  investments  stake  in 
East  Asia,  totaling  more  than  $9  billion 
by  1984.  And  our  economic  ties  are 
reciprocal;  in  1985  Australian  invest- 
ment in  the  United  States  grew  by  more 
than  $450  million. 

I  would  note  also  Australia's  leading 
role  in  regional  growth  and  stability. 
Official  Australian  development 
assistance  should  exceed  $365  million  in 
1986,  primarily  to  Papua  New  Guinea 
and  other  developing  countries  of  the 
South  Pacific  and  Southeast  Asia. 
Australia  continues  to  be  a  welcome  and 
major  contributor  to  multilateral  aid 
organizations  active  in  the  region. 

We  also  confront  common  difficult 
problems  as  in  the  field  of  agriculture. 
As  was  stated  in  the  Tokyo  summit 
economic  declaration,  "a  situation  of 
global  structural  surplus  now  exists  for 
some  important  agricultural  products, 
arising  partly  from  technological 
improvements,  partly  from  changes  in 
the  world  market  situation,  and  partly 
from  long-standing  policies  of  domestic 
subsidy  and  protection  of  agriculture  in 
all  our  countries,"  said  these  seven  coun- 
tries. "This  harms  the  economies  of  cer- 
tain developing  countries  and  is  likely  to 
aggravate  the  risk  of  wider  protectionist 
pressures.  This  is  a  problem  which  we  all 
share  and  can  be  dealt  with  only  in 
cooperation  with  each  other.  .  .  action  is 
needed  to  redirect  policies  and  adjust 
structures  of  agricultural  production  in 
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the  light  of  world  demand."  I  guess  from 
what  I've  heard,  Bill,  you  might  say, 
"Amen,  and  let's  get  going  on  that  proj- 
ect." 

We  come  together  today  without 
New  Zealand.  We  regret  this  absence 
deeply.  New  Zealand  has  been  a  major 
contributor  to  regional  and  global  stabil- 
ity, fighting  bravely  with  its  allies  in  four 
wars  during  this  century.  This 
distinguished  record  is  testimony  to  New 
Zealand's  place  in  the  community  of  free 
nations. 

Access  for  allied  ships  and  aircraft, 
however,  is  essential  to  the  effectiveness 
of  the  ANZUS  alliance.  If  New  Zealand 
continues  to  say  "no"  to  ships  operating 
under  our  universal  policy  of  neither  con- 
firming nor  denying  the  presence  or 
absence  of  nuclear  weapons,  then  we 
cannot  send  navy  vessels  to  New 
Zealand's  ports.  The  New  Zealand 
Government's  current  policies  of  block- 
ing traditional  ship  and  air  access  thus 
vitiate  the  principal  contribution  that 
New  Zealand  makes  to  ANZUS. 

Because  of  New  Zealand's  decision 
to  renege  on  an  essential  element  of  its 
ANZUS  participation,  it  has  become 
impossible  for  the  United  States  to  sus- 
tain its  security  obligations  to  New 
Zealand.  We  sincerely  hope  that  New 
Zealand  will  soon  undertake  adequate 
corrective  measures  which  will  restore 
port  and  air  access  and  permit  a  return 
to  alliance  cooperation. 

New  Zealand's  actions  can  only 
encourage  those  who  hope  to  tear  at  the 
fabric  of  Western  cooperation.  The 
United  States  and  Australia  choose  to 
provide  a  different  vision— a  reaffirma- 
tion of  the  willingness  of  democratic 
peoples  to  make  common  cause  in 
defense  of  our  principles  and  way  of  life. 

I  am  deeply  pleased  to  open  this 
bilateral  ministerial— the  symbol  of  our 
continued  alliance  relationship.  Our  talks 
today  will  range  over  issues  of  bilateral 
security,  economics,  Asia  and  the 
Pacific,  and  global  security.  In  addition, 
we  hope  to  reach  conclusions  on  the 
nature  of  our  relationship  in  the  absence 
of  New  Zealand,  as  well  as  to  establish  a 
structure  to  preserve  our  ties  until  the 
trilateral  activities  of  the  alliance  can  be 
resumed. 


JOINT  NEWS  CONFERENCE, 
AUG.  11,  1986^ 

Secretary  Shultz.  This  meeting  has 
borne  out  once  again  the  value— from 
the  standpoint  of  the  United  States,  and 
I  hope  from  that  of  Australia— of  the 
ANZUS  alliance  and  the  discussions  that 


take  place  under  it.  We've  had  a  broad 
review  of  the  security  situation  in  the 
South  Pacific,  the  Australian  area,  and 
for  that  matter,  all  through  the  world. 

We've  also  had  a  good  and,  at  times, 
a  vigorous  discussion  of  economic  prob- 
lems, including  those  involved  in 
agriculture.  While  we  have  some  dif- 
ferences of  view,  it's  good  to  state  them 
and  talk  them  through,  and  see  where 
we  may  go  from  here. 

So  from  our  standpoint,  the  joint 
statement  expresses  very  well  our  sen- 
timents, and  we  have  welcomed  very 
much  this  opportunity  to  meet  once 
again  with  Foreign  Minister  Hayden  and 
Defense  Minister  Beazley  and  their  col- 
leagues. It's  been  a  very  good  and  pro- 
ductive day. 

Foreign  Minister  Hayden.  The 

Australian  delegation.  Defense  Minister 
Beazley  and  myself,  have  appreciated 
the  opportunity  once  again  to  explore  a 
wide  range  of  mutual  concerns  of  the 
bilateral  relationship  which  exists 
between  Australia  and  the  United 
States;  and  furthermore,  to  reinforce 
that  bilateral  security  association 
between  our  two  countries. 

It  is,  as  I  mentioned  this  morning,  a 
matter  of  marked  regret  for  us  that  New 
Zealand  is  unable  to  participate  on  a 
trilateral  basis  with  Australia  and  the 
United  States  under  the  ANZUS  treaty. 
As  we've  said  before,  the  reasons  which 
have  caused  this  are  reasons  with  which 
we  disagree.  We  have  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent approach  to  policy  on  such  mat- 
ters to  that  adopted  by  New  Zealand. 

I  also  repeat,  as  Mr.  George  Shultz 
said,  there  was  a  wide  canvas  explored, 
including  not  only  regional  issues  and 
bilateral  ones  but  broader  global  ones.  In 
particular,  as  I  mentioned  this  morning, 
we  discussed  the  issue  of  increasing  pro- 
tectionism and  the  damage  that  it's 
doing  to  countries  in  the  world,  allies  of 
other  countries  which  are  practicing 
protectionism. 

And  in  our  case,  it  is  clearly  evident 
to  us  that  protectionism  is  impairing  and 
will  continue  to  impair  our  ability  to 
fulfill  a  number  of  security  roles  which 
we  would  wish  to  fulfill  in  the  region. 
We  wish  to  see  steps  taken  to  roll  back 
that  protectionism,  and  I  have  here,  but 
more  particularly  elsewhere,  explored 
with  counterparts  that  need,  and  action 
which  might  be  taken. 

Defense  Minister  Beazley  and  I 
appreciate  the  warmth  with  which  we've 
been  greeted  on  this  occasion  and  helpful 
dialogue  which  has  taken  place. 

Q.  One  of  the  things  that  was 
discussed  on  the  issue  of  protectionism 


is,  where  do  we  go  from  here?  The 
communique  that  you've  issued  is 
bland  in  the  extreme  on  the  subject. 
What  is  the  answer?  Where  do  we  go 
from  here? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  think  the 
answer  is,  first  of  all,  to  recognize  that 
the  pattern  of  subsidies  and  the  setting 
of  higher  than  market  prices  that 
encourages  production,  an  attribute  of 
policies  throughout  major  countries 
without  exception,  has  brought  us  to  a 
position  where  there  is  a  huge  amount  of 
supply  of  major  commodities  in  excess  of 
the  demand.  And  so  this  subsidy  struc- 
ture needs  to  be  examined  and 
something  done  about  it. 

That  is  precisely  what  was  called  for 
at  the  Tokyo  economic  summit.  I  might 
say  that  before  the  President  went 
there,  he  heard  very  vigorously  from 
Prime  Minister  Bob  Hawke  about  it  in  a 
visit  to  Washington,  and  that  was  very 
much  the  message  that  he  got. 

So  I  think  this  is  a  principal  concern, 
and  we  hope  that  it  can  be  done  in  the 
GATT  [General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade]  round  which  we  hope  will  get 
started  in  Punta  del  Este  in  the  meeting 
that  takes  place  there  in  the  middle  of 
September.  I  think  that's  the  principal 
thing  that  has  to  be  done. 

And  in  the  meantime,  all  countries 
need  to  examine  their  own  policies  and 
do  everything  possible  to  roll  back  and 
contain  the  protectionist  pressures  that 
we  see  everywhere. 

Q.  There's  been  a  lot  of  references 
today  to  air  problems,  or  to  air  access. 
I  wonder  if  this  is  a  new  element 
that's  been  interjected,  and  do  you 
foresee  a  time  when  the  Antarctic  base 
facility  at  Christchurch  might  be 
shifted  to  Australia  because  of  poten- 
tial air  problems? 

Secretary  Shultz.  We  don't  foresee 
any  such  shift.  That  facility  has  operated 
successfully  there  for  a  long  time.  It's  a 
research  facility  and  is  not  connected 
with  this  set  of  problems. 

However,  access  to  airfields  and 
ports  from  the  standpoint  of  our  military 
relationship  operate  under  a  similar  kind 
of  policy.  And  basically  what's  happened 
here  is  that  the  ANZUS  treaty  remains 
in  effect— Australia  and  the  U.S.  rela- 
tionship under  it  remains  unchanged, 
strong  and  vigorous.  And  New  Zealand 
has,  in  effect,  withdrawn  from  that 
security  relationship  by  withdrawing 
from  one  of  its  most  important  contribu- 
tions to  the  relationship. 

Foreign  Minister  Hayden:  The  mat- 
ter hasn't  been  put  to  the  Australian 
Government.  Should  it  be  put,  it  would 
be  considered  then  and  a  determination 
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made.  At  this  point,  however,  there's 
no  such  proposal  before  us. 

Secretary  Weinberger.  Tasmania  is 
an  entirely  separate  activity,  but  as 
Secretary  Shultz  says.  New  Zealand  has 
taken  action  which,  in  effect,  frustrated 
the  execution  of  the  treaty,  taken 
themselves  out  of  it,  and  left  themselves 
then  without  the  security  and  the  protec- 
tion of  the  treaty.  The  treaty  remains  in 
effect  between  Australia  and  the  United 
States,  and  if  New  Zealand  ever  changes 
its  policy,  we  hope  they  can  come  back  in 
again. 

Q.  If  the  United  States  is  prepared 
to  treat  Australia  with  indifference  as 
to  trade,  what  faith  should  we  place  in 
this  treaty  negotiated  today? 

Secretary  Shultz.  The  United  States 
doesn't  treat  Australia  with  indifference 
about  anything,  including  in  the  field  of 
economics. 

In  the  field  of  economics  and  trade, 
we  struggle  as  others  do  with  these  huge 
surplusses  that  have  been  generated.  The 
President's  decision  was  simply  one  to 
bring  about  the  fulfillment  of  an  obliga- 
tion undertaken  by  the  Soviet  Union  in 
signing  a  long-term  grain  agreement 
with  us,  which  was,  that  their  minimum 
purchase  would  be  9  million  metric  tons, 
at  least  4  million  of  which  would  be 
wheat.  That's  something  that's  been  on 
the  books  for  a  long  time. 

In  terms  of  thinking  about 
Australia's  interests,  as  we  think  about 
ours,  it's  very  much  in  our  minds,  and 
we  feel  that  there  was  a  great  contribu- 
tion to  our  thinking  when  Prime  Minister 
Hawke  was  in  the  United  States  before 
the  Tokyo  summit.  We  work  together  on 
trade  matters  regularly,  and  I  might  say 
that  Foreign  Minister  Hayden  has 
banged  on  me  a  little  bit.  So  we  under- 
stand the  importance  of  these  matters  to 
Australia.  And  we  appreciate  that. 

Q.  I'd  like  to  ask  Mr.  Hayden  what 
is  meant  by  the  statement  in  paragraph 
14  of  the  communique,  where  it's 
stated  that  Australia  notes  that  pro- 
tectionist policies,  particularly  toward 
agriculture,  would  impair  Australia's 
ability  to  work  effectively  in  coopera- 
tion with  its  allies  and  friends.  What 
does  this  mean? 

Foreign  Minister  Hayden.  Prime 
Minister  Hawke  of  Australia  has  stated 
quite  categorically  that  there  will  be  no 
linkage  between  security  matters,  such 
as  the  joint  facilities  in  Australia,  and 
commercial  matters.  He  stated  that 
quite  categorically,  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions recently,  and  publicly.  So  there's 
no  reference,  no  illusion  to  such  matters 
implied  in  that  comment. 


That  comment  refers  to  one  simple 
fact,  and  that  is,  as  a  result  of  the  loss  of 
markets  or  the  loss  of  income,  I  should 
say,  that  will  arise  because  of  certain 
pricing  subsidization  policies,  Australia's 
national  income  will  be  affected;  export 
income  will  be  affected;  our  ability  to 
make  purchases  of  a  ce>tain  level  of 
defense  equipment  will  be  impaired; 
perhaps  our  role  to  provide  aid  with  a 
political  consideration  behind  it  could  be 
impaired.  And  accordingly,  our  role  to 
fulfill  as  much  as  we  would  have  wished 
to  have  fulfilled  will  be  less  than  it  would 
otherwise  have  been. 

Q.  It  was  recently  reported  to  the 
Australian  Minister  of  Defense — the 
Dibb  report  on  the  future  of 
Australian  defenses  finds  that 
Australia  does  enough  as  an  ally  by 
hosting  the  joint  facilities  and  pro- 
viding access  to  naval  ships. 

And  suggesting  there's  no  need  for 
Australian  defense  forces  to  continue 
to  be  equipped  and  trained  for  joint 
operations  with  U.S.  forces,  it  pro- 
poses an  independent  draw  of 
Australian  forces  and  an  end  to  the 
traditional  participation  of  Australia 
in  joint  allied  forces  in  wartime.  I 
wonder  if  you  have  any  thoughts  on 
the  implications  of  these  proposals  for 
the  U.S. -Australia  alliance. 

Secretary  Weinberger.  We  don't 
read  the  Dibb  report  as  reaching  those 
conclusions.  We  think  that  it  is  very 
desirable  for  Australia  to  strengthen  its 
military  forces  to  act  in  the  various 
regions  set  out  in  the  Dibb  report  to 
widening  circles  that  encompass  a  great 
deal  of  territory. 

We  think  that  if  the  Australian 
forces  are  strengthened,  as  he  suggests, 
that  that  will  benefit  all  of  us,  and  it  will 
also  enable  Australia  to  play  a  role 
anywhere  that  its  government— present 
or  later  government— may  decide  is 
appropriate.  And  we  think  that  that's  an 
encouraging  and  a  useful  suggestion  of 
the  Dibb  report. 

We  don't  get  any  suggestion  that 
Australia  would  be  withdrawing  from  or 
giving  up  any  of  the  basic  obligations 
that  all  of  us  who  are  interested  in 
freedom  have  to  undertake. 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  might  say  that 
the  description  of  the  Dibb  report  given 
up  by  Defense  Minister  Beazley  this 
morning  didn't  bear  much  resemblance 
to  the  description  that  you  just  gave. 

Defense  Minister  Beazley.  That's 
absolutely  correct,  and  I  endorse  the 
views  put  forth  by  Secretary  Weinberger 
on  his  conclusions  as  to  what  it  means. 

I  think  the  point  that  is  important  to 
establish  in  regard  to  the  Dibb  report  is 


that  it  is  a  force-structure  document.  It 
clearly  relates  the  types  of  armed  forces 
that  Australia  needs  to  the  most  likely 
categories  of  conflict  into  which  we 
would  enter.  It  contains,  nevertheless, 
within  it  a  capacity  to  operate  effectively 
unilaterally  across  something  like  10%  of 
the  Earth's  surface  and,  with  allies  and 
friends,  across  something  like  25%  of  it. 

Obviously  forces  so  structured,  with 
that  sort  of  capability,  are  capable  of 
deployments  over  substantial  distances. 
And  any  change  in  the  force  structure 
that  is  related  to  that  still  leaves  options 
available  to  governments,  if  they  wish  to 
exercise  them  at  different  points  of  time 
to  go  further  afield. 

I've  been  making  that  point  immi- 
nently clear,  both  in  the  tabling  state- 
ment that  I  made  to  the  Dibb  report  and 
in  subsequent  public  debate  on  it. 

And,  of  course,  the  talks  today  have 
provided  an  opportunity  to  make  that 
point  further.  "There's  nothing  essentially 
new  in  it. 

Q.  You  say  in  the  statement  that 
New  Zealand's  current  policies  detract 
from  individual  and  collective  capacity 
to  resist  armed  attack.  My  question  to 
you  is  whether  or  not  there  was  any 
discussion  about  measures  to  bring 
New  Zealand  into  line?  Was  it 
discussed  and  discarded,  not 
discussed?  And  if  not,  why  just  the 
rhetoric  and  no  positive  action  to  bring 
New  Zealand  back  into  the  alliance? 

Secretary  Shultz.  First,  there  has 
been  a  tremendous  amount  of  effort  to 
find  a  way  to  maintain  New  Zealand's 
posture  in  the  alliance. 

I  can  remember  a  very  windy,  rainy, 
cold  day  in  Wellington  a  couple  of  years 
ago,  when  Prime  Minister-elect  Lange 
came,  and  we  had  a  meeting  and  started 
a  process  of  trying  to  work  this  out.  But 
it  proved  to  be  impossible,  in  that,  at 
least  for  the  present.  New  Zealand  has 
consistently  taken  the  position  that  it 
won't  receive  vessels  of  our  navy,  under 
our  policy  of  no  confirm  or  deny  the 
presence  of  nuclear  weapons.  It  also  has 
its  reservations  about  nuclear  powered 
ships,  which  represent,  I  think, 
something  like  40%  of  the  navy. 

So  what  you're  saying  is  that  you 
won't  allow  into  your  port  ships  from 
our  navy.  And  if  the  navy  can't  call 
there  and  use  those  bases,  then  how  can 
we  operate  effectively  as  an  alliance? 

We  tried  very  hard  to  see  if  there 
isn't  some  way  that  this  could  be  worked 
through,  but  there  are  certain  hard 
realities  you  have  to  face.  I  think  in  the 
end,  New  Zealand  chose,  as  it  has  a  right 
to  do,  basically  to  withdraw  itself  from 
the  alliance  by  denying  port  access. 
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We're  sorry  about  that.  I  miss  New 
Zealand,  and  as  I  said  after  my  meeting 
with  Prime  Minister  Lange  in  Manila 
only  a  few  weeks  ago,  we  part  as 
friends,  but  we  part  on  security  matters. 

Q.  Is  ANZUS  dead?  Are  we  enter- 
ing a  new  alliance  era  here? 

Secretary  Shultz.  No.  The  ANZUS 
treaty  remains  in  effect,  and  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  United  States  and 
Australia  is  as  strong  and  vigorous  as 
ever,  if  not  more  so.  It's  very  much  a 
strong  and  working  system. 

It's  unfortunate  that  it  doesn't 
include  New  Zealand  anymore,  but  as 
has  been  pointed  out  here,  it  is  left  there 
exactly  as  it  has  been,  and  if  there  can  at 
some  point  be  some  shift  that  makes  it 
possible  for  New  Zealand  to  rejoin  us, 
we  will  be  delighted.  But  there  will  have 
to  be  some  shift. 

Q.  In  regard  to  the  question  of 
New  Zealand  being  left  out,  or  having 
left  itself  out  of  the  ANZUS  alliance, 
there  are,  as  you  know,  discussions 
going  on  in  Scandinavia  still  about  the 
nuclear-weapons-free  zone — in  an 
upcoming  meeting  of  the  arm  of  the 
Socialist  Democratic  Parties  concern- 
ing that  question.  Should,  for 
instance,  the  Labor  Party  government 
of  Norway  now  decide  to  go  in  for  a 
nuclear-weapons-free  zone,  which 
would,  in  effect,  mean  that  American 
missiles  can  no  longer  come  into 
Norwegian  ports  without  such 
guarantees,  as  the  New  Zealanders 
asked  for,  would  that  mean  that 
Norway,  too,  will  be  considered  left 
out  of  NATO? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  would  call  your 
attention  to  the  fact,  without  the  United 
States  having  made  any  decision  about 
the  South  Pacific  nuclear-free  zone,  that 
the  way  in  which  that  treaty  is  postured 
in  no  way  forecloses— in  fact  it  explicitly 
is  consistent  with  the  movement  of 
nuclear  powered  ships  through  that  zone 
and  the  calling  on  ports  of  countries  in 
that  zone  under  the  no  confirm  or  deny 
policy. 

So  it's  not  a  question  of  some 
generalization;  it's  a  question  of  exactly 
what  operating  policies  are  followed,  and 
so  far,  our  capacity  to  operate  with  all 
our  NATO  allies  has  gone  along  very 
well. 

Q.  In  the  talks  today,  and  the  talks 
leading  up  to  it,  did  the  United  States 
ask  Australia  to  in  any  way  restrict  its 
ties  or  its  relationship  with  New 
Zealand? 

F'oreign  Minister  Hayden.  No. 
[Laughter] 


Q.  You  discussed  regional  arms 
control  in  the  Pacific,  and  you  men- 
tioned that  you  had  concerns  in  that 
region.  What  are  those  concerns  as 
they  relate  to  small  Pacific  island 
nations,  and  what  effect  do  you  think 
New  Zealand's  action  will  have  on  the 
policies  of  those  nations? 

Secretary  Weinberger.  The  basic 
concern  that  we  would  have,  first  of  all, 
is  that  New  Zealand  has  made  itself  far 
less  defensible  by  its  action  thus  far.  If 
there  is  any  suggestion  that  other 
nations  should  follow  that  course,  we 
would  obviously  be  worried  that  they 
themselves  are  following  a  course  which 
would  m.ake  it  very  difficult  to  defend 
them.  And  if  it's  difficult  to  defend 
them,  then  their  vulnerability  to  Soviet 
aggression  increases.  And  that,  of 
course,  we  feel,  would  be  bad  for  all  of 
us. 

Q.  While  the  Australian  Govern- 
ment has  not  raised  the  joint  facilities 
as  leverage  in  the  present  negotia- 
tions, the  issue  has  been  raised  by  sit- 
ting members  of  the  ruling  Labor 
Party  and  members  of  other  political 
parties  in  Australia.  Has  the  United 
States  told  Australia  that  recent 
developments  in  communications 
technology  will  make  those  facilities 
redundant,  and  not  necessary  for 
American — 

Secretary  Weinberger.  No.  We 
most  certainly  have  not. 

Q.  If  the  United  States  continues 
to  sell  subsidized  wheat  to  some  of 
your  current  customers,  do  you  think 
there's  a  risk  that  sentiment  will  grow 
for  Australia  not  to  renew  the  leases 
on  the  bases  at  Nurrangar,  Pine  Gap, 
and  Cape  North  West? 

Foreign  Minister  Hayden.  The 
Prime  Minister  of  Australia,  as  I  men- 
tioned to  you  earlier,  said  as  recently  as 
this  last  week— and  it  was  the  severalth 
time  he  had  said  it— there  would  be  no 
linkage  between  security  matters  and 
commercial  matters,  and  that  specifically 
that  ruled  out  any  linkage  between  the 
joint  facilities  and  our  commercial 
problems. 

Q.  Since  Australia  is  maintaining 
its  bilateral  defense  relationships  with 
New  Zealand,  and  the  United  States 
with  Australia,  in  effect,  don't  we 
have  a  kind  of  domino  problem  here,  in 
the  event  that  New  Zealand  was 
attacked? 

Foreign  Minister  Hayden.  We  sup- 
port the  American  attitude  that  the 
policy  of  the  New  Zealand  Government 
violates  its  longstanding  principle  and 
practice  of  neither  confirming  nor  deny- 


ing in  respect  of  the  armament  capabil- 
ity of  its  naval  vessels.  It's  not  a  policy 
we  accept;  we've  had  the  opportunity  of 
adopting  that  policy,  and  we  rejected  it 
overwhelmingly  as  a  party. 

The  relationship  between  Australia 
and  the  United  States— the  security  rela- 
tionship is  an  important  one;  it's  impor- 
tant for  that  to  be  confirmed  by  the 
exchange  of  letters  which  has  taken 
place  today. 

We  have  important  strategic  inter- 
ests which  we  share  with  New  Zealand, 
for  instance,  in  the  South  Pacific,  and 
accordingly,  we  exchange  information 
[inaudible]  is  Australian-sourced,  and 
we're  engaged  in  military  exercises  with 
them  as  a  part  of  that  common,  shared 
[inaudible]  concern  for  that  region.  That 
relationship  will  continue. 

Q.  Following  the  withdrawal  of 
U.S.  security  commitment  to  New 
Zealand,  does  this  in  any  way  affect 
New  Zealand's  access  to  purchasing 
U.S.  military  equipment? 

Secretary  Weinberger.  We  have  not 
had  any  indications  of  any  interest  in 
that,  but  I  think  all  of  these  factors 
would  go  into  any  equation,  on  any  ques- 
tion with  respect  to  sales  or  anything  of 
that  kind. 

We  would  want  to  examine  very 
carefully  what  the  request  was  that 
came  in  and  see  if  the  request  was  in  any 
way  consistent  with  the  change,  the 
unfortunately  changed  relationship  that 
we  now  have  with  New  Zealand. 

Q.  You  pointed  out  a  moment  ago 
that  America  does  not  treat  Australia 
with  indifference  on  trade  issues.  You 
also  noted  that  the  only  sale  of  sub- 
sidized wheat  so  far  has  been  an 
outstanding  amount  under  a  trade 
agreement  with  Russia — 

Secretary  Shultz.  No.  That  may 
have  been  the  implication  of  what  I  said, 
but  that's  not  correct. 

There  is  an  effort,  particularly  with 
respect  to  the  subsidized  sales  by  Euro- 
peans, which  we  feel  have  disrupted 
international  markets,  to  give  them  the 
message,  through  competition  from  the 
United  States,  that  this  pattern  of  sub- 
sidization is  leading  to  very  undesirable 
results. 

So  there  have  been  some  sales,  but 
they  have  been  directed  at  markets 
which  we  have  felt,  through  subsidies, 
the  Europeans  took  from  the  United 
States. 

And  we've  tried  very  hard  to  admin- 
ister the  program  in  a  way  that  is  sen- 
sitive to  the  interests  of  Australia,  which 
in  the  field  of  wheat  is  a  comparative, 
advantaged,  nonsubsidizing  producer. 
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Q.  My  question  was  going  to  be, 
have  you  been  able  today  to  tell  the 
Australians  that  that  will  be  the  only 
sale  of  subsidized  wheat,  and  their 
market  might  be  further  affected? 

And  to  Mr.  Hayden,  have  you  been 
able  to  extract  anything  from 
Secretary  Shultz  today  that  this  will 
be  the  only  subsidized  sale? 

Secretary  Shultz.  The  President's 
decision  is  a  specific,  concrete  decision, 
and  there  is  that  decision,  and  there  isn't 
anything  further. 

I  wish  I  could  tell  you  exactly  what 
our  Congress  will  do,  but  I'm  not  able  to 
predict  that.  I  do  know  that  the  Presi- 
dent's view  is  that  protectionism  in  any 
form  is  bad.  Subsidies  are  a  form  of  pro- 
tectionism, and  he  has  been  waging  a 
very  strong  battle  against  it.  And  not 
only  a  strong  battle,  but  a  winning 
battle.  And  so  we  see  that  in  his  veto  of 
the  textile  bill;  his  veto  was  sustained 
last  week  in  a  very  hard-fought  vote. 

We  also  see  that  part  of  the  battle  on 
protection,  from  our  standpoint,  is  to  go 
to  other  countries  that  have  closed  their 
markets  to  our  goods  and  to  tell  them 
that  our  case  for  maintaining  our 
markets  open  is  heavily  dependent  on 
them  opening  their  markets,  so  that 
there  is,  in  the  parlance  of  this  field,  a 
level  playing  field  for  everybody.  That's 
what  we  see.  And  I  think  that's  what 
Australia  sees. 

Foreign  Minister  Hayden.  I  raised 
the  question  with  Mr.  Shultz  today,  and 
the  answer  you've  just  received  is  pretty 
much  the  answer  that  I  received. 

I  [inaudible]  strongly  our  concern 
about  this  advantage  that  we're 
experiencing,  and  will  experience  at  a 
greater  level,  as  a  result  of  this  decision; 
it  will  affect  price,  and,  therefore,  it  will 
affect  income  for  Australian  wheat  sales, 
and  that  will  have  a  deleterious  effect  on 
our  economy. 

I  [inaudible]  strongly  that  we  would 
be  greatly  concerned  if  there  were  to  be 
any  expansion  of  this,  particularly  into 
other  markets  or  in  greater  volume  into 
the  Soviet  market. 

We  are  pleased  that,  to  this  point, 
action  in  the  Congress,  in  particular 
Senator  Dole's  proposal,  has  not  been 
carried.  I  think  it's  going  to  be  a 
challenge  for  Australia  to  be  even  more 
vigorous  in  representing  its  view,  not 
just  to  the  Administration,  which  we 
have  been  doing  quite  directly— and  we 
have  been  doing  it  to  the  Congress— but 
more  so  to  the  U.S.  Congress  in  the  hope 
that  we  can  head  off  any  further 
developments  in  this  direction. 


Q.  Are  you  more  confident  than 
the  delegation  was  in  Washington  a 
couple  of  weeks  or  so  ago? 

Foreign  Minister  Hayden.  I  don't 
know  how  confident  they  were,  but  I 
sincerely  hope  that  with  repeated 
representation  and  lobbying,  we'll  be 
successful.  But  if  we're  not,  then  as  a 
good  friend  and  ally,  we'll  be  taking  a  lot 
of  punishment.  And  we  think  that 
inappropriate  for  a  good  friend  and  ally. 

"The  estimate  of  our  Wheat  Board  is 
that  the  cost  of  these  measures  collec- 
tively could  go  as  high  as  $1,000  million, 
and  that's  a  lot  for  a  country  like 
Australia  to  be  affected  by. 

We're  the  second  biggest— Australia 
has  the  second  biggest  trade  deficit  with 
the  United  States,  just  behind  Saudi 
Arabia,  and  that's  in  excess  of  $3,000 
million,  according  to  the  last  count  I 
saw. 

The  United  States  has  a  problem 
with  its  balance  of  trade  and  current 
account;  therefore  our  contribution,  as 
one  of  the  few  countries  which  is  con- 
tributing a  substantial  trade,  bilateral 
trade  surplus,  is  a  very  important  one. 
We  don't  wish  to  be  disadvantaged  in 
other  markets. 

Australia's  also  a  fairly  important 
market  for  the  United  States.  We're  its 
eighth  largest  market  in  the  world, 
which,  given  our  size,  is  a  significant 
level  of  market  opportunities. 

So  we're  looking  for  some  considera- 
tion of  all  of  these  factors,  but  in  par- 
ticular the  fact  that,  as  a  friend  and  ally, 
our  capacity  to  function  as  effectively  as 
we  would  wish  as  a  friend  and  ally  is 
impaired.  To  the  degree  to  which  we  are 
disadvantaged  by  these  measures,  they 
have  the  capability  of  substantially  dis- 
advantaging us;  therefore,  the  degree  to 
which  we  can  fulfill  our  functions  as  a 
friend  and  ally  will  be  substantially 
impaired. 

Q.  The  U.S.  Commander  of  the 
Pacific  fleet  said  at  an  interview  with 
the  Los  Angeles  Times  yesterday  that 
the  absence  of  New  Zealand  causes  or 
creates  a  gap,  a  security  gap. 

Is  it  then  wise  to  lose  a  friend,  at 
times  when  Mr.  Gorbachev  publicly  is 
raising  more  attention  to  the  Pacific 
and  obviously  wants  to  obtain  Soviet 
influence  in  this  area?  Specifically,  is 
Australia  trying  to  fill  that  gap?  Does 
it  not  cause  damage  to  your  relation- 
ship with  New  Zealand,  your  fragmented 
relationship,  if  you  only  share  limited 
intelligence  with  New  Zealand? 

Secretary  Weinberger.  The  gap 
that's  been  opened  was  a  gap  that  was 
opened  by  New  Zealand,  in  making 
themselves  far  more  vulnerable  to 
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attack,  far  less  easy  for  themselves  to 
defend  or  for  anyone  else  to  defend 
them. 

And  they  have,  in  effect,  prevented 
us  from  filling  the  gap  by  carrying  out 
our  treaty  obligations.  They  frustrated 
the  object  and  the  purpose  of  the  treaty. 
We  hope  that  they  will  change  their 
policy,  and  that  we  will  be  able  to 
resume  normal  relationships  with  them. 

Defense  Minister  Beazley.  There  is 
a  substantial  increase  in  Australian 
activity  in  the  Southwest  Pacific 
altogether  going  on  at  the  moment.  We 
have  a  variety  of  defense  cooperation 
programs  in  place.  Part  of  that  program 
is  an  increase  in  surveillance  activities 
which  the  Southwest  Pacific  countries 
regard  as  very  important  to  an  impor- 
tant area  of  their  national  sovereignty, 
and  that  is  their  capacity  to  protect  their 
fishing  zones. 

We  have  a  patrol  boat  program  under- 
way, by  which  we  give  to  the  Pacific 
states  a  patrol  boat,  and  something  like 
14  of  those  have  now  been  ordered  by 
the  South  Pacific  states.  We  anticipate  a 
substantially  greater  activity  by 
Australia  in  that  area  in  the  future. 

In  the  question  of  Australia  coopera- 
tion with  new  Zealand,  it  remains  in 
place.  We  have  a  substantial  historical 
defense  relationship  with  New  Zealand; 
that  continues.  It  continues  in  the  form 
of  joint  exercises,  joint  training,  and  the 
like. 

It  is  Australia's  view  that  the  con- 
temporary situation  is  not  ideal,  that  it 
would  be  obviously  better  to  have  a  fully 
functional  trilateral  relationship.  In  the 
absence  of  it,  we  believe  that  we  have  an 
obligation  to  maintain  strong  and 
improving  relationships  with  the  United 
States  in  a  bilateral  sense  and  also  to 
maintain  those  links  with  New  Zealand. 

Q.  Will  the  United  States  help  out 
Australia  in  its  purchase  of  the  F-18, 
and  is  the  United  States  going  to 
accept  Nomads  in  exchange  for  a 
reduction  on  the  F-18s? 

Defense  Minister  Beazley.  You'll 
have  to  buy  a  lot  of  Nomads  to  get  the 
offset— [laughter] 

Secretary  Weinberger.  We  are 
working  with  Australia  very  closely  in 
the  Nomad  program  and  in  the  acquisi- 
tion of  Nomads  by  various  units  of  the 
U.S.  Government. 

And  we  are  also  doing  the  best  we 
can  to  help  out  with  respect  to  the  pur- 
chase of  the  F-18s.  The  F-18  is  a  very 
capable  plane  and  one  whose  capability 
is  demonstrated  daily.  Australia  has 
recognized  this,  and  we're  trying  to  do 
the  best  we  can  to  assist  in  that  pur- 
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chase,  because  it  will  strengthen  both 
countries  very  much. 

Defense  Minister  Beazley. 

Secretary  Weinberger  did  point  out  to 
me  in  my  private  discussions  with  him 
yesterday  that  they  were  picking  up  on 
the  Nomad.  And  that,  from  Australia's 
point  of  view,  is  a  very  welcome  deci- 
sion. I  might  say,  to  offset  the  F-18s 
would  require  the  purchase  of  something 
like  1,500  Nomads— [laughter]— and  I'm 
not  about  to  impose  that  obligation  on 
Secretary  Weinberger. 

I  think,  though,  it  was  an  opportu- 
nity today  to  make  a  point  which  is  being 
well-accepted  by  our  American  col- 
leagues, that  we  are  a  substantial  arms 
purchaser  from  the  United  States. 

We  have  a  situation,  as  a  result  of 
the  Dibb  report  and  decisions  of  this 
government,  where  we're  purchasing 
over  the  next  decade  something  like 
$20-30  billion  worth  of  new  arms. 

Currently  we  spend  about  $2  billion 
a  year  on  arms  overseas— sorry,  alto- 
gether. About  $1.5  billion  overseas,  of 
which  something  like  75%  of  that  is 
spent  in  the  United  States.  And  our 
capacity  to  sustain  that  type  of  program, 
which  we  see  as  critical  not  only  to  our 
security  but  the  security  of  our  region,  is 
very  much  dependent  upon  the  economic 
growth  of  Australia.  And  I  think  that 
point  has  been  well  accepted  by  our  col- 
leagues in  discussions  today. 

Secretary  Shultz.  Thank  you  very 
much.  We  have  had  a  good  discussion 
here  today.  We  look  forward  to  periodic 
discussions  in  the  course  of  the  year. 
And  the  Australians  have  invited  us  to 
come  to  Australia  for  the  next  install- 
ment sometime  next  year,  and  we  look 
forward  to  that.  We'll  see  you  in 
Australia. 


JOINT  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  11,  1986 

1.  The  U.S.  Secretary  of  State, 
Mr.  George  Shultz,  and  Secretary  of 
Defense,  Mr.  Caspar  Weinberger,  and 
the  Australian  Minister  for  Foreign 
Affairs,  Mr.  Bill  Hayden,  and  Minister 
for  Defense,  Mr.  Kim  Beazley,  met 
August  10-11,  1986,  in  San  Francisco  to 
discuss  regional  and  global  issues  and 
the  further  development  of  bilateral 
relations. 


Security  Issues 

2.  Both  sides  welcomed  the  continuation 
of  the  pattern  of  close  contact  between 
their  governments  at  the  ministerial 
level.  As  a  reflection  of  their  shared 
interests  and  continuing  obligations  as 


allies,  the  two  sides  agreed  to  maintain 
the  practice  of  annual  bilateral 
ministerial  meetings.  In  addition,  the 
two  governments  confirmed  that  they 
would  continue  to  hold  their  regular 
defense  meetings,  annual  political- 
military  discussions,  and  annual  arms 
control  talks  in  order  to  maintain  tradi- 
tionally close  consultations  between 
Australia  and  the  United  States.  Addi- 
tional contacts  to  maintain  and  enhance 
military-to-military  links,  including  com- 
bined exercises,  will  ensure  a  continued 
strong  and  dynamic  security 
relationship. 

3.  Both  sides  stressed  the  impor- 
tance of  the  ANZUS  treaty  and  of  con- 
tinued cooperation  on  defense  and  other 
matters  under  the  alliance. 

4.  Both  governments  regretted  that 
the  continuation  of  New  Zealand's  port 
and  air  access  policies  has  caused  the 
disruption  of  the  alliance  relationship 
between  the  United  States  and  New 
Zealand.  They  agreed  that  access  for 
allied  ships  and  aircraft  is  essential  to 
the  effectiveness  of  the  ANZUS  alliance 
and  that  New  Zealand's  current  policies 
detract  from  individual  and  collective 
capacity  to  resist  armed  attack. 

5.  The  United  States  said  that  it 
could  not  be  expected  under  these  cir- 
cumstances to  carry  out  its  security 
obligations  to  New  Zealand.  Accord- 
ingly, the  U.S.  side  stated  that  it  is 
suspending  its  security  obligations  to 
New  Zealand  unde  the  ANZUS  treaty 
pending  adequate  corrective  measures. 

6.  The  Australian  Government 
regretted  that  no  resolution  had  proved 
possible  of  the  situation  which  had 
developed.  The  Australian  Government 
repeated  the  view  it  had  expressed  con- 
sistently over  the  last  2  years  that  it 
disagreed  completely  with  New  Zealand 
policy  on  port  and  air  access  and 
expressed  its  understanding  of  the 
action  which  the  United  States  had 
taken. 

7.  Both  sides  noted  that,  in  the  pres- 
ent circumstances,  although  the  ANZUS 
treaty  remains  in  place,  virtually  all 
trilateral  activities  under  it  have  been 
suspended  for  nearly  2  years.  Both  sides 
agreed  that  the  relationship  between 
Australia  and  the  United  States  under 
the  ANZUS  treaty  and  the  rights  and 
obligations  assumed  by  Australia  and  the 
United  States  toward  each  other  under 
the  treaty  would  remain  constant  and 
undiminished. 

8.  Both  the  Australian  and  U.S. 
(jovernments  appealed  to  New  Zealand 
to  restore  normal  port  and  air  access  in 
order  to  permit  a  return  to  trilateral 
alliance  cooperation  under  ANZUS.  In 
this  context,  Australia  retains  its  tradi- 


tional bilateral  security  relationship  with 
New  Zealand. 


Regional/Arms  Control 

9.  Among  other  matters  discussed  were 
recent  developments  in  U.S. -Soviet  rela- 
tions and  issues  of  common  concern  in 
Asia,  the  Pacific,  southern  Africa,  and 
Central  America. 

10.  The  two  sides  also  exchanged 
detailed  views  on  arms  control  and  dis- 
armament. They  confirmed  their  com- 
mitment to  negotiation  of  substantial, 
balanced,  and  verifiable  reductions  in 
nuclear  and  conventional  weapons  as  a 
means  of  reducing  tension  and  strength- 
ening international  security.  Both  sides, 
while  recognizing  that  there  were  some 
positive  elements  in  recent  Soviet  pro- 
posals, expressed  the  hope  that  the 
Soviet  Union  would  give  substance  to 
the  agreement  reached  between  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  in  Geneva,  which  would  open 
the  way  to  early  progress  on  a  new 
agreement  on  offensive  nuclear  arms 
reductions,  in  particular  in  areas  where 
there  is  common  ground,  including  the 
principle  of  50%  reductions  in  the 
strategic  nuclear  arms  of  both  countries, 
appropriately  applied,  as  well  as  an 
interim  global  INF  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces]  agreement.  Both  sides 
reaffirmed  that  strict  compliance  with  all 
arms  control  agreements  was  essential 
to  real  arms  control.  Both  sides  dis- 
cussed in  detail  their  positions  on  the 
SALT  II  Treaty.  Other  issues  discussed 
were  nuclear  testing  and  the  need  for  a 
global  ban  on  chemical  weapons.  The 
two  sides  noted  recent  developments 
with  respect  to  the  South  Pacific 
Nuclear-Free  Zone  Treaty,  protocols  to 
which  would  be  open  to  the  nuclear 
weapons  states  and  states  with  ter- 
ritories within  the  region. 

11.  The  two  sides  exchanged  views 
on,  and  expressed  their  determination  to 
see  an  end  to,  international  terrorism. 
Both  condemned  unequivocally  states 
involved  in  directing,  exporting,  and  sup- 
porting such  activities.  Both  sides 
expressed  understanding  of  the  need  for 
concerned  nations  to  combat  interna- 
tional terrorism. 

12.  The  two  sides  reviewed  once 
again  issues  affecting  states  and  ter- 
ritories in  the  Pacific  Ocean.  They  noted 
Australia's  special  interest  in  the  island 
members  of  the  South  Pacific  Forum,  as 
well  as  the  U.S.  proposals  for  termina- 
tion of  the  Micronesian  trusteeship,  its 
cooperation  with  successor  entities,  and 
its  efforts  to  reach  a  regional  fisheries 
agreement.  Both  emphasized  the  desir- 
ability of  continued  encouragement  of 
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the  social  and  economic  development  of 
the  island  nations.  They  also  reaffirmed 
their  intention  to  continue  to  work  with 
island  countries  in  promoting  security 
and  stability  in  the  area.  Both  sides 
noted  the  increasing  support  being  given 
by  Australia  to  the  development  of 
national  security  capabilities  of  island 
countries  and  its  commitment  of  defense 
resources  to  support  the  security  of  this 
region. 

13.  Both  sides  also  reviewed  devel- 
opments in  Southeast  Asia.  They  noted 
their  common  commitment  to  regional 
stability  was  supported  by  Australia's 
active  military  cooperation  and  bilateral 
exercising  with  the  nations  of  the  region. 

Economic  and  Trade  Issues 

14.  Both  countries  reaffirmed  their  com- 
mitment to  holding  and  reversing  protec- 
tionism and  to  reducing  and  dismantling 
trade  restrictions.  Australia  noted, 
however,  that  protectionist  policies, 
especially  toward  agriculture,  are 
seriously  damaging  its  vital  interests. 
They  would  also  impair  Australia's  abili- 
ty to  work  effectively  in  cooperation 
with  its  allies  and  friends.  The 
Australian  Government's  concerns  ex- 
tended to  the  economies  of  other  friends 
and  allies  in  Australia's  region,  with 
potential  substantial  effects  on  regional 
stability.  This  stability  is  important  not 
only  to  the  vital  interests  of  Australia 
but  also  to  those  of  the  United  States. 

15.  Both  countries  agreed  that  the 
trade  practices  of  allies  and  friends,  and 
their  ability  to  achieve  economic  growth, 
are  vital  for  their  stability  in  pursuit  of 
common  interests.  The  Australian 
Government  expressed  its  deep  convic- 
tion of  the  need  for  major  agricultural 
producing  countries  that  are  subsidizing 
exports  to  pull  back  from  pursuing 
policies  which  could  cause  fundamental 
damage  to  the  international  political  and 
economic  system. 

16.  Both  sides  agreed  that  recent 
international  economic  developments 
added  importance  to  the  need  to  obtain 
substantive  commitments  to  address 
agricultural  trade  problems  in  the 
launching  of  the  new  round  of  multi- 
lateral trade  negotiations. 

17.  The  Australian  Government 
pointed  out,  however,  that  while  the 
MTN  [multilateral  trade  negotiations] 
process  on  trade  issues  was  important, 
any  results  that  might  be  in  prospect  as 
a  result  were  several  years  in  the  future. 
The  two  sides  noted  that  they  have  held 
frequent  ministerial  and  technical  con- 
sultations on  various  aspects  of  U.S. 
farm  programs,  including  the  export 


enhancement  program,  and  agreed  that 
these  consultations  would  continue  with 
the  aim  of  finding  solutions  to  the  prob- 
lems created. 

18.  Mr.  Shultz  and  Mr.  Hayden 
exchanged  letters  affirming  continuation 
of  the  commitments  between  Australia 
and  the  United  States  under  the  ANZUS 
treaty. 


19.  The  Australian-U.S.  ministerial 
discussions  underlined  the  wide  range  of 
interests  shared  by  the  partners  and 
their  continuing  and  steady  determina- 
tion to  work  together  for  peace  and 
security. 


iPress  release  160  of  Aug.  15,  1986. 
^Press  release  162  of  Aug.  15.  ■ 


U.S.  Refugee  Policies 

and  Programs  at  IVIidyear  1986 


by  James  N.  Purcell,  Jr. 

St.atement  before  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee  on  June  20,  1986. 
Mr.  Purcell  is  Director  of  the  Bureau  for 
Refugee  Programs.  ^ 

This  midyear  consultation  provides  a 
welcome  opportunity  to  review  develop- 
ments in  U.S.  refugee  policies  and  pro- 
grams that  have  occurred  since  the 
annual  consultation  at  which  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  testified  last  September. 
By  their  nature,  refugee  programs 
reflect  and  respond  to  rapidly  changing 
situations  in  many  regions  throughout 
the  world.  The  established  structures  of 
an  annual  refugee  consultation  and  an 
unpredictable  budget  process  often  come 
into  conflict  with  the  changing  require- 
ments of  the  real  world.  Periodic  consul- 
tations such  as  this  enable  us  to  report 
on  steps  needed  to  adjust  our  programs 
to  the  changing  realities. 

Your  letter  inviting  us  to  this  con- 
sultation expresses  particular  interest  in 
the  current  situation  of  the  "border 
Khmer,"  the  "Khmer  review  process" 
at  Khao  I  Dang,  and  other  subjects 
addressed  in  your  comprehensive  report 
on  the  "U.S.  Refugee  Program  in 
Southeast  Asia:  1985."  In  addressing 
these  and  related  subjects,  I  also  want 
to  draw  on  the  report  of  the  independ- 
ent Indochinese  Refugee  Panel,  headed 
by  the  former  Governor  of  Iowa,  Robert 
D.  Ray,  which  was  submitted  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  on  April  18.  With  the 
assistance  of  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  (INS),  we  are 
now  conducting  our  own  analysis  of  the 
report. 

I  will  also  discuss  the  implications 
for  our  programs  of  the  funding  cuts 
mandated  by  the  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  legislation  and  other  budgetary 
restrictions  for  this  fiscal  year  (FY  198(5) 
and  the  related  shifts  in  program  and 
funding  priorities  we  will  follow  as  a 


result  of  these  budget  reductions.  I  will 
also  express  the  Administration's  con- 
cerns about  the  sizable  reductions  which 
will  occur  in  refugee  and  many  other 
international  affairs  programs  as  a 
result  of  House  and  Senate  action  to 
reduce  funding  for  these  programs  in 
their  deliberations  on  the  1987  budget 
resolution.  Finally,  as  you  have  sug- 
gested, I  will  provide  an  update  on  the 
African  refugee  situation,  with  particu- 
lar reference  to  Ethiopia  and  Sudan  and 
in  light  of  the  report  recently  completed 
by  the  subcommittee's  staff. 

Reports  on  Southeast  Asian 
Refugee  Programs 

Before  discussing  these  issues,  however, 
I  would  like  to  discuss  briefly  the  con- 
text in  which  we  are  addressing  several 
recent  studies  which  have  suggested 
new  policy  directions  in  our  Southeast 
Asia  program.  We  have  had  available 
your  review,  as  well  as  that  of  the  Ray 
panel  and  a  number  of  other  policy  or 
operational  critiques.  All  point  to  a 
crossroads,  a  need  to  move  from  almost 
exclusive  reliance  on  refugee  resettle- 
ment in  the  program  to  a  more  balanced 
use  of  refugee  and  normal  immigration 
mechanisms.  The  Administration  agrees 
with  this  redirection. 

For  example,  the  Ray  report  pro- 
vides, we  believe,  an  excellent  analysis 
of  the  problem  and  offers  viable  sugges- 
tions for  addressing  it.  Implementation, 
however,  if  it  is  to  be  enduring  and 
problem  solving,  must  be  done  in  an 
international  context  with  renewed 
leadership  and  direction  from  the  UN 
High  Commissioner  for  Refugees 
(UNHCR)  and  his  staff.  Only  in  this 
way  can  we  achieve  broad-based  burden- 
sharing  through  the  active  participation 
of  other  resettlement  countries. 

Furthermore,  we  must  have  a 
mechanism  capable  of  actively  pursuing 


October  1986 


49 


REFUGEES 


comprehensive,  durable  solution  plan- 
ning if  we  are  to  avoid  almost  exclusive 
reliance  on  third  country  resettlement. 
Commissioner  [of  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  Alan  C]  Nelson 
and  I  had  the  opportunity  to  continue 
the  dialogxie  on  such  a  process  in 
Geneva  last  week  (June  12)  with  a  num- 
ber of  our  partners:  Australia,  Canada, 
and  Japan.  We  found  the  UN  High 
Commissioner  and  leaders  of  several 
other  major  resettlement  governments 
receptive  to  the  need  to  review  our 
joint  approaches  to  the  Southeast  Asian 
refugee  program  and  willing  to  discuss 
.such  approaches  further.  Coordinated 
action  at  the  international  level  is  essen- 
tial for  future  planning  and  operations, 
and  we  are  optimistic  that  our  other 
partners  share  this  view  and  are  eager 
to  pursue  it  further  over  the  coming 
months. 

Also,  we  must  realistically  acknowl- 
edge that  reductions  in  the  U.S.  budget 
for  international  affairs  programs— 
which,  at  this  point,  seem  very  likely  to 
occur— argue  strongly  for  pursuing  refu- 
gee assistance  programs  with  a  renewed 
emphasis  on  viable  burdensharing.  The 
United  States  must  never  back  away 
from  its  humanitarian  traditions  and 
obligations,  but  we  must  realistically 
determine  the  proper  U.S.  role  in  such 
undertakings.  We  are  confident  that  the 
good  will  and  capacity  still  exist  in  the 
international  community  for  aggressively 
pursuing  solutions  to  the  Indochinese 
refugee  problem,  as  well  as  those  of 
other  regions,  but  care  and  patience 
must  be  taken  to  develop  the  framework 
which  will  permit  an  equitable  burden- 
sharing  response  to  such  problems. 

Thai-Cambodian  Border 

Your  report  and  that  of  the  Ray  panel 
deal  with  many  of  the  same  issues, 
including  those  highlighted  in  your  let- 
ter calling  this  consultation.  Of  those  is- 
sues, none  is  more  significant  and 
sensitive  for  the  future  of  the  Southeast 
Asian  region,  and  for  the  future  direc- 
tion of  our  programs,  than  the  situation 
of  the  250,000  Khmer  and  other  popula- 
tions along  the  Thai-Cambodian  border. 
The  recent  dry  season  in  that  region 
came  and  went  without  significant 
attacks  on  civilian  encampments  by 
Vietnamese  military  forces,  unlike  ear- 
lier years  when  Vietnamese  ground 
forces  and  artillery  fire  forced  repeated 
evacuations  of  the  border  populations. 
This  may  well  be  due,  in  part,  to  the 
Thai  Government's  decision  to  move  the 
border  encampments  a  short  distance 
into  Thailand,  thus  removing  the  oppor- 


tunity to  attack  camps  immediately  on 
the  border.  To  further  lessen  the 
pretext  for  attacks,  combatants  were 
separated  from  civilians. 

In  its  discussion  with  senior  Viet- 
namese officials  in  Hanoi,  the  Ray  panel 
urged  the  Vietnamese  not  to  attack  the 
civilian  camps  as  had  happened  in 
earlier  years.  The  subsequent  January 
visit  to  Hanoi  by  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  Armitage  and  then  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  [for  East  Asian  and 
Pacific  Affairs  Paul]  Wolfowitz  was 
made  conditional  on  the  absence  of  such 
attacks.  The  United  States  and  its  allies 
used  the  diplomatic  tools  at  their 
disposal  to  assure  that  the  Vietnamese 
knew  that  attacks  on  innocent  civil- 
ians would  be  met  by  worldwide 
condemnation. 

Now  that  the  1985-86  dry  season  is 
over,  we  have  seen  that  Vietnamese 
military  efforts  this  year  concentrated 
on  further  sealing  the  border  region  and 
on  measures  to  extend  Vietnamese  con- 
trol of  the  Cambodian  countryside.  The 
Khmer  now  residing  in  the  camps  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  border  will  continue  to 
require  special  attention  from  the  inter- 
national community  to  assure  their  secu- 
rity and  welfare.  With  the  International 
Committee  of  the  Red  Cross  [ICRC]  act- 
ing as  the  focal  point  for  protection  and 
the  UN  Border  Relief  Operation  for 
welfare  and  maintenance,  we  believe  the 
international  mechanisms  now  in  place 
can  adequately  attend  to  these  vulnera- 
ble populations  as  the  search  for  politi- 
cal solutions  to  their  situation  continues. 

Need  for  Improved 
Education  Programs 

To  the  extent  that  the  situation  has 
stabilized,  it  becomes  all  the  more 
desirable  to  provide  improved  education, 
health,  and  feeding  programs  for  the 
displaced  Khmer  who  remain  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  border.  I  was  pleased  to 
see  that  the  Ray  panel  emphasized  the 
need  for  such  programs  in  terms  similar 
to  those  set  forth  in  your  report  a  year 
earlier. 

We  in  the  Administration  have  also 
urged  that  such  programs  be  established 
and  expanded,  and  from  information  we 
have  received  recently,  I  believe  that 
the  responsible  authorities  in  Thailand 
are  giving  serious  consideration  to 
allowing  such  programs  to  go  forward  if 
the  necessary  international  funding  can 
be  assured.  For  a  population  of  this  size, 
expansion  of  educational  programs  now 
in  place  will  require  substantial  addi- 
tional resources. 


Our  government  recognizes  a 
responsibility  to  assist  financially,  but  it 
is  also  important  that  other  govern- 
ments, as  well  as  private  organizations 
in  a  position  to  contribute,  help  to  un- 
derwrite these  programs.  The  Khmer  on 
the  border  have  been  forced  to  flee 
their  homelands  in  what  the  Thai  and 
we  continue  to  regard  as  a  temporary 
displacement  caused  by  the  presence  of 
Vietnamese  forces  in  Cambodia. 
Although  eventual  return  to  their  home 
regions  clearly  seems  the  right  solution 
for  the  great  majority  of  these  people,  it 
is  a  tragic  waste  of  human  potential  that 
so  many  of  them  have  been  growing  up 
for  years  without  access  to  even  mini- 
mum schooling. 

Border  Processing 

Such  programs  are  even  more  important 
in  view  of  the  Ray  panel's  finding- 
similar  to  yours— that  refugee  admis- 
sions processing  for  resettlement  in 
third  countries  is  not  the  appropriate 
solution  for  the  Khmer  on  the  border. 
The  Ray  panel  endorsed  our  current 
policy  of  immigrant  visa  processing  for 
family  reunification  cases  in  this  group, 
recommending  generous  use  of  humani- 
tarian parole  for  hardship  cases.  I 
believe  this  is  also  consistent  with  the 
recommendations  in  this  subcommittee's 
report. 

Another  group  on  the  border— the 
4,500  so-called  land  Vietnamese  refugees 
who  survived  the  hazardous  trip  across 
Cambodia  from  Vietnam— have  been  of 
particular  concern  to  many  Members  of 
Congress.  Because  of  their  special  vul- 
nerability, surrounded  by  hostile  Viet- 
namese communist  military  forces  and 
unfriendly  Cambodian  groups,  we  and 
other  countries  are  processing  the  land 
Vietnamese  for  resettlement  on  an 
urgent  basis.  The  Thai  authorities 
requested  assurances  that  this  entire 
group  would  be  processed,  and  we 
understand  that  they  are  seriously  con- 
sidering moving  the  group  away  from 
the  border  to  a  nearby  inland  site  for 
greater  safety  and  more  efficient  inter- 
viewing. We  hope  they  will  make  a 
favorable  decision  shortly.  For  this 
group,  the  United  States  is  considering 
cases  in  all  our  processing  priorities.  We 
beheve  this  policy  is  justified  by  the 
special  vulnerability  of  the  land  Viet- 
namese and  the  absence  of  any  prospect 
for  them  to  return  to  their  homeland. 

You  will  also  be  interested  to  know 
that  the  United  States  has  completed 
processing  of  a  small  group  of  Monta- 
gnard  refugees  which  was  also  located 
at  Site  2.  We  received  many  expressions 
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of  concern  about  this  vulnerable  popula- 
tion from  Members  of  Congress  and  the 
public.  We  processed  the  entire  group, 
accepting  all  213  considered.  They  are 
now  undergoing  ESL/CO  [English  as  a 
Second  Language/Cultural  Orientation] 
training  prior  to  resettlement  in  the 
United  States. 

Khao  I  Dang 

The  refugee  camp  at  Khao  I  Dang  has 
served  as  the  main  site  for  Cambodian 
refugees  within  Thailand  since  their 
arrival  in  the  wake  of  the  Vietnamese 
invasion  in  1978-79.  Of  the  approxi- 
mately 165,000  pre- 1980  arrivals,  over 
90%  have  been  resettled  abroad,  in  the 
United  States  and  other  receiving  coun- 
tries. The  United  States  has  approved 
over  90%  of  the  cases  in  this  population 
that  were  presented  to  the  INS.  The  re- 
maining 14,500  of  this  group  have  been 
rejected  for  admission  to  the  United 
States  and,  in  some  cases,  other  coun- 
tries and  have  been  the  subject  of  con- 
tinuing case  reviews  carried  out  by  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
and  the  State  Department,  vdth  the 
assistance  of  experts  from  private  volun- 
tary agencies. 

The  initial  review  of  the  Khmer 
caseload  at  Khao  I  Dang  was  completed 
in  June  1985.  Between  February  and 
August  of  1985,  there  was  a  further 
review  of  154  previously  denied  cases  in 
the  field,  for  whom  the  earlier  denials 
were  upheld  in  84  cases  and  reversed  in 
44,  with  some  cases  held  for  further 
review.  A  subsequent  formal  review  of 
an  additional  631  previously  denied 
cases  was  instituted  in  November  1985, 
and  of  this  number,  slightly  under  10% 
(59  out  of  631  cases)  were  reversed. 
Since  each  case  averages  several  people 
in  a  family,  we  estimate  that  about  20% 
of  this  population  of  14,500  has  benefited 
from  such  reviews. 

The  Ray  panel  stated  that  it  was  im- 
pressed by  the  major  efforts  undertaken 
to  review  the  cases  of  the  "denied 
Khmer"  and  recognized  the  difficulty  of 
carrying  out  this  process  but  concluded 
that  additional  cases  should  also  be 
reviewed.  The  panel  noted  that  among 
the  denied  Khmer  are  some  with  family 
ties  in  the  United  States  for  whom  it 
would  be  especially  desirable  to  assure 
that  there  has  been  a  full  review. 

It  has  been  the  INS's  judgment,  in 
which  we  have  concurred,  that  the 
review  of  the  631  cases  effectively  com- 
pleted the  special  review  process.  The 
cases  were  selected  with  an  eye  to  those 
that  appeared  most  likely  to  benefit 
from  review,  including  those  with  family 
ties  in  the  United  States. 


Family  Card  Holders 

Another  group  at  Khao  I  Dang— the 
4,300  so-called  family  card  holders  who 
entered  the  camp  between  1980  and 
1984— has  just  become  available  for 
resettlement  processing,  and  the  United 
States  will  soon  commence  processing  in 
priorities  one  through  five.  We  are  not 
planning  to  process  those  who  entered 
the  camp  illegally  after  August 
1984— the  so-called  ration  card  holders 
who  are  regarded  by  the  Thai  and  the 
international  community  as  essentially  in 
the  same  status  as  the  Khmer  on  the 
border. 

At  a  June  13  meeting  in  Bangkok, 
the  Thai  authorities  stated  their  ulti- 
mate intention  to  close  Khao  I  Dang  and 
to  move  those  remaining  there  to  a  loca- 
tion of  their  choice  along  the  border.  We 
have  reminded  the  Thai  of  our  interest 
in  the  family  card  holders,  as  well  as 
those  who  will  benefit  from  immigrant 
visa  processing.  The  planned  relocation 
of  these  groups  is,  of  course,  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  Thai,  but  we  have 
requested  that  they  keep  the  camp  open 
until  all  governments  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  complete  their  processing 
and  the  UNHCR  has  had  an  opportu- 
nity to  determine  whether  other  forms 
of  durable  solutions  should  be  consid- 
ered. The  UN  High  Commissioner  will 
visit  Southeast  Asia  in  September,  and 
this  is  one  of  the  subjects  he  will  ad- 
dress. Thai  officials  agreed  at  the 
June  13  meeting  to  meet  again  later  in 
the  year  to  review  the  status  of  Khao  1 
Dang  with  UNHCR  and  the  major 
resettlement  governments. 

Lao  in  Thailand 

Both  this  committee's  report  and  that  of 
the  Ray  panel  deal  extensively  with  the 
situation  of  Lao  refugees  in  Thailand, 
particularly  the  screening  program  that 
has  been  instituted  by  the  Thai  authori- 
ties with  the  participation  of  the 
UNHCR  to  determine  which  of  the 
newly  arriving  Lao  qualify  for  refugee 
status  and  which  should  be  returned  to 
Laos  as  illegal  immigrants. 

Essential  to  this  program  has  been 
the  Lao  Government's  agreement  to 
accept  back  those  screened  out.  Despite 
an  earlier  agreement  in  principle  be- 
tween the  Lao  and  Thai  Governments, 
thus  far,  none  of  the  approximately 
1,000  persons  have  been  permitted  by 
Laos  to  return  home.  We  are  supporting 
the  UNHCR's  efforts  to  work  with  the 
Lao  authorities  to  assure  their  safe  and 
orderly  return. 

On  the  positive  side,  the  screening 
program  has  acted  to  reduce  the  num- 


ber of  new  Lao  arrivals  in  Thailand. 
Since  it  started  in  July  1985,  3,900  Lao 
have  arrived  in  Thailand,  as  opposed  to 
16,000  during  the  comparable  period  in 
the  preceding  year.  Almost  half  of  the 
arrivals  since  July  1985  have  been 
granted  temporary  asylum  by  Thailand 
and  are  currently  in  UNHCR  camps. 


U.S.  Admissions  Policy 

On  the  general  subject  of  Indochinese 
refugee  admissions  to  the  United  States, 
the  Ray  panel's  recommendations  point 
in  the  same  direction  as  your  report  a 
year  earlier.  The  panel  concludes  that 
the  Indochinese  program  should  have 
two  components: 

•  A  continuing  refugee  program  for 
those  who  meet  the  legal  definition  of 
refugees;  and 

•  An  effective  immigration  program 
for  those  seeking  admission  to  the 
United  States  on  the  basis  of  family 
ties. 

Such  a  shift  toward  immigration 
processing  was  endorsed  in  Secretary 
Shultz's  statement  to  this  committee 
last  September,  and  it  is  now  under 
careful  review  by  the  interagency  study 
gr'oup  to  which  I  referred  earlier.  The 
Ray  panel  suggested  a  number  of  steps 
to  be  considered  in  a  transition  period. 
There  appears  to  be  wide  recognition 
that  the  time  is  at  hand  for  such  a  shift 
of  emphasis  in  our  admissions  programs. 

Essential  to  this  recommendation  is 
the  recognition  that  many  of  the  800,000 
Indochinese  now  in  the  United  States 
are  or  will  soon  be  eligible,  if  they  pro- 
ceed with  adjusting  their  status,  to  peti- 
tion on  behalf  of  relatives  for  admission 
as  immigrants.  The  panel  endorsed  the 
suggestion,  which  also  finds  favor  in 
your  report,  that  the  private  voluntary 
agencies  should  continue  to  play  a  key 
role  in  aiding  these  groups,  regardless 
of  their  method  of  admission  to  the 
United  States. 


Budget  Situation  and 
FY  1986  Admissions 

In  recent  months,  all  parts  of  the  execu- 
tive branch  have  been  undertaking  pro- 
gram reductions  necessary  to  conform  to 
the  requirements  of  the  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings  legislation.  In  our 
case,  in  addition  to  applying  the  across- 
the-board  reductions,  we  have  had  to 
consider  additional  shifts  in  our  limited 
funds  to  meet  critical  refugee  assistance 
needs  overseas. 
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Life-sustaining  care  and  maintenance 
requirements  are  expanding-  for  refugees 
in  Mrica,  the  Aghans  in  Pakistan,  the 
Cambodians  on  the  Thai-Cambodian 
border,  and  for  other  groups  in  South- 
east Asia  and  elsewhere.  These  acceler- 
ating needs  cannot  be  met  out  of  the 
funds  originally  budgeted  for  this  pur- 
pose, even  before  the  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  reductions.  In  order  to  meet 
these  highest  priority  needs,  therefore, 
we  have  no  alternative  but  to  apply 
even  greater  cuts  in  proposed  funding 
for  FY  1986  admissions— and,  thus,  in 
the  numbers  to  be  admitted— beyond 
those  mandated  by  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of 
1985. 

Revised  FY  1986  Admissions 

For  FY  1986,  we  can  foresee  that  we 
will  be  unable  to  utilize  fully  the  67,000 
admissions  ceilings  announced  by  the 
President.  Instead,  we  expect  refugee 
admissions  at  about  the  61,000  level. 

The  following  chart  shows  the 
regional  ceilings  established  for  this 
year  and  the  projected  number  of  admis- 
sions that  we  expect  to  be  able  to  fund 
out  of  our  budget  after  the  shifts  and 
reductions  described  above. 


Department's  1986  refugee  program  has, 
as  we  expected,  proven  inadequate  to 
meet  the  serious  refugee  needs  the  in- 
ternational community  is  addressing 
throughout  the  world.  The  impact  of 
these  reductions  is  magnified  when  one 
considers  that  up  to  a  quarter  of  our 
budget  is  protected  from  reductions 
through  statutory  earmarking  imposed 
by  authorizations  and  appropriations 
actions. 

Therefore,  because  of  the  unavoida- 
ble and  critical  need  to  meet  serious 
care  and  maintenance  requirements  of 
refugees  in  Africa  and  Southeast  Asia, 
which  exceed  current  budget  availabili- 
ties, we  have  proposed  to  reprogram 
$9.2  million  from  the  U.S.  admissions 
program.  This  will  result  in  the  ability 
to  fund  only  61,000  new  admissions.  We 
regret  this  action  but  believe  we  have 
no  alternative,  given  the  urgent  needs 
overseas  and  our  reduced  abihty  to 
meet  them.  Highest  priority  will  have  to 
be  given  to  life-preserving  programs. 

Funding  for  FY  1987  programs 
could  become  even  more  limited,  espe- 
cially if  the  major  reductions  proposed 
in  either  the  House  or  Senate  overall 
budget  resolutions  are  enacted  into  law. 
As  you  will  recall,  the  Administration's 


FY  1986  Regional  Admissions  Ceilings 


East  Asia— First  Asylum 

East  Asia-ODP 

Eastern  Europe  and  U.S.S.R. 

Near  East  and  South  Asia 

Latin  America 

Africa 

Total 


FY  1986 
Ceiling 

37,000 
8,500 
9,500 
6,000 
3,000 
3,000 

67,000 


Revised 

Admission 

Levels 

35,000 

8,500 
9,500 
6,000 
250 
1,750 

61,000 


We  have  substantially  reduced  the 
projected  Latin  American  numbers  be- 
cause the  Government  of  Cuba  has  not 
resumed  implementation  of  the  Migra- 
tion Agreement  with  the  United  States 
signed  in  December  1984.  The  lower 
African  admissions  result  from  a 
moratorium  on  refugee  movements  insti- 
tuted by  the  Government  of  Sudan.  We 
have  been  forced  to  reduce  expected  ad- 
missions from  East  Asia/First  Asylum 
by  2,000  in  order  to  free  additional 
resources  for  basic  refugee  assistance 
requirements,  particularly  in  Africa. 

The  post-Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
budget  of  $824  million  for  the  State 


1987  budget  request  of  $22.6  billion  for 
the  international  affairs  budget  function 
has  been  reduced  to  $17.9  billion  and 
$17  billion  by  the  Senate  and  House 
respectively.  What  these  actions  will 
mean  specifically  for  the  refugee  pro- 
gr-am  request  of  $347  million  is,  at  this 
time,  uncertain,  but  it  is  hkely  to  be 
substantial.  Given  that  these  funds  aid 
almost  10  million  refugees  throughout 
the  world,  cutbacks  of  the  magnitude 
now  being  discussed  would  have  serious 
implications  for  the  well-being  of  these 
vulnerable  people.  We  urge  the  support 
of  this  committee  in  assuring  that  ade- 
(juate  funds  are  provided  for  these 


vitally  important  humanitarian 
programs. 

First  Half  FY  1986  Admissions 

For  the  committee's  information,  I  am 
also  providing  the  status  of  actual 
admissions  to  the  United  States  as  of 
April  30,  1986: 

East  Asia-First  Asylum  21,050 

East  Asia-ODP  4,970 

Eastern  Europe  and  U.S.S.R.  5,260 

Near  East  and  South  Asia  3,830 

Latin  America  21 

Africa  450 


Total 


35,581 


Drawing  on  refugees  already  in  the 
refugee  processing  centers,  projected 
Indochinese  admissions  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  fiscal  year  are  expected 
to  be  close  to  the  proposed  reduced 
level  of  35,000.  Admissions  under  the 
Orderly  Departure  Program  (ODP)  are 
likely  to  reach  the  8,500  ceiling. 

Although  admissions  of  refugees 
from  the  Soviet  Union  (primarily  Soviet 
Jews)  continue  to  run  disturbingly  low 
(511  as  of  the  end  of  April),  admissions 
of  other  categories  of  refugees  from 
Eastern  Europe  should  bring  us  close  to 
the  9,500  ceiling. 

In  the  Near  East  region,  refugees 
are  drawn  primarily  from  Afghans 
(1,629  as  of  April  30)  and  Iranians  (1,973 
for  the  same  period),  and  total  admis- 
sions for  the  year  are  expected  to  come 
close  to  the  6,000  ceiling. 

From  Latin  America,  as  noted 
above,  we  have  been  disappointed  in  our 
hope  that  the  Cubans  would  terminate 
the  suspension  of  the  December  1984 
Migration  Agreement.  Admissions  now 
total  21  Cubans  from  other  parts  of 
Central  America,  and  admissions  for  the 
year  may  well  stay  below  100  persons. 

The  shortfall  from  Africa,  as  I  have 
mentioned,  is  caused  largely  by  sus- 
pension of  processing  in  Sudan.  The 
suspension  resulted  initially  from  the 
government's  moratorium  on  refugee 
movements  but  has  continued  because  of 
the  current  security  situation  and  the 
withdrawal  of  American  personnel.  If 
we  are  able  to  move  the  950  already  ap- 
proved by  INS  in  Sudan,  we  could  still 
come  close  to  the  projected  admissions 
of  1,750. 

Actual  Admissions  in  FY  1985 

For  comparison,  actual  refugee  admis- 
sions in  FY  1985  totaled  68,045  out  of  a 
ceiling  of  70,000  [see  chart]. 
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FY  1985  Refugee  Admissions 


East  Asia— First  Asvlum 

East  Asia-ODP 

Eastern  Europe  and  U.S.S.R. 

Near  East  and  Soutli  Asia 

Latin  America 

Africa 

Total 


Actual 
Admissions 

41,972 
7,998 
9,990 
5,994 
138 
1,953 

68,045 


Regional 
Ceilings 

42,000 
8,000 

10,000 
6,000 
1,000 
3,000 

70.000 


Refugees  in  Africa 

The  budget  shifts  I  have  described  have 
been  driven,  to  a  large  extent,  by  the 
increased  requirements  for  refugee  as- 
sistance in  Africa.  The  African  refugee 
situation  is  complex  and  dynamic.  Many 
countries  are  concurrently  generators  of 
and  receivers  of  refugees;  refugees  may 
be  returing  home  to  some  countries  at 
the  same  time  as  their  compatriots  are 
fleeing  into  refuge. 

You  will  remember  that,  during  late 
1984  and  1985,  the  number  of  refugees 
in  Africa  in  need  of  international  as- 
sistance gi-ew  from  some  2  million  to 
some  2.8  million.  The  dramatic  increase 
was  principally  caused  by  the  coinci- 
dence of  drought  and  civil  strife.  The 
relatively  abundant  rains  this  year  may 
signal  an  end  to  the  natural  disaster  of 
drought  but  do  not  necessarily  lead  to  a 
solution  to  Africa's  refugee  problems. 
For  example,  Chadians  who  fled  into 
Sudan  may  have  been  seeking  food 
relief  aid  as  much  as  they  were  fleeing 
the  ravages  of  assorted  bandits  and 
tribal  enemies.  Although  rains  have 
returned,  renewed  fighting  in  Chad's  in- 
ternal war  and  the  geopolitical  interests 
of  Libya,  Sudan,  and  Chad— among 
others— conspire  to  keep  many  of  those 
Chadians  in  Sudan  and  of  concern  to 
UNHCR.  Elsewhere  in  Africa,  the  num- 
bers of  refugees  able  to  return  to  their 
homes  have  been  offset  by  new  refugee 
flows.  Therefore,  the  overall  number  of 
refugees  in  Africa  remains  fairly  con- 
stant, though  the  composition  of  the  to- 
tal is  changing. 

Horn  of  Africa 

With  respect  to  the  Horn  of  Africa,  we 
continue  to  monitor  closely  the  condi- 
tions which  generate  refugees.  Two  poli- 
cies of  the  Government  of  Ethioi^ia- 
internal  resettlement  and  villagization— 
appear  to  have  caused  significant  flows 
of  refugees  into  Sudan  and  Somalia. 


Resettlement  is  currently  suspended, 
although  the  Ethiopian  Govei-nment  has 
announced  that  it  will  resume  later  in 
1986.  We  hope  that  any  resumption  will 
not  be  accompanied  by  the  gi'oss  viola- 
tions of  human  rights  previously  asso- 
ciated with  the  program. 

Villagization,  which  is  purported  to 
improve  services  by  organizing  commu- 
nities into  more  easily  assisted  units,  is 
an  ongoing  effort  to  relocate  up  to 
33  million  rural  peasants.  As  many  as 
70,000  people  have  arrived  in  northwest 
Somalia  during  the  past  6  months,  claim- 
ing that  they  are  fleeing  the  effects  of 
villagization. 

There  have  been  a  number  of 
problems  with  the  assistance  effort  in 
northwest  Somalia  since  the  Govern- 
ment of  Somalia  has  decided  not  to 
move  these  new  refugees  away  from  the 
border  to  a  more  suitable  site.  However, 
the  office  of  the  UN  High  Commissioner 
for  Refugees  is  organizing  relief  opera- 
tions, and  conditions  seem  to  be 
stabilizing. 

Of  course,  civil  strife  in  northern 
Ethiopia  is  an  ongoing  cause  of  major 
refugee  flows  into  Sudan.  And  the 
Oromo  Liberation  Front  is  engaged  in 
activities  in  western  and  southern 
Ethiopia  that  contribute  to  flows  to 
Somalia. 

Uganda 

Another  refugee  emergency  "hot  spot" 
which  we  are  watching  closely  is  south- 
ei'n  Sudan  and  northern  Uganda.  War  in 
southern  Sudan  has  led  to  the  collapse 
of  traditional  civil  authorities.  As  a 
result,  in  early  May,  armed  attacks 
were  made  on  Ugandan  refugee  settle- 
ments. To  date,  some  60,000  Ugandan 
refugees  have  fled  home  to  Uganda. 
Uganda  is  currently  enjoying  a  period  of 
relative  stability  and,  so  far,  has  been 
able  to  reintegi-ate  these  returning  refu- 
gees with  remarkable  ease,  despite 


rather  widespread  destruction  in  north- 
ern Uganda.  Additional  precipitous 
returns,  however,  could  result  in  more 
serious  problems  for  Uganda,  since 
there  are  as  many  as  200,000  Ugandan 
refugees  still  in  southern  Sudan. 

Southern  Africa 

There  have  not  been  the  outflows  from 
the  Republic  of  South  Africa  that  one 
might  have  expected,  given  the  current 
violence  there.  Rather,  South  African 
Government  pressures  on  countries  of 
first  asylum— including  the  recent  raids 
in  Botswana,  Zambia,  and  Zimbabwe- 
have  caused  UNHCR  to  relocate  refu- 
gees to  safer  places  of  asylum.  Our 
government  has  strongly  condemned 
those  raids,  and  the  Refugee  Bureau  has 
earmai-ked  funds  to  help  repair  the  refu- 
gee reception  center  in  Zambia  that  was 
attacked. 

We  are,  of  course,  quite  concerned 
about  the  potential  for  new  refugees,  in- 
cluding some  who  may  simply  be  fleeing 
the  widening  violence  rather  than  being 
associated  with  any  of  the  banned 
organizations.  We  are  continuing  to 
work  with  our  refugee  officers  in  the 
neighboring  countries  to  ensure  that 
contingency  planning  is  done  by  the 
relevant  international  organization 
whose  mandates  recjuire  it. 

If  the  number  of  South  African  refu- 
gees has  not  been  growing  dramatically, 
the  number  of  Mozambican  and  Angolan 
refugees  has.  As  many  as  180,000 
Mozambican  refugees  have  fled  to  South 
Africa,  Zambia,  Zimbabwe,  Malawi,  and 
Swaziland  since  1984.  Over  100,000  new 
Angolan  refugees  have  entered  Zaire 
and  Zambia  last  year  and  this  year. 

Refugee  Aid  and  Development 

African  host  nations  are  developing 
countries  with  limited  resources  to  pro- 
vide for  their  own  citizens.  We  try  to  do 
our  fair  share  of  providing  for  the  care 
and  maintenance  of  African  refugees 
through  international  organizations  such 
as  the  UNHCR,  ICRC,  and  WFP 
[World  Food  Progi-am].  However,  there 
is  also  a  neerl  to  pursue  more  lasting 
solutions  through  integration  of  refugee 
and  development  aid.  These  medium- 
and  long-term  needs  must  not  be  forgot- 
ten in  the  process  of  responding  to 
urgent  lifesaving  demands. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  I'.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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Visit  of  Pakistan's  Prime  Minister 


Prime  Minister  Mohammad  Khan 
Junejo  of  the  Islamic  Republic  of 
Pakistan  made  an  official  visit  to  the 
United  States  July  15-22,  1986.  While  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  15-18,  he  met 
with  President  Reagan  and  other  govern- 
m,ent  officials. 

Following  is  the  text  of  the  joint 
staiement  issued  on  July  18. 

At  the  invitation  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  of  America, 
Ronald  Reagan,  the  Prime  Minister  of 
the  Islamic  Republic  of  Pakistan, 
Mohammad  Khan  Junejo,  paid  an  official 
visit  to  the  United  States  from 
July  15-22,  1986. 

The  Prime  Minister  held  intensive 
and  wide-ranging  discussions  with  the 
President,  with  senior  representatives  of 
his  Administration,  and  with  Members  of 
Congress  on  matters  of  mutual  concern 
relating  to  the  promotion  of  inter- 
national peace  and  security,  political 
cooperation,  and  economic  development. 

The  President  and  the  Prime 
Minister  reviewed  bilateral  relations  and 
found  them  warm,  friendly,  and 
mutually  beneficial.  They  expressed 
satisfaction  with  existing  cooperation 
and  the  hope  that  further  progress 
would  be  made  through  the  U.S.- 
Pakistan Joint  Commission  and  the  U.S.- 
Pakistan Consultative  Group.  Both  sides 
welcomed  the  conclusion  of  the 
memorandum  of  understanding  to 
facilitate  transfer  of  technology  to 
Pakistan  and  to  ensure  its  protection. 
They  noted  with  approval  the  discussions 
underway  to  revise  the  Convention  on 
the  Avoidance  of  Double  Taxation.  They 
agreed  that  private-sector  investment 
missions  should  be  encouraged,  and  in 
the  field  of  education,  they  agreed  on  the 
despatch  of  an  American  team  later  this 
year  to  discuss  cooperation  aimed  at 
improving  the  teaching  of  English  in 
Pakistan. 

The  President  lauded  the  return  of 
representative  democracy  to  Pakistan, 
praising  Prime  Minister  Junejo  and 
President  Zia-ul-Haq  for  the  steps  taken 
during  the  last  year  to  end  martial  law 
and  to  restore  to  the  Pakistan  people  the 
full  liberties  guaranteed  by  the  1973 
Constitution.  The  President  and  the 
Prime  Minister  agreed  that  democratic 
institutions  will  make  an  important  con- 
tribution to  Pakistan's  continued  stabil- 
ity and  progress. 


%»       * 
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Secretary  Shultz  ^eets  Prime  Minister  Mohammad  Khan  Junejo  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base 
on  July  15,  1986. 


The  President  underscored  his 
strong  personal  commitment  to  arms 
control  and  to  the  prevention  of  the 
spread  of  nuclear  weapons.  The  Prime 
Minister  expressed  his  understanding 
and  support  of  U.S.  efforts  to  promote 
arms  control  and  the  nonproliferation  of 
nuclear  weapons.  The  Prime  Minister 
reitereated  the  peaceful  nature  of 
Pakistan's  nuclear  program.  The  two 
leaders  agreed,  moreover,  that  it  is 
incumbent  on  each  state  in  the  region  to 
ensure  that  its  use  of  nuclear  energy  is 
strictly  peaceful  and  to  take  concrete 
steps  to  demonstrate  a  shared  commit- 
ment to  nonproliferation. 


The  Prime  Minister  and  the  Presi- 
dent considered  in  depth  the  situation  in 
South  and  Southwest  Asia.  They  noted 
with  serious  concern  the  grave  conse- 
quences for  regional  and  international 
peace  and  stability  which  flow  from  the 
continuing  Soviet  occupation  of  and  ag- 
gression against  Afghanistan.  They  con- 
demned the  repeated  attacks  on 
Pakistan's  territory  from  Afghanistan. 
The  President  reaffirmed  the  U.S.  com- 
mitment to  nonaligned  Pakistan's  inde- 
pendence, security,  and  territorial 
integrity. 
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Both  leaders  agreed  on  the  urgent 
need  for  a  poHtical  settlement  of  the 
Afghanistan  problem  consistent  with  the 
principles  enunciated  in  the  seven  resolu- 
tions adopted  by  overwhelming  major- 
ities in  the  UN  General  Assembly.  The 
President  expressed  his  strong  support 
for  Pakistan's  sustained  efforts  to  pro- 
mote such  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the 
brutal  conflict  imposed  upon  the  Afghan 
people.  They  expressed  the  hope  that  at 
the  forthcoming  round  of  the  Geneva 
proximity  talks  under  the  auspices  of  the 
personal  representative  of  the  UN 
Secretary  General,  the  Kabul  side  will 
put  forward  a  short  timetable  for  the 
withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops  from 
Afghanistan. 

The  President  expressed  his  admira- 
tion for  Pakistan's  courage  in  standing 
up  to  Soviet  pressures  through  Afghani- 
stan and  for  its  selfless  provision  of 
humanitarian  relief  to  the  nearly  3 
million  Afghans  who  have  fled  to 
Pakistan  in  the  last  7  years.  The  two 
leaders  agreed  on  the  importance  of 
increasing  the  availability  of 
humanitarian  assistance  for  the 
countless  numbers  of  Afghans  affected 
by  the  war.  The  President  recalled  his 
recent  meeting  with  the  courageous 
leaders  of  the  Afghan  alliance.  The  two 
leaders  expressed  the  hope  that  the 
alliance  will  play  an  increasing  role  in 
bolstering  international  support  for  the 
cause  of  Afghan  freedom. 

The  Prime  Minister  and  the  Presi- 
dent expressed  satisfaction  with  the  suc- 
cessful conclusion  of  negotiations  earlier 
this  year  of  a  follow-on  assistance 
package  for  Pakistan  in  the  sum  of  $4.02 
billion  over  a  6-year  period  beginning 
next  year.  The  President  stressed  that 
this  unique  multiyear  program  provides 
tangible  evidence  of  the  durability  and 
continuity  of  the  U.S.  commitment  to 
strengthen  Pakistan's  defensive 
capabilities  in  the  face  of  Soviet 
pressures  from  Afghanistan.  U.S. 
economic  assistance  is  intended  also  to 
supplement  Pakistan's  own  efforts  to 
strengthen  its  economy. 

The  Prime  Minister  briefed  the 
President  on  discussions  between  the 
Governments  of  Pakistan  and  India  on 
improving  relations  between  their  two 
countries,  a  process  strongly  supported 
by  the  United  States.  The  President  wel- 
comed the  pledge  made  by  the  Govern- 
ments of  Pakistan  and  India  not  to 
attack  each  other's  nuclear  installations 
and  expressed  the  hope  that  these 
discussions  would  continue  to  yield  suc- 
cess. The  Prime  Minister  also  pointed  to 
recent  initiatives  supported  by  his 


government  to  expand  regional  coopera- 
tion among  the  nations  of  South  Asia, 
highlighting  the  promising  beginning 
last  December  of  the  South  Asian 
Association  for  Regional  Cooperation 
(SAARC).  The  President  referred  to  his 
message  to  the  South  Asian  leaders 
welcoming  their  establishment  of 
SAARC  and  expressed  his  government's 
support  for  regional  efforts,  both  under 
SAARC  as  well  as  bilaterally,  to  pro- 
mote peace  and  cooperation. 

The  Prime  Minister  and  the  Presi- 
dent expressed  deep  concern  at  the 
growing  threat  posed  by  international 
narcotics  trafficking  to  the  very  fabric  of 
society  in  every  part  of  the  world.  They 
discussed  measures  to  halt  the  produc- 
tion of  opium  and  other  dangerous  drugs 


at  their  source,  to  suppress  processing 
facilities  wherever  they  may  be  found, 
and  to  escalate  the  war  against  domestic 
and  international  traffickers.  To  this 
end,  the  two  leaders  agreed  to 
strengthen  their  antinarcotics  coopera- 
tion and  to  explore  aerial  spraying  as  a 
poppy  eradication  measure. 

The  Prime  Minister  expressed  his 
sincere  gratitude  to  the  President  and 
the  people  of  the  United  States  for  the 
generous  assistance  provided  his  country 
over  the  past  35  years  and  for  the  warm 
welcome  accorded  to  him  and  his  delega- 
tion. He  extended  a  cordial  invitation  to 
the  President  to  visit  Pakistan.  The 
President  expressed  his  appreciation  for 
the  invitation  and  reiterated  his  desire  to 
visit  Pakistan  at  a  convenient  date.  ■ 


Terrorism  and  Tourism 


by  Robert  B.  Oakley 

Address  before  the  Conference  on  the 
Future  of  Transatlantic  Travel  at  the 
Plaza  Hotel  in  New  York  City  on 
July  23.  1986.  Ambassador  Oakley  is 
Acting  Ambassador  at  Large  for 
Coun  ter-  Terrorism . 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  today  to 
discuss  a  very  important  issue  to  us 
both— terrorism  and  tourism.  The  two 
words  unfortunately  could  be  used  for  a 
tongue  twister— they  sound  too  much 
alike  and  get  mixed  up  not  only  when 
one  is  talking  too  fast  but  sometimes  in 
the  popular  perceptions. 

We're  all  probably  sick  of  hearing  of 
the  "horror  stories"  about  how  the  fear 
of  terrorism  has  sharply  hurt  tourism  in 
many  parts  of  the  world.  I'm  sure  these 
stories  cause  a  sinking  feeling  in  the 
stomachs  of  those  who  are  in  the  tourism 
business,  especially  dealing  with  travel 
to  Europe.  I  won't  try  going  into  detail 
on  how  bad  that  picture  is— you  have  the 
figures.  We  do  not.  But  it  might  be 
useful  to  first  sketch  out  the  broad  pic- 
ture of  the  actual  terrorism  situation- 
including  the  figures  we  do  have— and 
then  discuss  what  the  use  is  trying  to  do 
about  it  and  how  we  can  work  together. 

Facts  and  Figures  on  Terrorism 

It  seems  that  almost  every  day  there  is 
some  new  reminder  of  terrorism  on  our 
televisions  or  on  the  front  pages  of  our 
newspapers.  Some  of  it  is  good  news  and 


bad  news.  An  Italian  court  recently  con- 
victed the  hijackers  of  the  Achille  Lauro 
but  there  is  a  strong  feeling  that  the 
sentence  was  not  long  enough  for  some 
of  them.  There  have  been  several  recent 
major  terrorist  acts  in  Europe,  but 
because  Americans  were  not  involved 
they  got  only  fleeting  attention  from  the 
American  media. 

Over  the  past  2  years  there  has  been 
a  major  surge  in  terrorism  abroad,  both 
internal  (for  example:  within  Lebanon, 
India,  Sri  Lanka,  Peru,  Colombia,  and 
Chile)  and  international  incidents.  The 
latter  rose  from  the  500  per  year 
average  for  1979-83  to  600  in  1984  and 
about  800  in  1985.  This  upward  trend 
continued  during  the  first  several 
months  this  year.  Preliminary  tallies 
indicate  there  were  about  417  interna- 
tional terrorist  incidents  for  January- 
June  1986,  compared  with  352  for  the 
same  period  of  1985. 

The  increase  since  mid-1984  has 
come  from  the  Middle  East  and  Latin 
America.  F^or  1984  there  were  only  81 
incidents  recorded  in  Latin  America, 
with  132  for  1985  and  65  for  the  first 
half  of  1986.  There  were  109  incidents 
during  1983  in  the  Middle  East,  206  dur- 
ing 1984,  378  during  1985  (plus  about  75 
conducted  by  Middle  East  terrorists  in 
Europe),  and  165  during  the  first  half  of 
this  year  in  the  Middle  East  (plus  about 
26  conducted  in  Europe).  Since  April, 
Qadhafi-directed  terrorism  has  been 
quiescent  in  the  aftermath  of  U.S. 
military  raids  and  the  ensuing  Libyan 
disarray  and  the  European  crackdown  in 
which  more  than  100  Libyan  so-called 


October  1986 


55 


TERRORISM 


diplomats  and  businessmen  have  been 
expelled;  S>Tia  and  Iran  appear  to  be  in 
a  cautious  mode.  However,  several 
Palestinian  splinter  groups  have  been 
active  and  could  get  even  more  active  in 
Europe.  And  during  the  past  2  weeks, 
leftwing  European  groups  have  once 
again  resumed  their  operations.  Thus  it 
seems  probable  that  terrorist  activity  in 
Europe  will  not  diminish  during  the  last 
half  of  the  year,  although  it  may  not  be 
directed  so  much  against  Americans. 

In  Latin  America,  the  most  intensive 
area  of  recent  activity  has  been  Peru, 
followed  by  Colombia  and  Central 
America.  Two  American  tourists 
recently  were  killed  during  a  terrorist 
attack  in  Peru,  although  it  received  little 
public  attention.  Cooperation  between 
narcotics  traffickers  and  terrorists  is  a 
growing  problem.  The  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  rank  just  behind  the 
Government  of  Peru  as  targets  there, 
and  resident  Americans  are  choice 
targets  elsewhere  in  Latin  America. 

Although  for  the  past  decade  U.S. 
citizens  and  installations  abroad  have 
been  the  number  one  terrorist  target 
(aside,  of  course,  from  Israel),  it  is  a 
mistake  to  believe  that  we  are  the  prin- 
cipal target  of  foreign  terrorists.  Despite 
the  impression  received  from  sensa- 
tionalist, ethnocentric  media  coverage, 
the  percentage  of  attacks  against 
Americans  has  actually  decreased  over 
the  past  3  years  from  40%  to  25%.  The 
2,200  terrorist  casualties  last  year— up 
from  ],300  in  1984-and  the  nearly  800 
incidents  were  spread  among  citizens 
and  facilities  of  some  90  countries.  Of 
the  877  men,  women,  and  children  who 
were  killed  last  year,  28  were  Americans 
and  28  were  Israelis.  The  impression 
that  the  terrorists— especially  Middle 
East  terrorists— are  waiting  in  Europe 
to  pounce  primarily  upon  Americans  is 
just  not  true.  Among  the  various  targets 
of  Middle  East  terrorists  operating  in 
Europe— the  region  in  which  you  are  most 
concerned— Americans  have  been  the 
targets  of  fewer  incidents  than  anyone 
else.  The  biggest  target  has  been 
Palestinians  and  other  Arabs.  In  the  past 
year  and  a  half,  from  January  1985 
through  June  1986,  there  were  about 
100  terrorist  attacks  in  Europe  attri- 
buted to  Middle  Eastern  groups.  Arabs 
and  Palestinians  were  the  victims  of  49% 
of  the  attacks,  down  from  65%  for  the 
preceding  5  years.  The  percentage  of 
attacks  against  Israeli  and  Jewish 
citizens  remained  virtually  the  same  at 
15%.  The  percentage  of  attacks  against 
Western  Europeans  and  Americans 
doubled— 26%  for  the  Western 
Europeans;  10%  of  the  Americans.  But 


for  Americans,  that  worked  out  to  only 
10  incidents  over  the  past  18  months. 
Any  death  from  terrorism  is  one  too 
many,  and  terrorism  is  designed  for  the 
maximum  shock  effect  upon  public  and 
political  opinion— we  do  not  and  should 
not  accept  them  as  a  part  of  the  modern 
world  the  way  we  do  car  accidents. 
However,  we  should  keep  the  number  of 
incidents  in  perspective  as  well  as  the 
perpetrators,  intent  to  shock.  We  must 
take  the  proper  precautions  but  not 
allow  ourselves  to  fall  into  their  trap  and 
react  thoughtlessly.  The  chances  of 
being  unexpectedly  killed  in  a  car  or 
plane  crash  or  in  a  criminal  attack  are 
much  higher  than  being  in  the  wrong 
place  at  the  wrong  time  when  a  terrorist 
group  manages  to  make  an  attack. 

Resolving  the  Decline  in  Tourism 

While  it's  easy  to  hit  on  the  fear  of  ter- 
rorism as  the  culprit  in  the  decline  in 
European  tourism,  and  it  is  an  important 
factor,  we  believe  a  combination  of  fac- 
tors are  involved:  terrorism,  the  weaken- 
ing of  the  U.S.  dollar  in  many  countries, 
attractive  travel  packages  plus  falling 
gasoline  prices  for  those  who  stay  at 
home,  and  the  competition  of  other  coun- 
tries and  regions  of  the  world.  But  the 
perception  among  Americans  and  the 
Europeans  that  it  was  terrorism  did 
have  major  and  unprecedented 
economic,  political,  and  security  conse- 
quences in  Western  Europe  and  the 
Mediterranean  where  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  have  been  lost  by  the 
United  Kingdom,  Greece,  Italy,  Israel, 
Egypt,  Tunisia,  and  other  countries. 

Other  governments,  as  well  as  some 
in  the  travel  and  terrorist  industry,  have 
blamed  the  Reagan  Administration  as 
somehow  being  responsible  for  the 
problems— as  if  the  President  created 
terrorism,  or  dictated  the  type  of  media 
coverage,  or  should  not  have  spoken 
publicly  of  a  serious  threat  to  this  coun- 
try and  its  citizens,  or  should  not  have 
taken  action  to  try  and  stop  terrorism 
and  protect  our  citizens.  This  totally 
unfair  criticism  misses  the  entire  point 
of  the  Administration's  policies  and  pro- 
grams for  countering  terrorism. 

We  have  been  working  with  other 
governments  for  several  years— and 
more  intensively  as  terrorism  has 
increased— to  try  and  deal  with  what  is 
obviously  a  common  problem.  We  urged 
them  to  place  tighter  controls  upon  the 
movements  of  suspected  terrorists,  to 
improve  security  at  their  ports  and  air- 
ports, and  increase  intelligence 
exchanges  on  terrorist  threats.  We 


offered  them  assistance  for  these  pur- 
poses. Indeed,  we  have  a  very  useful 
antiterrorism  training  assistance  pro- 
gram which  helps  train  security  officials 
from  friendly  countries.  We  also  urged 
them  to  join  us  in  applying  pressure  to 
states  who  support  terrorism.  Unfor- 
tunately, our  warnings,  our  advice,  and 
our  offers  of  help  generally  fell  upon 
deaf  ears  or  were  resented  as  an  intru- 
sion, as  improper  pressure.  This  attitude 
prevailed  for  most  governments  until  the 
terrorists  struck  so  close  to  home  and 
the  problem  for  the  country  or  countries 
concerned  became  too  great  to  ignore. 

For  example,  over  the  years  there 
had  been  lengthy  discussions  with  the 
Greek  authorities  about  the  security 
problem  at  Athens  airport.  ICAO  [Inter- 
nation  Civil  Aviation  Organization]  and 
FAA  [Federal  Aviation  Administration] 
teams  repeatedly  had  visited  the  airport 
to  discuss  the  need  and  ways  to 
strengthen  security  procedures.  In 
February  1985,  the  Greek  and  U.S. 
experts  agreed  upon  a  number  of 
specific  measures  to  be  taken  at  Athens 
airport.  But  nothing  happened— until 
after  the  TWA  hijacking  in  June,  the 
U.S.  Government  issuance  of  a  travel 
advisory,  and  a  sharp  fall  in  tourism  to 
Greece.  The  Greek  authorities  then  took 
the  previously  promised  actions.  After 
inspecting  the  improved  situation,  we 
then  rescinded  the  travel  advisory. 
Athens  airport  today  has  good  security. 
The  TWA  #847  hijacking,  and  other  ter- 
rorist attacks  also  prompted  various 
governments  to  tighten  up  a  bit,  but 
there  were  still  lots  of  loopholes,  as 
dramatically  illustrated  in  the  attacks  on 
Rome  and  Vienna  airports  in  December 
and  the  hijacking  of  an  Egyptian  airliner. 
These  highly  publicized  incidents,  plus 
Qadhafi's  public  threats  to  attack 
Americans,  caused  additional  American 
tourists  to  cancel  plans  for  visiting 
Europe,  and  it  began  to  take  on  a 
snowball  effect. 

Let  me  say  a  word  here  about  travel 
advisories.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that 
the  State  Department  has  not  issued 
travel  advisories  against  traveling  to 
Western  Europe  because  of  terrorism. 
We  have  been  questioned  on  this,  par- 
ticularly by  Congress,  and  I  think  it 
might  be  worth  sharing  the  same  explan- 
ation we  have  provided  to  Congress. 
Travel  advisories  are  issued  from  time  to 
time  by  the  State  Department's  Office  of 
Overseas  Citizens  Services  which  also 
handles  hundreds  of  phone  calls  a  day 
about  whether  it  is  safe  to  visit  country 
XorZ. 

The  majority  of  advisories  refer  to 
temporary  conditions  unrelated  to 


56 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


TERRORISM 


physical  safety,  such  as  health-related 
matters,  changes  in  customs,  visa  and 
currency  requirements,  or  warnings 
about  penalities  for  blackmarket  or  nar- 
cotics activities.  Relatively  few  travel 
advisories  are  used  for  security  reasons, 
such  as  crime,  civil  unrest,  or  warfare. 

Security-related  advisories  usually 
reflect  a  trend  or  pattern  of  violence  not 
previously  experienced  in  the  area.  Thus, 
isolated  international  terrorist  attacks, 
which  can  and  do  occur  virtually  any- 
where, do  not  trigger  travel  advisories. 
The  exception  would  be  a  country  whose 
government  consistently  failed  to  pro- 
vide reasonable  security.  Travel  advi- 
sories are  not  issued  for  political  reasons, 
they  are  issued  only  after  careful  coor- 
dination with  our  diplomatic  mission  in 
the  affected  country  and  various  U.S. 
Government  agencies.  While  travel 
advisories  have  the  primary  purpose  of 
alerting  the  public  to  adverse  conditions, 
they  may  also  have  the  effect  of  helping 
move  a  government  to  change  those 
conditions. 

The  advisories  can  be  obtained  from 
regional  passport  offices  or  the  Citizens 
Emergency  Center  in  the  State  Depart- 
ment. The  Consular  Affairs  Bureau  also 
makes  a  number  of  pamphlets  available 
for  the  public  on  tips  to  travelers  and 
recently  issued  one  on  security  tips. 

U.S.  Approach  to  Travel  and  Security 

The  Department  has  consistently  tried  to 
take  a  nonalarmist  approach  to  the  ques- 
tion of  travel  safety.  We  take  oppor- 
tunities such  as  this  one  to  emphasize 
that  there  are  no  security-related  advi- 
sories for  any  of  the  European  countries. 

We  believe  in  tourism— it  is  good  for 
the  individuals  and  for  the  host  coun- 
tries. We  do  not  like  to  see  the  adverse 
impact  of  tourism  overreaction  on  our 
friends  overseas.  We  have  been  in  con- 
tact with  the  U.S.  travel  industry's 
group  which  is  trying  to  deal  with  the 
problem.  We  are  pleased  to  see  these 
steps  by  the  industry,  and  we  are  ready 
to  provide  information  and  assistance. 

We  also  have  been  providing 
assistance  to  other  U.S.  businessmen 
through  the  Overseas  Security  Advisory 
Council  which  was  established  last  year 
to  help  provide  information,  guidance, 
and  briefings  to  American  firms 
operating  abroad.  And,  of  course,  we 
have  been  working  with  the  airline 
industry,  and  since  the  Achille  Lauro 
hijacking,  the  maritime  industry,  to  help 
improve  security.  A  major  effort,  in 
partnership  with  Congress,  has  been 
made  to  improve  airline  and  cruiseline 


security.  Two  major  avenues  are  the  In- 
ternational Civil  Aviation  Organization 
and  the  International  Maritime 
Organization  which  have  been  develop- 
ing tightened  international  standards. 

Many  of  the  suggestions  for 
improved  security  standards  predate  the 
rash  of  spectacular  terrorism  attacks 
last  year.  However  only  after  Qadhafi's 
attempt  to  conduct  a  widespread  mass- 
casualty  terrorist  campaign  against  the 
United  States  and  our  actions  against 
Libya  in  self-defense  did  many  European 
governments  respond  to  the  need  for 
firm,  concerted  action  such  as  we  had 
been  promoting. 

International  Cooperation 

These  measures  and  other  collective 
measures  are  important  because  fighting 
terrorism  has  to  be  an  international 
effort.  The  responsibility  for  security 
and  protection  of  the  airports  used  by 
local  citizens  and  visitors  lies  with  the 
host  country.  We  cannot  patrol  every 
airport  and  street  used  by  American 
tourists.  We  cannot  unilaterally  decide 
to  send  in  rescue  teams  into  any  airport 
in  the  world  regardless  of  the  attitudes 
of  the  local  government.  We  cannot 
literally  be  the  policemen  of  the  world. 

Thus  it  is  crucial  that  the  nations  of 
the  world  cooperate  in  the  international 
terrorism  effort.  The  past  months  have 
seen  important  progress  in  this  direc- 
tion. For  example,  the  foreign  ministers 
of  the  12  European  Community  (EC) 
countries  on  April  21  agreed  to  reduce 
the  size  of  the  Libyan  People's  Bureaus 
and  increase  cooperation  among  law 
enforcement  and  intelligence  agencies. 
They  also  agreed  to  impose  tight  con- 
trols upon  the  entry  and  movement  of  all 
Libyans,  including  diplomats  and  other 
government  officials.  On  May  5  in 
Tokyo,  the  leaders  of  the  seven  govern- 
ments of  the  economic  summit  countries 
agreed  to  a  series  of  actions  to  be  taken 
against  international  terrorism  and 
states  that  support  it,  again  identifying 
Libya.  In  addition  to  reiterating  and 
strengthening  the  actions  agreed  to  by 
the  EC,  the  Tokyo  statement  called  for 
improved  extradition  procedures, 
strengthening  the  Bonn  declaration  on 
civil  aviation  security,  and  greater  inter- 
national cooperation  generally,  including 
use  of  the  United  Nations. 

In  fighting  terrorism  effectively,  we 
must  keep  the  momentum  going  both 
unilaterally  and  multilaterally.  At  the 
same  time,  we  must  not  exaggerate  the 
threat  nor  allow  ourselves  to  be  intimi- 
dated by  it.  Nothing  encourages  ter- 
rorists more  than  seeing  that  they  have 


succeeded  in  panicking  public  or  political 
opinion,  which  is  a  paramount  objective. 

Therefore,  it  is  important  for  groups 
such  as  the  travel  industry  to  work 
together.  The  work  and  messages  need 
to  be  more  than  public  relations  and 
advertising.  Yes,  it  is  important  to  try  to 
put  the  terrorist  situation  in  perspective 
and  help  people  understand  they  should 
not  be  frightened  from  important 
cultural  experiences  by  exaggerated 
fears.  Of  course,  I  may  be  preaching  to 
the  brave— you  who  have  braved  the 
perils  of  New  York,  a  city  that  many 
Europeans  are  frightened  to  visit. 

Your  activities  and  message  should 
not  only  be  aimed  at  Americans,  telling 
them  it  is  OK  to  "come  home"  to 
Europe.  It  is  necessary  to  also  make  it 
clear  to  European  colleagues  that  adver- 
tisements and  cosmetics  are  not  enough, 
and  that  we  shouldn't  relax  because  of 
what  may  be  a  temporary  lull  in  Libyan 
and  particularly  state-supported  ter- 
rorism. Governments  and  businessmen 
in  Europe  need  to  understand  that 
whatever  money  they  may  save  or  make 
from  buying  Libyan  oil  or  selling  spare 
parts  to  that  country  is  far  outweighed 
by  the  losses  in  tourist  dollars,  security 
expenses,  and  hesitant  investors. 

A  complete  end  to  terrorism  may  be 
impossible.  There  are  too  many  different 
groups  and  too  many  grievances  to 
satisfy  all  of  their  so-called  root  causes. 
But  a  great  deal  of  terrorism  can  be  con- 
tained and  limited  by  strong  action.  And 
many  potential  tourists  would  be 
reassured  if  they  were  convinced  that 
other  governments  were  taking  all  the 
effective  actions  possible,  not  cutting 
corners  or  trying  to  make  deals  with 
terrorists. 

Nor  can  we  let  the  terrorists  feel 
that  they  are  succeeding  in  creating  ten- 
sions within  the  Western  alliance  and  to 
believe  that  they  can  be  successful  over 
time  in  creating  an  isolationist  mentality 
in  this  country  which  will  erode  our 
important  economic,  strategic,  and 
political  interests  abroad.  Such  a  feeling 
would  only  encourage  more  attacks  upon 
Americans  as  well  as  damage  our 
broader  interests. 

In  summation,  we  must  take  a  cool, 
calm,  and  cooperative  as  well  as  deter- 
mined approach  in  fighting  terrorism. 
The  terrorists  must  not  be  allowed  to  get 
the  best  of  us.  Progress  has  been  made 
and  more  will  be,  but  fighting  terrorism 
is  a  long-term  effort  for  all  of  us,  those 
in  business,  those  in  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment, and  those  in  other  governments. 
We  have  started  working  together 
through  a  variety  of  informal  contacts.  I 
hope  we  can  continue.  ■ 
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Antiterrorism  Act 
Signed  into  Law 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  27,  1986' 

I  have  signed  into  law  H.R.  4151,  the 
"Omnibus  Diplomatic  Security  and  Anti- 
terrorism Act  of  1986."  This  marks  yet 
another  step  forward  in  our  bipartisan 
effort  to  eradicate  international  ter- 
rorism. I  would  like  to  recognize  the 
valuable  contributions  to  this  legislation 
by  the  Vice  President  and  his  task  force 
on  combatting  terrorism;  Secretary 
Shultz  and  Admiral  Inman  and  their 
panel  on  diplomatic  security;  and  the 
work  of  Senator  Richard  Lugar  and 
Representatives  Dante  Fascell,  Bill 
Broomfield,  Dan  Mica,  and  Olympia 
Snowe,  as  well  as  many  other 
distinguished  Members  of  the  Congress, 
for  bringing  the  various  parts  of  this  act 
together.  This  is  truly  a  bipartisan  piece 
of  work. 

This  act  once  again  puts  those  who 
would  instigate  acts  of  terrorism  against 
U.S.  citizens  or  property  on  notice  that 
we  will  not  be  deterred  from  carrying 
out  our  obligations  throughout  the 
world.  I  am  committed  to  ensuring  the 
safety  of  our  diplomats,  servicemen,  and 
citizens  wherever  they  may  be.  This 
historic  act  provides  the  organization 
and  authorities  necessary  to  implement 
the  recommendations  of  the  Advisory 
Panel  on  Overseas  Security.  It  also 
establishes  within  the  Department  of 
State  a  new  Bureau  of  Diplomatic 
Security  and  a  diplomatic  security  serv- 
ice to  increa.se  the  professionalism  and 
effectiveness  of  our  security  personnel. 

Another  important  piece  of  this  act 
that  I  am  particularly  pleased  to  have 
supported  is  the  victims  of  terrorism 
assistance  program.  This,  for  the  first 
time,  will  provide  for  the  care  and 
welfare  of  the  victims  of  terrorism  and 
their  families. 

At  the  same  time,  I  continue  to  urge 
cooperation  with  all  nations,  on  both  a 
bilateral  and  multilateral  basis,  to  seek 
ways  to  work  together  to  end  the  contin- 
uing onslaught  of  international  terrorism 
against  civilized  society.  Seeking  inter- 
national cooperation  is  vital  in  the  strug- 
gle against  terrorism,  and  that  effort 
will  remain  a  top  foreign  policy  priority 
for  me.  Within  the  government,  coopera- 
tion and  coordination  among  all  depart- 
ments and  agencies  is  also  essential  in 
protecting  our  vital  national  security 
interests  from  the  terrorist  threat. 


We  can  never  legislate  an  end  to  ter- 
rorism. However,  we  must  remain 
resolute  in  our  commitment  to  confront 
this  criminal  behavior  in  every  way— 
diplomatically,  economically,  legally, 
and,  when  necessary,  militarily.  First- 
rate  intelligence  remains  the  key 
element  in  each  of  these  areas.  We  will 
continue  to  improve  our  ability  to 
predict,  prevent,  and  respond  to  threats 


of  terrorism  with  an  expanded  intelli- 
gence-gathering capability.  We  will  con- 
tinue to  work  with  the  Congress  to  iden- 
tify legislative  gaps  in  our  ability  to  com- 
bat terrorism.  This  act  adds  to  our 
capabilities  and  further  demonstrates 
our  resolve.  I  congratulate  those 
responsible  for  this  historic  act. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  1,  1986. 


Nicaragua's  Role 

in  Revolutionary  Internationalism 


by  Vernon  A.  Walters 

Statement  before  the  UN  Security 
Council  on  July  1,  1986.  Ambassador 
Walters  is  U.S.  Permanent  Represent- 
ative to  the  United  Nations.  ^ 

Before  addressing  the  specific  reasons 
for  this  present  Security  Council 
meeting,  I  feel  it  imperative  to  point  out 
that  this  is  the  11th  time  the  Sandinista 
regime  has  come  to  this  Council  to  lay 
out  a,  by  now,  standard  litany  of 
complaints. 

Nicaragua  seeks  yet  again  to  divert 
the  Council's  attention  away  from 
Nicaragua's  own  behavior  in  the  region. 
It  is  about  time  we  ceased  being  fooled 
by  Sandinista  propaganda;  it  is  about 
time  we  recognized  that  it  is  Nicaragua's 
aggression  which  is  the  source  of  the 
conflict  in  Central  America. 

The  members  of  this  Council  should, 
by  now,  be  familiar  with  the  facts  con- 
cerning Nicaraguan  aggression.  The 
United  States  has  provided  abundant- 
overwhelming— evidence  of  Nicaragua's 
misdeeds.  It  is,  nonetheless,  evident  that 
the  Sandinistas  remain  consummately 
skilled  in  obscuring  their  odious  record 
of  subversion,  aggression,  and  armed 
attack. 

Nicaragua  has  stated  in  the  most 
solemn  terms  that  "it  has  never  supplied 
arms  or  other  material  assistance  to 
insurgents  in  El  Salvador  or  sanctioned 
the  use  of  its  territory  for  such  purpose, 
it  has  never  permitted  Salvadoran 
insurgents  to  establish  a  headquarters  or 
operations  base  or  command  and  control 
facility  in  Nicaraguan  territory  and  has 
never  permitted  its  territory  to  be  used 
for  training  of  Salvadoran  insurgents." 
Nicaragua  has  made  similar  statements 
not  only  at  the  International  Court  of 
Justice  but  in  innumerable  other  fora  as 
well.  There  can  be  no  pretense  that  this 


categorical  assertion  is  a  slip  of  the 
tongue  or  an  ill-considered,  ill-informed, 
or  unauthoritative  statement.  And  yet,  it 
was— and  is— entirely  false. 

An  essential  element  of  Nicaragua's 
foreign  policy  from  the  very  beginning 
has  been  its  continuing  support  of 
subversion  in  Latin  America.  This  sup- 
port has  been  active,  deliberate,  substan- 
tial, and  sustained.  At  a  meeting  for 
party  activists  barely  2  months  after 
coming  to  power,  the  Sandinista  leader- 
ship committed  itself  to  support  for 
revolutionary  struggle  beyond  its 
borders.  Later  that  year,  as  recounted 
by  former  commanders  of  the 
Salvadoran  FMLN  [Farabundo  Marti 
National  Liberation  Front],  the  San- 
dinistas established  facilities  and  sites 
within  Nicaragua  for  use  in  training 
guerrillas  from  other  Central  American 
countries. 


Sandinista  Aggression 
in  El  Salvador 

The  principal  target  of  Sandinista 
aggression  has  been  El  Salvador. 
Nicaragua  has  since  1979  provided 
massive  support  to  the  guerrillas  seeking 
to  overthrow  that  country's  government. 
That  support  has  included  training; 
command-and-control  headquarters  and 
advice;  and  weapons,  ammunition,  and 
other  vital  supplies.  Nicaragua  has 
served  as  a  rear-area  sanctuary  for  the 
guerrillas  and  headquarters  for  their 
political  arm.  The  interaction  of  the 
Sandinista  leadership  with  that  of  the 
FMLN  and  FDR  [Revolutionary 
Democratic  Front]  has  been  constant 
and  intimate.  Nicaragua  has  publicly 
identified  itself  with  the  goals  and 
methods  of  the  Salvadoran  guerrillas. 

The  evidence  of  this  activity  is  real, 
varied,  and  massive.  Documents  cap- 
tured in  El  Salvador  establish  the  key 
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Nicaragiian  role  in  unifying,  supplying, 
and  sustaining  the  FMLN.  That  role  was 
crucial  in  1980-81,  as  shown  in  the 
documents  published  by  the  United 
States  in  February  1981.  Documents 
captured  from  FMLN  commander  Nidia 
Diaz  in  April  1985  made  clear  that  the 
nature  of  Nicaragua's  support  for  the 
rebels  had  remained  substantial.  Aerial 
photography,  released  by  the  United 
States,  shows  the  very  airfield  from 
which  many  of  those  supplies  were 
flown. 

Guerrilla  commanders  captured  or 
defecting  from  1981  to  the  present  day 
have,  one  after  another,  described  in 
compelling  detail  the  dependence  of  the 
Salvadoran  guerrillas  on  Nicaraguan- 
supplied  weapons  and  supplies,  on 
safehaven  in  that  country,  on  com- 
munications and  command  services  from 
Nicaragua,  and  on  training  conducted  in 
or  facilitated  by  Nicaragua.  The  deaths 
of  two  top  guerrilla  leaders  in  Managua 
in  1983— and  the  attendance  of  top 
Sandinista  leaders  at  their  funerals- 
underscored  that  the  FMLN  leadership 
has  operated  out  of  Managua  with  the 
full  collaboration  of  the  Sandinistas. 

Weapons  captured  from,  or  remain- 
ing in,  guerrilla  hands  have  been  traced 
through  official  U.S.  shipping  and  pro- 
duction records  from  Vietnam  through 
Nicaragua  to  the  rebels.  The  elaborate 
smuggling  network  developed  by  the 
Sandinistas  is  attested  to  by  such  irrefut- 
able physical  evidence  as  the  large 
trailer  truck  crammed  with  weapons  and 
ammunition  captured  by  Honduran 
authorities  en  route  from  Nicaragua  to 
El  Salvador  in  1981.  This  pattern  contin- 
ues. Several  months  ago  a  Lada  automo- 
bile on  the  same  Nicaragua-El  Salvador 
route  crashed  and  was  found  to  contain 
weapons,  ammunition,  demolitions  and 
cryptographic  equipment,  and  letters  to 
the  Salvadoran  guerrilla  leadership. 

Finally,  there  are  the  confessions  of 
the  Sandinistas  themselves.  They  have 
on  several  occasions  stated  their  capac- 
ity to  halt  the  aid  being  given  to  the 
FMLN.  At  the  International  Court,  one 
of  its  ruling  comandantes  has  sworn  that 
his  government  "never"  had  a  policy  of 
sending  arms  to  Salvadoran  guerrillas- 
while  presenting  an  affidavit  that  it  had 
not  done  precisely  that  "in  a  good  long 
time." 

And  yet,  Nicaragua  would  have  us, 
and  the  world,  believe  that  none  of  this 
evidence  exists.  Nicaragua  would  like  us, 
instead,  to  pitch  all  this  evidence  out  the 
window  and  take  its  flat,  unsupported 
word  that  "in  truth,  [it]  is  not  engaged. 


and  has  not  been  engaged  in,  the  provi- 
sion of  arms  or  other  supplies"  to  the 
guerrillas  in  El  Salvador.  Nicaragua 
would  have  us  disregard  the  tens  of 
thousands  of  dead,  the  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  in  economic  damage,  the 
immense  human  misery  it  has  imposed 
on  El  Salvador,  and  take  its  word  that  it 
has  not  attacked  El  Salvador. 


Other  Subversion  Targets 

But  let  us  not  stop  our  examination  with 
El  Salvador.  Others  as  well  have  suf- 
fered from  "revolutionary  interna- 
tionalism." Honduras  has  been  the 
target  of  attempted  subversion.  Twice, 
in  1983  and  1984,  the  Sandinistas  sought 
to  infiltrate  groups  into  Honduras  to 
initiate  a  guerrilla  war  against  the 
government  of  that  country.  A  large 
number  of  these  guerrillas  were  cap- 
tured and  attested  to  Nicaragua's  role  in 
their  training,  direction,  and  infiltration 
across  the  border.  In  1985,  members  of 
the  Nicaraguan  intelligence  services 
were  captured  inside  Honduras  and  con- 
fessed their  involvement  in  conveying 
arms  to  subversive  groups  in  Honduras. 

As  documented  in  detail  by  a  Costa 
Rican  legislative  commission,  the 
Sandinistas— while  conducting  their  cam- 
paign against  Somoza,  and  later  when 
they  began  to  provide  material  support  to 
the  Salvadoran  rebels— also  established 
and  maintained  a  clandestine  arms  sup- 
ply network  in  Costa  Rica.  Sandinista- 
supported  terrorists  conducted  a  series 
of  attacks  in  Costa  Rica  between  1981 
and  1985,  and  agents  of  Nicaragua  have 
attempted  or  conducted  a  number  of 
assassinations  in  that  country.  Farther 
afield,  Nicaraguan  support  for  the  M-19 
was  revealed  by  tracing  the  serial 
numbers  of  weapons  captured  after  the 
bloody  attack  on  the  Palace  of  Justice  in 
Bogota,  Colombia. 

While  its  preferred  method  is 
through  secret  support  for  subversion, 
since  if  caught  it  can  hope  to  brazen  its 
way  out  by  lying,  Nicaragua  has  not 
hesitated  to  apply  direct,  conventional 
military  force.  It  has  conducted  literally 
hundreds  of  cross-border  military  incur- 
sions into  Honduras,  beginning  3  days 
after  the  July  19,  1979,  takeover  and 
culminating  in  March  of  this  year,  when 
some  1,500  Sandinista  soldiers  pene- 
trated 25  kilometers  into  Honduras  and 
remained  for  a  period  of  several  days.  In 
familiar  form,  officials  of  the  Nicaraguan 
Government— including  its  permanent 
representative— initially  denied  that  San- 
dinista troops  had  crossed  the  border  at 
all.  Ambassador  Astorga  went  before 
the  world's  cameras  and  stated  that  the 


so-called  invasion  was  a  total  falsehood, 
an  invention  of  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion. Only  after  undeniable  evidence  had 
surfaced  did  President  Ortega 
acknowledge  the  incursion  and  some  150 
casualties,  proving  which  country  had 
lied.  The  Sandinista  military  has 
attacked  into  Costa  Rica  on  many  occa- 
sions, including  one  occasion  last  year 
when  it  killed  two  members  of  the  Costa 
Rican  Civil  Guard  and  compelled  Costa 
Rica  to  take  the  case  to  the  OAS 
[Organization  of  American  States]. 

The  Militarization 

of  Nicaragua's  Society 

Nicaragua  has  been  able  to  flagrantly 
violate  its  neighbors'  borders  because  it 
has  amassed  the  largest  and  most  power- 
ful military  force  in  the  history  of  Cen- 
tral America.  Those  who  considered  the 
Somoza  regime  to  present  an  image  of 
unmatched  military  repression  should 
take  pause  in  realizing  that  the  San- 
dinista armed  forces,  like  their  secret 
police,  are  some  10  times  larger  than 
those  of  Somoza  at  their  height.  And 
yet,  Nicaragua  has  recently  begun  to 
assert  an  intention  to  expand  its  forces 
to  200,000  or  300,000  trained  personnel. 
Not  only  are  the  Sandinista  forces 
numerically  the  largest,  but  they  have 
arms  unmatched  elsewhere  in  the 
region,  including  340  tanks  and  armored 
vehicles,  dozens  of  combat  helicopters, 
and  70  long-range  howitzers.  These 
forces  are  made  all  the  more  effective  by 
the  presence  of  thousands  of  Cuban  and 
other  foreign  advisers  operating  from 
the  highest  echelons  of  ministries  to  the 
battalion  and  even  company  level, 
including  Cuban  pilots  flying  combat 
missions. 

This  massive  military  buildup  has 
had  the  most  profound  impact  on 
Nicaraguan  society.  And  this  impact  has 
not  been  accidental:  the  militarization  of 
Nicaraguan  society  has  been  a  key  goal 
from  the  beginning  of  Sandinista  rule 
and  has,  as  intended,  contributed  enor- 
mously to  the  ability  of  the  regime  to 
exercise  comprehensive  control  over  the 
society  as  a  whole.  Thus,  long  before 
even  Nicaragua  asserts  there  was  any 
threat  from  contras  or  any  other  source, 
the  Sandinistas  planned  and  executed  an 
accelerating  and  major  expansion  of  the 
Nicaraguan  Armed  Forces.  The  army,  of 
course,  is  designated  as  the  "Sandinista 
Popular  Army"  and  great  attention  is 
paid  to  political  indoctrination.  These 
steps  parallel  those  imposed  over  the 
past  7  years  throughout  the  society  as  a 
whole. 
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This  is  not  tlie  occasion  to  rehearse 
the  sad  and  predictable  story  of  San- 
dinista  repression,  or  to  discuss  at 
length— as  so  easily  could  be  done— the 
betrayal  of  the  high  hopes  of  the 
Nicaraguan  people.  Sandinista  claims  to 
defend  human  rights  have  been  shown  to 
be  as  hollow  as  their  claims  to  be  living 
in  peace  with  their  neighbors. 
Nicaragua,  a  small  country,  now  has 
more  political  prisoners  than  any  coun- 
try in  the  hemisphere  except  Cuba  and 
maintains  a  system  of  political  tribunals 
outside  the  law  which  ensure  that  no  one 
escapes  "revolutionary  justice."  In  1982, 
the  Sandinistas  imposed  a  "temporary" 
state  of  emergency;  4  years  later  the 
Nicaraguan  people  are  still  deprived  of 
the  rights  of  free  speech,  assembly,  and 
movement— to  name  only  a  few  of  the 
"basic  human  rights"  promised  in  1979 
and  stolen  by  the  Sandinista  regime.  It 
may  be  noted  that  by  closing  down  La 
Prensa,  Nicaragua  has  now  become  the 
single  country  in  mainland  Latin 
America  entirely  precluding  opposition 
access  to  the  media.  Nicaragua  today  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  Nicaragua  its 
people  believed  they  were  fighting  for  in 
1979,  nor  with  the  Nicaragua  the  San- 
dinistas promised  both  to  the  people  of 
that  country  and  to  the  inter-American 
community. 

The  internal  situation  in  Nicaragua, 
tragic  in  itself,  is  relevant  to  one  other 
crucial  element  in  the  Central  American 
picture.  The  repressive  regime  of  the 
Sandinistas  is  directly  responsible  for 
the  development  and  growth  of  the 
armed  democratic  resistance  in 
Nicaragua.  The  Nicaraguan  democratic 
resistance  is  fighting  to  restore  the 
original  objectives  of  the  Nicaraguan 
revolution.  Its  20,000  participants  seek 
to  establish  a  true  democracy  in  which 
the  people  of  Nicaragua  are  free  to 
select  their  own  leaders.  They  seek  full 
respect  for  human  rights  and  an  eco- 
nomic system  providing  both  for  growth 
and  for  equitable  distribution  of  wealth. 

The  leaders  of  this  resistance  are  the 
same  men  and  women  who  fought 
against  Somoza— and  with  the 
Sandinistas— 7  years  ago.  Like 
thou.sands  of  other  Nicaraguans  who 
believed  in  the  revolution  and  once  were 
allies  of  the  Sandinistas,  they  did  not 
take  lightly  their  decision  to  join  the 
resistance;  they  joined  because  they  had 
been  left  no  choice.  The  Sandinistas 
closed  the  avenues  of  meaningful 
political  participation  within  Nicaragua 
and  convinced  them  that  change  could 
come  only  through  armed  force. 

These,  then,  are  the  facts.  Nicaragua 
has  deliberately,  as  a  matter  of  state 


policy  and  without  provocation,  con- 
ducted armed  attacks  on  its  neighbors. 
In  the  case  of  El  Salvador,  that  attack, 
conducted  through  proxies,  has  lasted 
over  5  years  at  immense  cost  in  lives  and 
economic  damage.  The  Sandinistas  have 
sought  to  develop  insurgencies  in  Hon- 
duras, and  have  both  covertly  and  openly 
attacked  both  Honduras  and  Costa  Rica. 
They  have  sought,  through  a  massive 
military  buildup,  to  intimidate  both  their 
neighbors  and  their  own  people.  They 
have  created  a  repressive  state,  the  very 
nature  of  which  is  ominously  unprece- 
dented in  Central  America.  And  in  so 
doing,  they  have  given  rise  to  a  move- 
ment involving  tens  of  thousands  of  men 
and  women  fighting  to  restore 
Nicaragua  to  the  ideals  of  the  1979 
revolution. 

U.S.  Objectives  and  Assistance 

Is  it  surprising,  in  these  circumstances, 
that  the  United  States  should  have 
become  involved  in  the  response  to  the 
multifaceted  threat  to  peace  presented 
by  Sandinista  Nicaragua?  U.S.  policy 
toward  Nicaragua  has  four  broad 
objectives: 

•  An  end  to  Nicaraguan  aggression, 
whether  through  support  for  guerrilla 
groups  in  neighboring  countries  or 
through  conventional  military  attack; 

•  Severance  of  Nicaraguan  military 
and  security  ties  to  Cuba  and  the  Soviet 
bloc; 

•  Reduction  of  Nicaragua's  military 
strength  to  levels  that  would  restore 
military  equilibrium  to  the  region;  and 

•  Fulfillment  of  the  original 
promises  of  democratic  pluralism  and 
respect  for  human  and  civil  rights. 

It  is  our  conviction  that  achievement 
of  these  goals  would  ensure  the  restora- 
tion of  peace  and  a  climate  conducive  to 
growth,  democratic  political  develop- 
ment, and  security  in  the  region.  These 
goals  are  entirely  consistent  with  those 
of  the  other  countries  of  the  region  and 
with  multilateral  diplomatic  initiatives 
strongly  endorsed  by  this  body.  While 
Nicaragua  focuses  on  U.S.  support, 
which  it  considers  unjustified,  for  the 
democratic  resistance,  it  is  important  to 
recall  that  the  United  States  has  pursued 
these  benign  and  constructive  goals 
through  any  number  of  peaceful  means. 
Regrettably,  those  approaches  have 
proven  very  largely  unsuccessful  in 
achieving  changes  in  the  Nicaraguan 
behavior  that  so  concerns  its  neighbors 
and  the  United  States. 

The  United  States  initially  provided 
substantial  economic  assistance  to  the 


Sandinista-dominated  regime.  We  were 
largely  instrumental  in  the  OAS  action 
delegitimizing  the  Somoza  regime  and 
laying  the  groundwork  for  installation 
for  the  new  junta.  Later,  when  the  San- 
dinista role  in  the  Salvadoran  conflict 
became  clear,  we  sought  through  a  com- 
bination of  private  diplomatic  contacts 
and  suspension  of  assistance  to  convince 
Nicaragua  to  halt  its  subversion.  Later 
still,  economic  measures  and  further 
diplomatic  efforts  were  employed  to  try 
to  effect  changes  in  Sandinista  behavior. 
Still,  Nicaragua's  posture  was  one  of 
complete  and  sustained  intransigence. 

It  is  perhaps  worth  underscoring 
that  this  "intransigence"  is  not  quite 
what  Nicaragua  would  like  us  to  see  it 
as— the  plucky  refusal  of  a  small  but 
proud  nonaligned  state  to  be  bullied  by  a 
brutish  and  overweening  superpower. 
Rather,  it  was  an  adamant  continuation 
of  entirely  unprovoked  and  unwarranted 
policies  of  attempting  to  overthrow  the 
Salvadoran  Government,  of  a  rapid 
military  buildup  well  beyond  anything 
justifiable  in  internal  or  regional  terms, 
of  an  embrace  of  the  Cubans  and 
Soviets,  and  of  internal  political  repres- 
sion raising  the  most  profound  doubts 
about  the  Sandinistas'  readiness  to 
observe  their  commitments  of  July  1979. 

It  was  long  hoped  that  Nicaragua 
could  be  induced  to  modify  one  crucial 
element  of  its  behavior— its  penchant  for 
attacking  its  neighbors— by  demon- 
strating that  it  could  not  hope  to  achieve 
its  goal  of  replacing  their  government 
with  one  more  like  its  own.  My  govern- 
ment provided  substantial  assistance  to 
the  countries  suffering  from  Sandinista 
attentions. 

Nicaragua's  neighbors  have  asked 
for  assistance  against  Nicaraguan 
aggression,  and  the  United  States  has 
responded.  Those  countries  have 
repeatedly  and  publicly  made  clear  that 
they  consider  themselves  to  be  the  vic- 
tims of  aggression  from  Nicaragua,  and 
that  they  desire  United  States  assistance 
in  meeting  both  subversive  attacks  and 
the  conventional  threat  posed  by  the 
relatively  immense  Nicaraguan  Armed 
Forces. 

The  United  States  has  provided  over 
$2  billion  in  assistance  to  Central 
America  since  1979.  Three-quarters  of 
this  sum  has  come  in  the  form  of 
economic  assistance;  barely  one-fourth 
has  been  military  assistance  despite  the 
enormous  costs  entailed  in  meeting  the 
covert  attacks  and  conventional  threats 
posed  by  Nicaragua.  Regrettably,  too 
great  a  proportion  of  this  assistance 
must  be  used,  not  for  the  developmental 
and  human  needs  of  those  countries,  but 


60 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


UNITED  NATIONS 


to  repair  economic  damage  caused  by  the 
policy  of  tlie  Nicaraguan-sponsored 
FMLN  of  deliberately  destroying  the 
Salvadoran  infrastructure.  U.S.  military 
and  economic  assistance  have  con- 
tributed to  limiting  the  scale  and  impact 
of  the  active  warfare,  especially  in 
Salvador,  and  to  increasing  Nicaragua's 
neighbors'  security  against  the  San- 
dinistas. There  was  every  evidence,  how- 
ever, as  there  is  today,  that  the  San- 
dinistas could  and  intended  to  continue 
their  aggressive  policies  indefinitely. 

Faced  with  the  failure  of  all  peaceful 
means,  and  the  unacceptability  of  allow- 
ing Nicaraguan  subversion  and  aggres- 
sion to  continue  unchecked,  the  United 
States  began  to  provide  limited  support 
for  the  democratic  resistance  forces 
already  in  the  field.  Supporting  the 
resistance  is  the  most  effective  means  of 
exerting  pressure  on  the  Sandinistas  to 
modify  those  policies  presenting  a  threat 
to  their  neighbors  and  to  regional  peace. 

The  United  States  is  hopeful  that  the 
combination  of  failure  in  Nicaragua's 
policy  of  aggression,  the  increasing  costs 
of  maintaining  its  overblown  military 
establishment,  a  collapsing  economy, 
deepening  popular  discontent,  and  an 
increasingly  effective  democratic 
resistance  will  finally  lead  the  San- 
dinistas to  realize  they  have  no  alter- 
native but  to  engage  in  serious  negotia- 
tions aimed  at  achieving  both  regional 
peace  and  internal  reconciliation. 

Let  me  make  clear  that  U.S.  policy 
does  not  seek  the  overthrow  of  the 
Nicaraguan  Government,  nor  do  we 
believe  that  full  achievement  of  our  prin- 
cipal policy  objectives  in  Nicaragua 
would  be  incompatible  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua's  own  stated  posi- 
tions. Nicaragua  has  accepted  the  Con- 
tadora  Document  of  Objectives  as  the 
basis  for  negotiation  and  for  a  com- 
prehensive and  effective  peace  in  the 
region.  The  United  States,  too,  has  made 
abundantly  clear  that  full  and  verifiable 
implementation  of  the  Document  of 
Objectives  would  meet  all  our  policy 
goals  in  Nicaragua  and  the  region.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  essentially  confirmed  this 
position  as  recently  as  June  24.  Indeed, 
it  is  virtually  impossible  to  imagine  any 
other  context  in  which  peace  could  come 
to  the  region. 

We  believe  that  continued  U.S.  sup- 
port for  the  resistance  is  essential  to 
induce  the  Sandinista  regime  to  enter 
into  meaningful  negotiations.  We  regret 
that  this  is  so,  but  have  too  often  been 
faced  with  Sandinista  promises  which 
evaporate  when  the  immediate  tactical 
basis  for  their  issuance  has  disappeared. 
It  is  not  enough  for  Nicaragua  to  assert 


a  readiness  to  sign  an  incomplete 
regional  treaty;  they  must  actually 
achieve  and  implement  one. 

The  history  of  Contadora  is  replete 
with  occasions  on  which  Nicaragua  for 
tactical  reasons  took  an  apparently 
forthcoming  position,  only  to  reverse 
itself  at  a  later  moment.  Indeed,  their 
June  21  response  to  the  latest  draft 
agreement  underscores  their  cynical 
attitude  toward  Contadora.  While  claim- 
ing to  respond  favorably  to  the  draft, 
they  in  fact  simply  recycled  old  proposals 
which  had  been  rejected  by  the  other 
parties  to  the  negotiations.  Since  the 
Central  American  democracies  had 
already  noted  major  deficiencies  in  the 
new  draft,  the  Sandinistas'  response  can 
only  be  seen  as  a  cost-free  gambit  aimed 
at  influencing  the  vote  on  assistance  for 
the  democratic  resistance.  Still,  we 
remain  hopeful  that  Nicaragua  will  come 
to  realize  that  this  course  of  action  is 
bankrupt  and  self-destructive,  and  that 
there  are  other,  constructive  roles  it 
could  be  playing  instead. 

The  U.S.  House  of  Representatives' 
approval  of  the  request  for  further 
assistance  for  the  resistance  should  give 
the  Sandinistas  good  reason  to  negotiate 
seriously.  That  vote  made  clear  that  the 
United  States  is  not  going  to  weary  of 
the  fight  against  their  aggression— is  not 
going  to  let  Nicaragua  conduct  its 
aggressive  and  repressive  policies  unchal- 
lenged. Nicaragua,  as  we  have  seen, 
plays  fast  and  loose  with  the  facts.  This 
time,  perhaps,  it  succeeded  in  deluding 
even  itself  about  just  how  well  it  had 
deceived  the  Congress  about  its  true 
nature  and  policies. 

Will  Nicaragua  Choose  Peace? 

The  United  States  seeks  peace,  security, 
democracy,  and  economic  development 
throughout  Central  America.  We  believe 
that  our  actions  are  in  compliance  with 
international  law  and  the  highest  ideals 


of  the  UN  Charter.  We  are  helping 
friends  defend  themselves  against  armed 
attack  from  Nicaragua  and  thus  striking 
a  blow  against  aggression.  Our  support 
for  the  Nicaraguan  resistance  is 
designed  only  to  encourage  Nicaragua  to 
participate  seriously  and  in  good  faith  in 
the  regional  negotiations  now  under 
way.  We  remain  prepared  to  resume  a 
high-level  bilateral  dialogue  with 
Nicaragua  at  the  same  time  as  it  opens 
talks  with  the  opposition. 

The  question  now  is  whether  the 
Sandinistas  truly  want  peace.  Are  they 
willing  to  negotiate  seriously  with  their 
neighbors  and  their  own  people?  Are 
they  willing  to  halt  their  efforts  to  over- 
throw or  intimidate  their  neighbors?  Are 
they  willing  to  fulfill  their  promises  of 
July  1979? 

The  fact  remains  that  these  choices, 
so  crucial  for  peace  in  Central  America, 
are  for  the  Nicaraguans  to  make,  not  for 
the  United  States.  We  have  not  launched 
an  unprovoked  attack  on  El  Salvador. 
We  have  not  sustained  for  5  years  a  war, 
bleeding  El  Salvador's  people  and 
economy  white.  We  have  not  sought  to 
destabilize  or  intimidate  Nicaragua's 
unoffending  neighbors.  We  have  not 
inserted  the  East- West  dimension  by 
inviting  in  thousands  of  Cuban  and 
Soviet-bloc  "advisers."  We  have  not  con- 
ducted since  1979  an  unprecedented  and 
unnecessary  military  buildup.  We  have 
not  established  in  Nicaragua  an  increas- 
ingly rigid  and  ideologically-controlled 
society  wholly  at  variance  with  the  1979 
promises.  And,  finally,  it  is  not  our 
policies  which  have  caused  tens  of 
thousands  of  Nicaraguans  to  fight  to 
restore  the  democratic  values  in  the 
name  of  which  the  1979  revolution  was 
fought. 

The  crucial  choices,  then,  are 
Nicaragua's.  And  we  will  be  watching 
closely  to  see  what  choice  they  make. 


'USUN  press  release  76  of  July  1,  1986. 


Report  on  UN  Human  Rights 
Commission  Meeting 


by  Richard  Schifter 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Human  Rights  and  Internationat 
Organizations  of  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  on  June  25,  1986. 
Ambassador  Schifter  is  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Human  Rights  and 
Humanitarian  Affairs.  ^ 


I  am  grateful  to  you  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  report  to  you  on  the  pro- 
ceedings at  the  1986  session  of  the  LFN 
Human  Rights  Commission  (UNHRC). 
This  was  the  sixth  successive  session 
that  I  attended  and  my  fourth  as  head  of 
the  U.S.  delegation.  As  the  commission 
is,  in  its  essence,  a  parliamentary  body, 
you  will,  in  the  light  of  your  own  political 
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experience,  understand  that  the  sixth 
session  was  much  easier  than  the  first. 
There  are  benefits  derived  from  having 
learned  the  unwritten  rules  and  customs 
and  having  developed  personal  friend- 
ships with  one's  colleagues. 

UNHRC  Operations 

Before  addressing  myself  to  the  events 
of  the  1986  session  of  the  UNHRC,  let 
me  offer  a  few  general  comments  on  the 
commission.  There  is,  on  one  hand,  the 
risk  of  approaching  the  commission  with 
starry-eyed  notions  about  what  it  can 
accomplish.  These  starry-eyed  notions 
will  be  retained  only  if  one  is  blind  to 
reality.  On  the  other  hand,  the  hypocrisy 
so  evident  among  a  good  number  of  com- 
mission members  can  easily  drive  one  to 
give  up  all  hope  of  doing  anything  useful 
at  the  commission.  My  recommendation 
is  that  we  recognize  the  UN  Human 
Rights  Commission  for  what  it  is, 
another  forum  in  which  UN  politics  is 
played;  and  that  we  then,  understanding 
all  its  limitations,  use  this  forum  as  best 
we  can  to  advance  the  cause  of  human 
rights. 

These  limitations,  under  which  the 
commission  operates,  become  clear  when 
we  review  the  role  of  its  43  members. 
Though  the  membership  changed  over 
the  course  of  the  six  sessions  that  I 
attended  and  though  a  number  of 
member  countries  shifted  during  this 
period  from  dictatorial  governments  to 
democracies,  at  no  time  during  these 
years  was  there  a  majority  on  the  com- 
mission that  would  be  rated  "free"  in 
the  annual  evaluation  prepared  by 
Freedom  House.  The  challenge  to  us  is 
to  determine  how,  given  the  commission 
composition,  we  can  most  effectively 
function  there  to  advance  the  very  ideals 
for  which  this  UN  body  was  created. 

The  delivery  of  thoughtful  and  per- 
suasive speeches  is  undoubtedly  the  least 
complicated  way  of  advancing  the  human 
rights  cause  at  the  commission.  It  is 
striking  that  the  hubbub  that  usually  fills 
the  commission  room  suddenly  comes  to 
an  end  when  the  United  States  is  ready 
to  deliver  a  major  address.  It  is  a  rather 
heady  experience  for  any  one  of  us 
who.se  task  it  is  to  speak  on  behalf  of  our 
country.  We  need  to  remind  ourselves 
that  the  silence  around  us  is  not  a 
tribute  to  our  eloquence  nor  to  any  other 
personal  factor  but  to  the  nameplate 
behind  which  we  speak.  The  United 
States  is  listened  to.  That  is  why  it  is 
important  that  when  we  take  the  floor, 
we  make  sure  that  we  have  something 
worthwhile  to  say  and  that  we  say  it 
convincingly. 


Next,  there  is  the  matter  of  how  to 
influence  the  parliamentary  proceedings 
on  proposals  advanced  by  others,  both 
friends  and  acquaintances,  and  ulti- 
mately how  we  vote  on  them.  Our  per- 
formance and  our  votes  are  noted.  It  is 
important  that  they  are  well  thought 
through  and  ultimately  well  explained. 

Finally,  there  is  the  matter  of  par- 
ticipating in  initiatives,  either  as  a  part- 
ner advancing  a  proposal  in  which  we 
join  a  larger  group  or  as  a  sole  per- 
former, advancing  our  own  ideas.  In  the 
latter  situation,  we  must  consider  with 
care  whether  we  have  a  reasonable 
chance  of  winning  and  then  organize  to 
win  or  whether  we  want  to  advance  our 
proposal  for  the  record,  even  though  we 
might  lose. 

It  is  against  this  background  that  I 
shall  now  turn  to  a  discussion  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  commission  at  its  1986 
session. 

Proceedings  of  1986  Session 

Rapporteur  on  Religious  Intolerance. 

The  most  satisfying  event  of  the  session, 
from  our  point  of  view,  was  the  adoption 
of  our  resolution  to  establish  the  position 
of  a  rapporteur  on  religious  intolerance. 

The  mechanism  of  appointing  rap- 
porteurs is  a  relatively  recent  develop- 
ment at  the  UNHRC.  Rapporteurs  were 
initially  appointed  so  as  to  examine  the 
situation  in  a  particular  country  in  which 
human  rights  violations  were  understood 
to  occur.  The  task  of  the  rapporteur  was 
to  study  the  problem,  write  a  report  on 
it,  and  then  submit  the  report  to  the 
commission.  To  these  country  rap- 
porteurs, there  have  recently  also  been 
added  subject  matter  rapporteurs.  These 
report  on  occurrences  worldwide  of  a 
particular  category  of  human  rights 
violations.  The  first  such  rapporteur  was 
entrusted  with  the  task  of  reporting  on 
the  problem  of  summary  and  arbitrary 
executions.  The  second  was  called  upon 
to  report  on  incidents  of  torture.  To  this 
we  added  in  1986  a  rapporteur  whose 
responsibility  it  will  be  to  examine  the 
problem  of  infringements  on  religious 
liberty  and  to  act  and  report  thereon. 

We  decided  on  this  initiative,  first, 
because  we  thought  it  dealt  with  a 
human  rights  problem  that  required 
attention  and,  second,  because  we 
thought  we  could  get  the  votes  for  it.  To 
be  sure,  some  of  our  friends  thought  the 
proposal  could  not  win  and,  in  particular, 
that  it  could  not  win  if  sponsored  by  the 
United  States.  The  final  vote  was  26  to 
5,  with  12  abstentions.  Voting  "no"  were 
the  USSR,  Byelorussia,  East  Germany, 
Bulgaria,  and  Syria. 


Chile.  Another  major  initiative  of 
ours  at  the  1986  session  was  our  resolu- 
tion on  Chile.  I  need  to  emphasize  that  it 
did  not  reflect  a  fundamental  shift  on 
our  part  in  our  attitude  toward  human 
rights  conditions  in  Chile.  Since  the  fall 
of  1984,  we  have  expressed  in  UN  fora 
our  deep  concern  about  human  rights 
violations  in  Chile.  The  reason  for  our 
voting  "no"  on  past  UN  resolutions  on 
the  subject  of  Chile,  we  had  explained, 
was  our  disagreement  with  the  specific 
wording  of  these  resolutions,  rather  than 
with  the  basic  principle  of  adopting  a 
resolution  on  this  subject.  It  was  a 
natural  outgrowth  of  our  position  in  this 
matter  that  we  would  ultimately  put  for- 
ward the  kind  of  text  on  the  issue  of 
Chilean  human  rights  that  we  could,  in 
fact,  support.  As  distinct  from  its 
predecessors,  it  referred  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  Chile  as  a  government  rather 
than  using  the  term  "the  Chilean 
authorities."  Our  resolution,  as  distinct 
from  its  predecessors,  did  not  denounce 
the  Chilean  Constitution  of  1980,  nor  did 
it  resort  to  name-calling.  It  sought,  in- 
stead, to  set  forth  our  specific  concerns 
regarding  human  rights  violations  in 
Chile  and  appealed  to  the  government  to 
correct  the  situation. 

Negotiating  the  text  of  the  resolu- 
tion proved  to  be  an  extraordinarily 
time-consuming  task.  Until  the  very  last 
day  of  the  commission  session,  it  was  not 
certain  as  to  whether  our  resolution 
would  pass  or  whether  the  commission 
would  adopt  the  draft  resolution  spon- 
sored by  Mexico,  a  text  patterned  after 
the  resolutions  of  previous  years.  On  the 
last  day  of  the  session,  however,  Mexico 
withdrew  its  text  and  let  our  text  be 
adopted  by  consensus.  Even  at  that 
point  there  was  a  last-minute  hitch  as 
the  Soviet  Union  announced  that  it 
would  object  to  consensus.  Rather  than 
see  the  Soviet  bloc  isolated  on  this  issue, 
the  Soviets  ultimately  withdrew  their 
objection. 

Ethiopia's  Resettlement  Program. 

Our  third  major  initiative  dealt  with  the 
human  rights  violations  which  occurred 
in  the  context  of  the  resettlement  pro- 
gram conducted  in  1984  and  1985  by  the 
Government  of  Ethiopia.  We  drew  the 
commission's  attention  to  the  brutality 
with  which  this  resettlement  program 
had  been  conducted,  to  the  thousands  of 
lives  that  have  been  lost  as  a  result  of 
such  brutality.  Our  proposal  to  have  the 
UNHRC  deal  with  the  issue  of  Ethiopia 
was,  however,  sidetracked  through  a 
motion  "to  take  no  decision,"  the  United 
Nations'  equivalent  of  a  motion  to  table. 
Voting  "no"  on  this  resolution  were  the 
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10  members  of  the  Western  group,  plus 
Japan  and  Cost  Rica. 

Other  Issues.  Finally,  let  me  men- 
tion that  we  delivered  major  statements 
on  the  Middle  East,  South  Africa, 
religious  intolerance,  self-determination 
(which  covered  Afghanistan  and 
Cambodia),  and  the  Subcommission  on 
Prevention  of  Discrimination  and  Protec- 
tion of  Minorities,  as  well  as  a  com- 
prehensive statement  on  human  rights 
conditions  throughout  the  world  in  which 
we  discussed  human  rights  conditions  in 
El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Chile,  Cuba, 
Nicaragua,  Iran,  Ethiopia,  Poland, 
Bulgaria,  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

Aside  from  these  two  major 
initiatives,  we  joined  with  our  Western 
colleagues  and  many  others  in  voting  for 
resolutions  on  Afghanistan,  Cambodia, 
and  Iran.  Resolutions  were  also  adopted 


UN  Financial  Crisis 


by  Vernon  A.  Walters 

Statement  before  the  UN  General 
Assembly  on  April  30,  1986.  Ambassador 
Walters  is  U.S.  Permanent  Represen- 
tative to  the  United  Nations.  ^ 

In  spite  of  the  obvious  and  profound  dif- 
ficulties which  beset  the  United  Nations, 
our  presence  here  today  signals  our  com- 
mitment to  address  these  problems  and 
to  revitalize  an  institution  to  which  we 
maintain  our  dedication.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  United  Nations  is  a 
troubled  organization.  But  there  can  also 
be  no  doubt  that  the  lofty  goals  and  pur- 
poses for  which  the  United  Nations  was 
founded  are  as  relevant  today  as  they 
were  four  decades  ago.  The  U.S.  Govern- 
ment recognizes  the  vital  importance  of 
international  cooperation  and  is  com- 
mitted to  its  improvement. 

The  Secretary  General  has  convened 
this  resumed  session  of  the  40th  General 
Assembly  because,  in  his  words,  "the 
United  Nations  faces  the  most  serious 
financial  crisis  in  its  history."  The 
cumulative  effects  of  late  payments  by  a 
majority  of  member  states,  withholdings 
on  questions  of  principle  by  a  substantial 
number,  and  recent  legislation  in  the 
United  States  have  combined  to  put  the 
organization  in  a  position  where  it  will 
not  be  able  to  carry  out  all  planned 
activities  in  the  current  year.  Resolving 
this  crisis  has  both  short-term  and 
longer  term  aspects,  and  while  the 
specific  purpose  of  this  session  is  to  deal 


which  noted  human  rights  progress  in 
El  Salvador  and  Guatemala.  Other  reso- 
lutions, such  as  the  UN  perennials  on  the 
Middle  East  and  southern  Africa,  passed 
over  our  opposition,  in  which  we  were 
usually  joined  by  many  of  our  Western 
colleagues. 

As  I  indicated  at  the  beginning,  each 
session  of  the  Human  Rights  Commis- 
sion presents  us  with  a  renewed 
challenge  of  extracting  something  useful 
from  this  rather  imperfect  mechanism.  I 
believe  that  as  we  reflect  on  the  results 
of  the  1986  session,  we  can  say  that  we 
met  that  challenge. 


>The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


with  the  short-term  problems  of  1986, 
my  government  believes  we  must  keep 
in  mind  the  longer  term  aspects  of  the 
crisis,  as  well  as  its  underlying  causes,  as 
we  go  about  our  work. 

As  important  and  pressing  as  the 
financial  issues  facing  us  are,  let  us  not 
overlook  the  fact  that  what  we  face  is,  in 
the  words  of  the  Secretary  General, 
"above  all  a  political  crisis."  The 
Secretary  General  is  correct  in  describ- 
ing this  political  crisis  as  arising  from 
lack  of  agreement  among  member  states 
on  means  and  purposes  for  financing  the 
organization.  The  crisis,  however,  goes 
much  deeper  than  that.  Why  are  mem- 
ber states  unable  to  agree  on  the  means 
and  purposes  for  financing  the  organiza- 
tion? The  reason  is  that  the  United 
Nations  is  facing  a  crisis  of  confidence. 

Member  states  remain  committed  to 
the  ideals  of  the  United  Nations— we  saw 
this  clearly  in  statement  after  statement 
at  the  40th  anniversary  session  of  the 
General  Assembly— but  member  states 
no  longer  have  confidence  in  the  United 
Nations  as  an  institution  for  effectively 
serving  those  ideals.  The  Secretary 
General  and  member  states  share 
responsibility  for  rebuilding  a  sense  of 
confidence  in  the  organization. 

The  resumed  session  of  the  General 
Assembly  is  an  important  test  to  see  if 
such  confidence  can  be  restored.  A 
serious  effort  among  member  states— 
with  active  guidance  and  assistance  from 
the  Secretary  General— to  deal  with  the 


short-term  financial  problems  now  con- 
fronting the  organization,  will  be  of 
great  importance  in  rebuilding  con- 
fidence in  the  United  Nations.  This,  in 
turn,  will  lay  an  encouraging  foundation 
for  addressing  the  long-term  fundamen- 
tal reforms  which  must  be  agreed  upon 
at  the  41st  General  Assembly.  Our 
failure  at  this  resumed  session  to  deal 
constructively  with  the  short-term  finan- 
cial issues  now  before  us  would  seriously 
jeopardize  prospects  for  success  over  the 
long  term. 

Background 

The  current  cash  shortfall  has  been 
building  up  over  a  long  period  of  time. 
According  to  the  Secretary  General's 
report,  shortfalls  in  the  payment  of 
assessed  contributions  began  at  the  end 
of  1956  and  reached  serious  proportions 
as  early  as  1960.  The  General  Assembly 
has  taken  a  number  of  steps  since  then 
to  address  the  problem  and  has  looked  at 
an  agenda  item  called  "the  financial 
emergency"  every  year  since  1976.  This 
financial  emergency  has  existed  because 
some  member  states  have  declined  to 
pay  part  of  their  assessments  because  of 
disagreements  with  certain  programs, 
such  as  peacekeeping,  and  because  other 
member  states  have  failed  to  stay  cur- 
rent with  their  assessments. 

The  Secretary  General's  report  of 
April  12  on  the  current  financial  crisis 
indicates  that,  as  of  March  31,  1986,  80 
countries,  a  majority  of  UN  members, 
had  all  or  a  portion  of  their  1985 
assessments  still  unpaid.  For  1986,  only 
14  member  states  had  paid  their  current 
assessments  in  full  by  the  end  of  March. 
This  situation  reflects  the  pattern  of 
recent  years.  The  organization  has 
managed  to  continue  operations  because 
of  its  reserves,  made  up  of  the  working 
capital  fund  and  the  special  account,  and 
because  the  United  States,  which  is 
assessed  25%  of  the  organization's 
expenses,  has  contributed  virtually  its 
full  assessment  to  the  organization  each 
year. 

This  year,  because  of  two  recently 
enacted  laws,  the  United  States  finds 
itself  unable  to  pay  its  full  assessment. 
The  fact  that  the  arrearages  of  other 
member  states  have  totally  depleted  the 
organization's  reserves  suggests  that  the 
U.S.  shortfall  becomes  the  straw  that 
breaks  the  back  of  the  camel.  The  $76 
million  shortfall  described  by  the 
Secretary  General,  in  fact,  is  very  close 
to  the  projected  U.S.  arrearage  for  1985 
and  1986,  which  we  estimate  currently 
at  about  $80  million.  One  could  say 
cynically  that  the  United  States  is  being 
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blamed  now  because  it  is  late  in  joining 
the  member  states  who  have  not  paid 
their  assessments  in  the  past.  I  might 
add  that  such  cynicism  may  not  be 
misplaced  in  this  organization  where 
countries  who  have  for  many  years 
deliberately  withheld  substantial 
amounts  from  the  UN  budget  refer  to 
the  U.S.  withholdings  as  a  policy  of 
"financial  diktat  and  blackmail."  More 
to  the  point,  however,  the  financial  crisis 
is  not  the  responsibility  of  one  member 
state,  but  is  the  result  of  years  of 
withholdings  and  late  payments  by  a 
majority  of  countries. 

Let  me  now  turn  to  the  two  laws 
which  are  causing  the  United  States  to 
fall  short  on  its  assessed  payments.  The 
first  is  the  Kassebaum  amendment, 
which  limits  U.S.  payments  to  the 
United  Nations  and  the  specialized  agen- 
cies to  20%  of  their  budgets  unless  the 
organizations  institute  a  decisionmaking 
system  for  budgetary  matters  providing 
voting  strength  proportional  to  the  size 
of  contributions.  The  law  reflects 
dissatisfaction  in  the  U.S.  Congress  over 
the  fact  that  countries  which  contribute 
the  great  majority  of  the  organizations' 
money  have  little  say  in  how  it  is  spent. 
The  Secretary  General  has  pointed  out 
that  member  states  who  contribute 
70%-80%  of  the  UN  regular  budget 
have  not  been  able  to  vote  in  favor  of 
any  of  the  last  three  biennial  budgets  of 
the  United  Nations. 

The  U.S.  delegation  made  it  clear  in 
the  40th  General  Assembly  that  a 
Charter  amendment  to  produce  so-called 
weighted  voting  was  not  the  only  way  in 
which  the  intent  of  the  Kassebaum 
amendment  could  be  addressed.  We 
were  pleased  that  the  General  Assembly 
approved  the  establishment  of  the  Group 
of  18  to  examine  the  administrative  and 
financial  functioning  of  the  United 
Nations,  and  we  note  that  one  element 
of  the  group's  agenda  is  to  look  at  the 
procedures  for  reaching  a  broad  agree- 
ment on  the  organization's  budget.  We 
are  hopeful  that  the  group's  delibera- 
tions will  produce  recommendations  to 
the  41st  (General  Assembly  which,  when 
acted  upon,  will  strengthen  the  organiza- 
tion and  will  provide  a  basis  for  seeking 
modification  of  the  Kassebaum 
amendment. 

The  other  law  is  the  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings  Deficit  Reduction  Act, 
which  requires  that  the  total  U.S. 
federal  budget  deficit  be  progressively 
reduced  to  zero  over  the  next  5  years. 
To  the  extent  that  targets  are  not  met 
by  directed  program  cuts,  the  Gramm- 
Rudman-HoUings  act  requires  a  pro  rata 


sequestering,  or  cutting,  of  virtually  all 
federal  programs.  This  law  has  resulted 
in  a  sequestering  of  a  portion  of  the  U.S. 

1985  UN  assessment  and  could  poten- 
tially require  an  additional  sequestering 
of  part  of  the  1986  payment  as  well.  The 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  act  is  not 
specifically  directed  at  the  United 
Nations  or  at  international  organiza- 
tions, but  its  effects  are  being  felt  by 
them.  The  future  of  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  is  unclear,  but  the  need  to 
reduce  the  federal  budget  deficit  is  sure 
to  remain  a  high  priority  for  the  U.S. 
Government.  We  hope  that  the  deficit 
ceilings  specified  by  this  law  will  be  met 
through  directed  program  reductions  so 
that  across-the-board  cuts  will  not  be 
needed  in  future  years. 

Current  Situation 

Given  the  existence  of  large  cumulative 
arrears  and  the  inability  of  the  United 
States  to  make  its  full  payment  this 
year,  the  United  Nations  is  forced  to  cut 
its  expenses  now.  The  Secretary  General 
has  already  undertaken  administrative 
measures  which  he  believes  will  save  $30 
million,  and  he  is  asking  this  resumed 
session  to  approve  an  additional  $30 
million  of  program  deferrals  and  suspen- 
sions. The  delegation  of  the  United 
States  has  carefully  reviewed  these 
measures.  We  regret  the  curtailment  of 
some  of  the  activities  proposed  for  defer- 
ral, and,  more  important,  we  believe  that 
administrative  savings  and  program 
deferrals  should  be  more  directly  aimed 
at  improvements  in  the  efficiency  and  ef- 
fectiveness of  Secretariat  operations. 
Nevertheless,  we  conclude  that  it  is  im- 
portant to  keep  the  Secretary  General's 
proposals  together  as  a  package.  We 
believe,  therefore,  that  the  Secretary 
General's  proposals  represent  a  con- 
structive first  step  to  address  the  finan- 
cial shortfall,  and  we  support  their  ap- 
proval as  a  package. 

The  United  States  is  concerned  that 
the  Secretary  General's  savings  pro- 
posals do  not  equal  the  projected  short- 
fall. A  gap  of  some  $46  million  is  to  be 
filled  by  voluntary  contributions  or  other 
measures  to  be  decided  upon  by  member 
states,  such  as  commercial  borrowing  or 
further  increasing  the  working  capital 
fund.  The  U.S.  delegation  opposes  these 
last  two  proposals,  as  we  have  in  the 
past  years. 

We  are  also  concerned  that  the 
Secretary  General's  projection  of  the 

1986  shortfall  may  be  somewhat 
optimistic.  For  one  thing,  the  projection 


assumes  that,  except  for  the  United 
States,  payments  to  the  regular  budget 
will  be  almost  equal  to  the  amount 
assessed  for  the  current  year.  Such  per- 
formance is  possible,  but  would  require  a 
substantial  departure  from  past  practice. 
We  would  hope,  therefore,  that  the 
Secretary  General  will  monitor  the  UN's 
financial  situation  closely  throughout  the 
year  and  be  prepared,  if  necessary,  to 
propose  additional  savings  measures. 

A  related  concern  is  that  the 
Secretary  General's  proposals  only  cover 
1986.  We  are  aware  that  the  Group  of  18 
is  considering  a  number  of  proposals  for 
cost  reduction  and  increased  efficiency 
whose  effects  would  be  felt  in  1987.  The 
beginning  of  each  year,  however,  has 
been  a  time  when  few  payments  are 
received.  This  situation  is  likely  to  be 
more  critical  next  year,  because  the 
Secretary  General  has  proposed  that 
member  states  advance  a  portion  of  their 
1987  payments  into  1986,  and  defer  1986 
programs  into  1987. 

Conclusion 

The  United  States  has  always  been 
the  largest  financial  supporter  of  the 
United  Nations  and  fully  intends  to  con- 
tinue its  support.  The  current  financial 
crisis  has  resulted  in  part  from  substan- 
tial arrearages  spread  among  many 
member  states  and  partly  from  frustra- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
and,  we  believe,  other  member  states 
that  their  views  on  the  level  and  content 
of  the  organization's  budget  are  not 
taken  seriously.  As  we  indicated  earlier, 
the  United  Nations  faces  a  crisis  of  con- 
fidence. This  resumed  session  is  not 
intended  to  resolve  the  basic  problems 
that  have  brought  the  organization  to 
this  point.  Those  problems  can  be 
addressed  only  by  candid  discussions 
among  member  states  over  the  coming 
months,  assisted  by  thoughtful  and 
serious  recommendations  from  the 
Group  of  18.  The  U.S.  delegation  stands 
ready  to  participate  in  any  and  all  such 
discussions. 

For  now,  our  goal  must  be  to  assure 
the  continued  functioning  of  the 
organization  until  a  broad  consensus  on 
the  future  budget  and  program  of  the 
United  Nations  is  obtained.  As  I 
indicated  earlier,  the  U.S.  delegation 
believes  that  the  Secretary  General's 
savings  proposals  should  be  accepted,  and 
that  he  should  be  asked  to  monitor  the 
short-term  financial  situation  carefully. 

The  decisions  we  take  at  this  session 
can  have  a  profound  effect,  positive  or 
negative,  on  the  future  of  the  United 
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Nations.  I  urge  that  the  member  states 
work  together  to  ensure  that  the  effect 
is  a  positive  one,  because  the  future  of 
the  organization  is  of  great  importance 
to  us  all. 

In  closing  let  me  renew  the  commit- 
ment that  Secretary  of  State  [George] 
Shultz  made  when  he  spoke  on  the  occa- 
sion of  the  40th  anniversary  of  the  sign- 
ing of  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations 
in  San  Francisco  on  June  26,  1985.  He 
said: 


I  want  to  leave  you  with  one  clear 
message:  The  United  States  is  going  to  stick 
with  it.  We  will  fight  for  peace  and  freedom 
and  for  our  interests— in  the  United  Nations 
as  we  do  everywhere  else.  And  we  will  do  our 
part  to  make  the  United  Nations  work  as  a 
force  for  security,  for  human  rights,  and  for 
human  betterment. 


'USUN  press  release  37. 


Visit  of  Mexican  President 


President  Miguel  de  la  Madrid 
Hurtado  of  the  United  Mexican  States 
made  an  official  working  visit  to 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  12-U,  1986,  to 
meet  with  President  Reagan  and  other 
government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by  the 
two  Presidents  after  their  meeting  on 
August  IS.''- 

President  Reagan 

President  De  la  Madrid  and  I  have  just 
completed  one  of  our  most  constructive 
and,  I  think,  fruitful  meetings.  It  was 
the  fifth  in  a  series  which  began  in  1982 
and  demonstrated  again  that  U.S.- 
Mexican relations  are  based  on  respect, 
understanding,  open  and  frank  discus- 
sion, and  mutually  beneficial 
cooperation. 


The  decline  of  oil  prices  and  the 
burden  of  a  debt  incurred  in  past  years 
have  hit  Mexico  hard.  President  De  la 
Madrid's  Administration  and  the  people 
of  Mexico  are  making  a  courageous, 
determined  effort  to  face  up  to  their 
nation's  fundamental  economic  problems 
and  turn  a  difficult  situation  around. 

In  our  meeting  today,  I  emphasized 
to  President  De  la  Madrid  that  the 
people  and  Government  of  the  United 
States  are  ready  to  lend  a  hand  when 
and  where  it  can  make  a  difference.  The 
United  States,  for  example,  strongly 
endorses  Mexico's  recent  agreements 
with  the  International  Monetary  Fund 
and  the  World  Bank.  We  hope  arrange- 
ments made  with  Mexico's  private 
creditors  move  quickly  so  that  Mexico 
can  reignite  economic  growth,  evolve 
toward  a  more  efficient  market-oriented 


system,  continue  to  meet  its  debt  obliga- 
tions, and  meet  the  economic  needs  of 
the  Mexican  people. 

As  I  expressed  to  President  De  la 
Madrid  today,  the  United  States  is 
prepared  to  do  its  part  with  commercial 
and  agricultural  credits;  support  for 
international  financial  institution  pro- 
grams in  Mexico;  and  by  maintaining  our 
markets  open  to  Mexican  products- 
products  Mexico  must  export  if  it  is  to 
prosper  and  meet  its  international  finan- 
cial obligations. 

Mexico's  entry  into  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade  is  also 
viewed  here  as  a  major  step  forward. 
This  step  comprises  part  of  a  strategy  of 
economic  restructuring  which  highlights 
productivity  and  the  creation  of  a 
favorable  business  climate.  Toward  this 
end,  President  De  la  Madrid  and  I 
agreed  to  give  priority  to  negotiations  of 
a  framework  agreement  on  trade  and 
investment  and  to  have  it  done  within  a 
year. 

Symbolic  of  our  strengthening 
bonds,  I  am  pleased  to  announce  that  the 
United  States  is  lifting  today  our  6-year- 
old  embargo  on  the  importation  of  tuna 
from  Mexico.  Former  Ambassador  John 
Gavin,  I  should  point  out,  was  instru- 
mental in  achieving  this  breakthrough. 
And  we're  looking  for  further  progress 
in  our  discussions  on  fisheries  issues. 

One  area  of  solid  agreement  was  our 
recognition  of  the  necessity  of  maintain- 
ing our  countries'  strong  campaign 
against  drugs.  We  pledged  to  bolster  our 
eradication  programs  and  our  efforts  to 
bring  to  justice  vicious  drug  traffickers, 
who  have  been  such  a  corrupting 
influence  in  both  our  countries.  We  also 
pledged  to  do  all  possible  to  attack  the 
demand  side  of  this  evil  by  aggressively 
discouraging  the  consumption  of  narcotic 
drugs. 

We  can  be  proud  of  the  broad  range 
of  cooperation  developing  between  our 
countries,  including  border  environmen- 
tal policy,  improved  civil  aviation 
arrangements,  new  bridges  and  border 
crossings,  and  our  strong  energy  rela- 
tions. We  plan  to  strengthen  our 
binational  consultations  at  the  Cabinet 
level  to  better  meet  the  challenges  and 
take  advantage  of  opportunities  for  our 
two  nations  in  the  coming  years. 

What  we  have  accomplished  today 
builds  upon  the  successes  of  the  past  and 
will  benefit  both  our  peoples.  It  was  a 
pleasure  to  see  my  friend.  President  De 
la  Madrid,  again.  As  a  good  friend  and 
neighbor,  we  wish  you  a  safe  journey 
home.  Hasta.  luego  and  nos  vemos. 


W0' 
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President  De  la  Madrid^ 

I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
President  of  tlie  United  States,  Ronald 
Reagan,  for  his  cordial  invitation  to  hold 
this  meeting  in  Washington.  It  has  been 
a  timely  and  fruitful  meeting.  It  has 
been  a  fruitful  meeting  because  it  has 
been  positive  results  in  allowing  us  to 
deal  frankly  and  in  depth  with  various 
problems  that  both  Presidents  consider 
to  be  of  prime  importance  for  the  proper 
development  of  relations  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico. 

President  Reagan  and  I  agreed  to 
give  priority  attention  to  the  topics 
included  in  the  bilateral  agenda.  We  are 
pleased  to  acknowledge  that  this  year 
there  have  been  positive  developments 
and  agreements  in  dealing  with  various 
economic  matters  and  in  border  coopera- 
tion. We  agreed  that  it  is  necessary  and 
just  to  emphasize  such  progress. 

We  have  agreed  that  the  govern- 
ments, beginning  today,  should  make  an 
extraordinary  effort  to  strengthen  and 
improve  our  relations.  This  is  a 
necessary  element  in  order  to  broaden 
and  intensify  the  cooperation  between 
the  two  peoples.  It  is  with  satisfaction 
that  I  have  today  confirmed  the  firm 
determination  of  President  Reagan  to 
give  renewed  impetus  to  the  develop- 
ment of  positive  relations  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico. 

In  this  spirit,  we  have  exchanged 
views  on  various  issues  of  great  interest 
to  the  two  governments  and  to  both 
countries  in  general.  Allow  me  to  point 
out  some  of  them  briefly. 

Firstly,  we  took  up  in  detail  different 
aspects  of  our  financial  and  trade  rela- 
tions. The  recent  negotiations  on  the 
part  of  the  Mexican  Government  with 
the  international  financial  institutions, 
particularly  the  International  Monetary 
Fund,  have  successfully  opened  the  way 
to  new  and  more  realistic  and  flexible 
formulas  for  dealing  with  the  problem  of 
the  foreign  debt. 

I  recognize  that  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  in  playing  a  very  con- 
structive role,  did  a  very  fine  thing,  and 
this  we  greatly  appreciate.  It  is  our  pur- 
pose that  Mexico  should  attain  a  suffi- 
cient and  sustained  growth  as  a  basis  in 
order  to  restructure  and  renew  its 
economy;  in  order  to  maintain  the  social 
progress  that  has  been  the  basis  for  the 
long  stability  of  our  country;  and  in 
order  to  extend  its  capacity  to  comply 
with  its  international  commitments. 

The  problem  of  the  foreign  debt  is 
related  with  more  finances  in  order  to 
improve  the  conditions  that  will  make  it 
possible  for  us  to  comply  with  our 
foreign  debt.  Mexico  seeks  to  create 


greater  exportations  in  areas  in  which  it 
has  comparative  advantages.  Exports 
that  are  not  oil  problems,  commercial 
links  that  will  recognize  the  varying 
degrees  of  developments  of  both 
economies  and  that  do  not  offer 
decrimination  or  absolute  reciprocity, 
can  be  a  good  basis  for  the  increase  of 
our  trade. 

Both  Presidents  have  given  instruc- 
tions to  their  associates  in  order  to 
undertake  a  broadened  agreement  on 
trade  and  on  other  subjects,  and  we  have 
given  definite  instructions  to  our 
negotiators  on  both  sides. 

President  Reagan  and  I  also  had  the 
opportunity  to  exchange  points  of  view 
on  the  problems  of  the  undocumented 
workers  in  the  United  States.  This  is  a 
problem  that  has  to  do  with  the  struc- 
tures of  both  economies.  And  there  is  no 
doubt  that  as  the  Mexican  economy 
improves,  the  migrant  flows  will  tend  to 
decline. 

I  would  also  like  to  refer  to  a  subject 
that  President  Reagan  and  I  dealt  with 
as  a  very  important  part  of  our  conver- 
sations. And  I  am  referring  now  to  the 
war  against  drug  trafficking.  The 
Government  of  Mexico  maintains  that 
international  cooperation  is  absolutely 
necessary  in  order  to  efficiently  face 
drug  trafficking. 

We  agreed  that  it's  necessary  to 
simultaneously  attack  all  the  links  of  the 


Update  on  Chile 


by  Elliott  Abrams 

Prepared  statement  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  International  Development 
Institutions  and  Finance  of  the  House 
Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs 
Committee  on  July  30,  1986.  Mr.  Abrams 
is  Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter- 
American  Affairs.'^ 

In  early  December  last  year,  I  testified 
before  this  subcommittee  outlining  the 
Administration's  policies  and  goals 
toward  Chile.  At  that  time,  I  noted  our 
hopes  and  concerns  for  progress  in 
greater  respect  for  human  rights  and  a 
democratic  transition  in  a  land  once 
known  for  its  democratic  traditions.  I 
concluded  with  an  explanation  of  how, 
on  a  case-by-case  basis,  we  determine 
our  votes  on  loans  for  Chile  in  the  inter- 
national financial  institutions  (IFIs). 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  review 
some  of  the  main  developments  in  Chile 


chain;  that  is,  production,  distribution, 
and  consumption.  I  have  said  to  Presi- 
dent Reagan  that  we  believe  that  the 
campaign  that,  under  his  leadership,  has 
been  established  in  the  United  States  is 
very  important  to  combat  the  consump- 
tion and  the  distribution  of  drugs. 

We  shall  continue  to  strengthen  the 
cooperation  between  both  governments 
in  order  to  combat  this  cancer  of  modern 
society.  I  believe,  as  has  been  said  by 
President  Reagan,  this  conversation  has 
been  particularly  satisfactory.  It  is  an 
additional  proof  of  the  firm  and  loyal 
friendship  that  unites  our  two  peoples. 

We  have  a  great  deal  to  benefit  from 
a  dignified,  cordial  relationship  of 
mutually  good  for  both.  I  thank  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  the  members  of  his 
party  for  the  very  warm  hospitality  that 
they  have  extended  to  us.  And,  once 
again,  I  would  like  to  state  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  Government  and  the  people  of 
Mexico  for  the  assistance  that  was  given 
to  us  by  the  United  States  during  the 
earthquakes  in  the  month  of  September, 
particularly  the  very  warm  friendship  of 
Nancy  Reagan  who  went  to  be  with  us 
during  those  painful  times. 


'Made  at  the  South  Portico  of  the  White 
House  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  18,  1986). 

^President  De  la  Madrid  spoke  in  Spanish, 
and  his  remarks  were  translated  by  an  inter- 
preter. ■ 


since  December  as  well  as  the  Admini- 
stration's policy  toward  that  troubled 
country.  In  dealing  with  Chile  we  must 
move  with  a  clear  vision,  shaping  our 
actions  to  the  reality  of  the  situation  and 
using  our  limited  instruments  of 
influence,  such  as  our  IFI  loan  votes,  in 
a  prudent  manner.  We  must  not  act  in 
haste  and  anger,  but  ask  how  each  loan 
vote  fits  into  our  policy  of  support  for  a 
democratic  transition  and  human  rights 
improvements,  as  well  as  the  economic 
merits  of  each  proposed  loan.  And,  of 
course,  we  must  observe  the  require- 
ments of  applicable  legislation. 

Human  Rights:  Progress 
and  Continuing  Problems 

The  tragic  death  of  Rodrigo  Rojas 
earlier  this  month  has  again  focused  the 
attention  of  Americans  on  the  cycle  of 
violence  in  Chile  and  the  need  to 
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encourage  greater  respect  for  human 
rights.  We  have  repeatedly  made  clear 
that  we  have  a  strong  commitment, 
despite  limited  policy  tools,  to  bring 
about  increased  respect  for  human  rights 
in  Chile.  Our  humanitarian  concern  over 
the  death  of  this  young  man  was  evident 
in  our  aid  to  his  mother  in  entering 
Chile,  our  statements  calling  for  an 
honest  investigation,  and  in  our 
Ambassador's  attendance  at  Rojas' 
funeral  with  the  Administration's  full 
concurrence. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  outline  what 
we  see  as  some  of  the  pertinent  events 
bearing  on  respect  for  human  rights  in 
Chile  since  I  last  testified  before  this 
subcommittee. 

As  I  testified  before  last  December, 
we  have  welcomed  the  expressed  will- 
ingness of  the  Chilean  Government  to 
cooperate  with  the  UN  Special  Rap- 
porteur, Fernando  Volio,  as  providing 
the  opportunity  to  encourage  concrete 
human  rights  improvements.  Progress  in 
this  area,  however,  has  been  slow— much 
slower  than  we  would  have  liked.  In 
some  areas  there  have  been  positive 
developments;  although,  I  should  note, 
some  of  these  are  so  new  that  the  ver- 
dict is  not  yet  in  on  their  effectiveness. 

On  the  positive  side,  I  would  note 
the  willingness  of  the  government  in 
June  to  authorize  publication  of  a  daily 
newspaper— Ltt  E'poca- associated  with 
Chile's  democratic  opposition  and 
scheduled  to  be  on  the  stands  early  next 
year.  As  far  as  the  existing  media  are 
concerned,  there  has  been  much  more 
freedom  of  expression  allowed  since  the 
lifting  of  the  state  of  siege  over  a  year 
ago;  although  the  government  imposed 
strict  censorship  on  several  radio  sta- 
tions early  in  July.  In  addition,  there  is 
the  government  decision  last  month  to 
create  a  human  rights  advisory  commis- 
sion, which  is  significant  if  only  as 
official  recognition  that  Chile  has  human 
rights  problems.  We  hope  that  this 
official  human  rights  commission  will 
work  with  the  respected  private  human 
rights  groups  in  Chile  and  have  a 
positive  impact  in  bringing  about  rights 
improvements.  Similarly,  the  announce- 
ment that  the  government  intends  to 
reestablish  separate  labor  courts  could 
lead  to  greater  protection  of  worker 
rights. 

Another  positive  development,  which 
corresponds  to  Mr.  Volio's  recommenda- 
tions, is  an  apparent  decision  by  the 
Chilean  Government  to  refrain  from 
sending  its  opponents  into  forced  inter- 
nal exile.  This  practice  was  used  against 
hundreds  of  protestors  in  1985,  but  so 
far  this  year  the  government  has  not 


invoked  this  repressive  authority.  The 
authority  to  do  so,  however,  still  exists 
on  paper,  deriving  from  transitory  Arti- 
cle 24  of  the  1980  constitution,  which 
gives  the  Chilean  president  sweeping 
powers  to  restrict  civil  liberties  during 
announced  states  of  exception  in  Chile, 
such  as  are  in  effect  now. 

The  government's  decision  to  turn  to 
the  judicial  system  to  prosecute  pro- 
testors or  other  government  opponents 
represents  an  improvement  over  past 
practice,  when  there  was  no  opportunity 
for  those  affected  to  contest  actions 
against  them,  but  does  not  eliminate  our 
concerns  about  how  the  government 
responds  to  peaceful  dissent  by  Chilean 
citizens.  Those  charged  with  violations  of 
state  security  laws  frequently  are 
detained  for  prolonged  periods, 
sometimes  incommunicado,  whether  or 
not  they  have  been  charged  with  per- 
sonal involvement  in  specific  acts  of 
violence.  We  will  watch  carefully  the 
trial  proceedings  now  going  on  for  the 
13  Civic  Assembly  leaders  who  are 
charged  with  violations  of  state  security 
laws  in  connection  with  the  July  2-3 
general  strike.  Despite  the  explicit  public 
calls  of  these  leaders  for  nonviolence 
during  the  work  stoppage,  these  Chilean 
leaders  face  sentences  of  60  days  to  3 
years  in  prison.  Arrested  on  July  10, 
they  have  not  been  released  on  bail,  but 
have  received  visitors,  including  a 
human  rights  officer  of  the  U.S. 
Embassy  in  Santiago. 

We  hope  that  the  Chilean  Govern- 
ment's willingness  to  continue  its 
exchange  with  Mr.  Volio  reflects  the 
intention  to  take  more  concrete  actions 
to  improve  human  rights  practices. 
Should  there  be  progress  of  this  kind,  we 
would  certainly  welcome  it,  and  would 
urge  due  recognition  by  the  General 
Assembly  when  the  Chilean  human 
rights  situation  is  reviewed  by  the 
United  Nations  this  fall. 

While  it  is  important  that  we 
recognize  where  there  has  been  prog- 
ress, it  is  also  important  that  we 
recognize  where  problems  have  con- 
tinued or  become  more  acute.  A  review 
of  the  the  problem  areas  highlighted  in 
the  resolution  on  Chile  drafted  by  the 
United  States  and  adopted  by  consensus 
at  the  UN  Human  Rights  Commission 
meeting  in  March  makes  clear  that  there 
are  many  areas  in  need  of  improvement. 
For  instance,  there  is  no  reasonable 
explanation  for  the  frequent  failure  in 
Chile  to  identify,  prosecute,  and  punish 
those  responsible  for  violent  crimes.  In 
the  case  of  Rodrigo  Rojas,  an  instance  of 
such  violent  crime,  we  have  made  clear 
that  we  look  to  Chilean  authorities  for  a 


thorough  and  impartial  investigation. 
We  have  seen  the  decision  of  the  judge 
to  indict  one  military  officer  for 
manslaughter,  as  well  as  the  July  24 
statement  issued  on  this  decision  by  the 
Vicariate  of  Solidarity.  There  are  serious 
questions  raised  by  the  differing  views  of 
how  this  incident  actually  occurred  and 
we  are  concerned  over  these  discrepan- 
cies. We  will  not  consider  this  matter 
closed  until  the  discrepancies  between 
what  the  judge  ruled  to  have  occurred, 
and  what  eyewitnesses  claim,  are 
resolved,  and  all  those  responsible  for 
crimes  related  to  Rojas'  death  and  the 
severe  injury  of  Carmen  Quintana  are 
tried  and  brought  to  justice. 

Another  problem  I  spoke  of  last 
December  remains  unresolved.  We  have 
continued  to  receive  credible  reports  of 
torture  by  security  forces.  After  a 
notable  drop-off  of  reports  of  this  nature 
to  the  Vicariate  in  the  period  of  March- 
April,  reports  again  have  been  received. 
At  least  14  cases  of  torture  in  Santiago 
alone  have  been  brought  before  Chilean 
courts  this  year. 

The  final  problem  area  I  would 
highlight  today  is  the  nature  of  the 
government  response  to  acts  of  civil 
disobedience  and  to  antigovernment 
violence  and  terrorism.  According  to 
provisional  figures  available  from 
Chilean  human  rights  groups,  there  were 
approximately  3,300  people  detained  by 
security  forces  for  participating  in 
politically  motivated  demonstrations  dur- 
ing the  first  6  months  of  this  year.  By 
comparison,  during  the  last  6  months  of 
1985  (the  best  period  of  comparison, 
since  the  state  of  siege  was  in  effect  for 
the  first  half  of  1985),  a  total  of  3,920 
were  detained  for  similar  reasons. 

As  these  figures  imply,  the  heavy- 
handed  government  action  at  Rodrigo 
Rojas'  funeral  was  not  the  only  instance 
of  overreaction  apparent  this  year. 
Another  notable  instance  was  the 
deployment  of  thousands  of  government 
troops  to  cordon  off  Santiago  on  May  21 
in  order  to  prevent  small  antigovern- 
ment protests  from  taking  place,  which 
was  even  criticized  by  some  supporters 
of  the  Chilean  Government.  Government 
sweeps  of  poor  neighborhoods  in  San- 
tiago and  temporary  detentions  of 
thousands  of  people  similarly  seem 
unwarranted  and  excessive,  in  view  of 
the  small  number  of  accused  criminals  or 
terrorists  actually  arrested  and  the 
limited  quantity  of  illegal  arms  reported 
discovered.  Such  actions  can  only  con- 
tribute to  the  climate  of  confrontation 
and  complicate  efforts  to  bring  about  a 
transition  to  democracy. 
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As  the  Chilean  Conference  of 
Bishops  recently  noted,  the  violence  in 
Chile  today  stems  from  complex  causes. 
Among  those  are  concerted  efforts  of 
the  Chilean  Communist  Party  and  its  far 
left  allies  to  pursue  their  undemocratic 
ends  by  attempting  to  provoke  ever 
greater  repression  through  terrorist 
violence.  These  groups  have  pursued  a 
wave  of  bombing  attacks  which  included 
in  recent  months  a  bomb  directed 
against  the  residence  of  the  U.S. 
Ambassador;  an  attack  against  San- 
tiago's subway  system  that  left  two 
people  dead;  killing  of  policemen;  straf- 
ing of  military  housing  for  women  and 
children;  and  bombings  of  some  Mormon 
churches  and  U.S.  businesses.  The  tombs 
of  President  Pinochet's  parents  were 
also  vandalized.  The  most  recent  act  of 
terrorism  occurred  on  July  25,  when  39 
persons  were  injured  by  a  bomb  explo- 
sion at  a  bus  stop  in  downtown  Santiago. 
No  group  has  claimed  responsibility  for 
this  bombing,  which  we  strongly 
condemn. 


Support  for  Democracy 
and  Human  Rights 

Our  encouragement  of  greater  respect 
for  human  rights  goes  hand-in-hand  with 
our  efforts  to  encourage  a  peaceful 
democratic  transition.  History  shows 
that  only  in  truly  democratic  states  are 
the  rights  of  an  individual  secure. 

In  December,  I  related  to  you  our 
view  that  the  creation  of  the  National 
Accord  represented  an  advance  in  the 
process  of  dialogue  and  reconciliation 
necessary  if  Chile  is  to  achieve  a 
peaceful  democratic  transition.  Though 
the  Chilean  Government  has  shown 
intransigence  in  dealing  with  the 
democratic  parties  comprising  the 
accord,  we  continue  to  believe  it  pro- 
vides a  base  from  which  peaceful  prog- 
ress on  Chile's  democratic  transition  can 
be  made.  We  hope  that  all  Chileans  con- 
cerned about  the  future  of  democracy  in 
their  country  will  build  on  the  positive 
elements  they  see  in  the  accord. 

During  his  July  12-18  visit  to  Chile, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  Robert 
Celbard  also  renewed  our  message  on 
democracy  and  human  rights.  He  clearly 
articulated  that  the  United  States  sup- 
ports a  peaceful  transition  to  full 
democratic  rule  in  Chile  by  the  most 
prompt  and  effective  means.  How  Chile 
achieves  a  democratic  system  must  be 
determined  by  the  Chilean  people.  But 
we  are  committed  to  using  our  limited 
influence  and  encouragement  to  helping 
them  bring  that  about.  With  the  strong, 
talented,  and  experienced  U.S. 


Ambassador  we  have  in  Santiago,  and 
the  public  expressions  of  support  for  a 
democratic  transition  coming  from 
Washington,  this  Administration  has  put 
itself  squarely  on  the  side  of  democracy 
and  human  rights  in  Chile. 

President  Reagan  on  a  number  of 
occasions  has  signaled  his  personal  sup- 
port for  democratic  change  in  Chile.  In 
spring  1985  he  spoke  of  "entrenched 
military  rule"  in  both  Chile  and 
Paraguay,  where  we  have  another  very 
effective  ambassador.  During  his  Human 
Rights  Day  speech  in  December,  the 
President  noted  that  in  Chile,  as  in  the 
Philippines,  we  had  "shown  our  strong 
concern  when  our  friends  deviate  from 
established  democratic  traditions."  In 
his  public  welcome  for  Uruguayan 
President  Sanguinetti  just  last  month, 
the  President  said  bluntly,  "in  this  hemi- 
sphere, the  days  of  dictatorship,  left  or 
right,  are  numbered,"  noting  that  the 
peaceful  return  to  democracy  in 
Uruguay  can  serve  as  a  model  for 
others,  and  concluding  "authoritarian 
regimes  should  take  notice." 

If  any  doubt  remained  over  U.S. 
policy  following  these  statements,  they 
should  have  been  dispelled  by  the 
response  of  the  White  House  to  the 
recent  public  attack  on  Ambassador 
[Harry]  Barnes.  The  White  House  issued 
a  statement  the  following  day  reaffirm- 
ing President  Reagan's  full  confidence  in 
Ambassador  Barnes.  Ambassador 
Barnes,  like  our  other  ambassadors,  car- 
ries out  Administration  policy  which  is 
made  in  Washington.  This  policy  is,  of 
course,  to  encourage  a  democratic 
transition. 

The  vast  majority  of  Chileans  sup- 
port a  peaceful  transition  to  democracy 
and  understand  the  substance  of  our 
policy  toward  their  country.  The  Chilean 
Communist  Party,  which  is  the  largest  in 
the  hemisphere  next  to  that  of  Cuba  or 
Nicaragua's  Sandinistas,  also  is  aware  of 
our  stance.  It,  however,  has  adopted  the 
tactic  of  "armed  struggle"  to  remove 
the  military  government  since  it  has  no 
interest  in  peaceful  solutions  which 
would  leave  the  party  lacking  complete 
power.  By  supporting  terrorism  and 
violence,  the  communists  hope  to  pro- 
voke greater  government  repression  and 
produce  general  polarization.  They  have 
tried  hard  to  convince  democratic 
elements  of  Chilean  society  that  the  only 
means  of  restoring  democracy  is  through 
violence. 

We  reject  violence  from  any  side  as 
an  attack  not  only  on  human  and  civil 
rights  but  against  the  future  of  a 
democratic  Chile.  Groups  such  as  the 
Communist  Party,  who  favor  violent 


means  to  political  ends  today,  cannot  be 
expected  to  abide  by  democratic  rules 
tomorrow.  Those  who  accord  legitimacy 
to  the  communists  and  other  extremists 
are  not  contributing  to  a  stable, 
democratic  Chile. 

The  Challenge  for  the  United  States 
and  Chile 

The  current  climate  of  violence  and  con- 
frontation in  Chile  poses  a  difficult 
challenge  for  the  United  States.  The 
Chilean  Government  believes  that  it  has 
a  workable  plan  for  returning  Chile  to 
democracy  relying  on  the  mechanism  set 
out  in  the  1980  constitution.  The  govern- 
ment announced  this  spring  a  schedule 
for  drafting  and  approving  certain  basic 
laws  related  to  that  constitution.  The 
constitution  would  be  fully  implemented 
in  1989,  when  a  presidential  candidate 
chosen  by  the  military  junta  is  to  be  put 
before  the  people  in  a  plebiscite. 

We  look  forward  to  enactment  of 
these  laws  as  positive  steps.  But  to  be 
truly  meaningful,  they  should  be  enacted 
in  a  context  of  full  civil  liberties,  such  as 
freedom  of  assembly,  speech,  and  press, 
and  access  to  the  means  of  communica- 
tion. Advances  in  these  crucial  areas 
mean  progress  in  restoring  democracy 
as  well  as  improvements  in  human  rights 
observance. 

The  1980  constitution,  however,  and 
its  timetable  and  program  for  a  transi- 
tion are  matters  of  great  controversy  in 
Chile.  In  the  absence  of  any  broad  and 
meaningful  dialogue  with  the  democratic 
opposition,  grounds  for  skepticism  exist 
that  the  Chilean  Government  intends  to 
take  steps  toward  developing  the  sort  of 
broad  consensus  that  would  enable  a 
peaceful,  orderly  transition  to  demo- 
cratic government  take  place.  Further 
delay  in  taking  concrete  steps  to  give  the 
Chilean  people  confidence  that  their 
nation  is  headed  toward  democracy  and 
to  restore  full  civil  liberties  can  only 
benefit  enemies  of  democracy  on  the 
extreme  left  and  right.  Failure  to  return 
to  democracy  will  be  accompanied  by 
increasing  polarization  and  violence.  The 
strengthening  of  the  far  left  in  Chile 
resulting  from  this  could  have  a  negative 
impact  on  some  still  fragile  democracies 
elsewhere  in  the  region  and  jeopardize 
U.S.  interests. 

Given  the  important  stakes  involved, 
the  United  States  needs  to  have  a 
forward-looking,  prudent  policy.  We 
have  been  careful  not  to  endorse  any 
program  or  timetable  for  a  transition- 
issues  only  the  Chilean  people  can 
decide.  We  all  need  to  recognize  that 
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although  pro-  and  antigovernment 
Chileans  put  great  store  in  what  the 
United  States  does  or  does  not  do  with 
respect  to  Chile,  we  have  in  fact  very 
limited  real  influence.  We  have  few  car- 
rots and  few  sticks  available.  We  have 
no  security  assistance  program;  no 
military  training  relationship;  no 
bilateral  economic  assistance  program  to 
speak  of  except  for  a  small  amount  of 
humanitarian  food  aid.  Because  of 
legislative  restrictions  imposed  on  the 
executive  [branch]  by  the  Congress,  we 
have  very  limited  channels  of  com- 
munication to  the  Chilean  Armed 
Forces,  who  must  play  a  key  role  in 
assuring  a  peaceful  transition  to 
democracy. 

In  carrying  out  our  policy  of 
encouraging  democracy  and  human 
rights  improvements  in  Chile,  we  hope 
we  will  have  active  bipartisan  support 
from  the  Congress.  We  need  to  work 
together.  I  am  sure  you  share  our  desire 
that  we  do  not  contribute— even 
inadvertently— to  accelerating  the  very 
process  of  polarization  and  violent  con- 
frontation which  we  see  developing,  and 
which  only  benefits  the  extremes  in 
Chile. 

U.S.  Votes  on  Loans  to  Chile 

Legislation  related  to  the  IFIs  requires 
the  executive  [branch]  to  examine  the 
human  rights  situation,  in  addition  to  the 
economic  rationale,  carefully  in  deter- 
mining our  votes  on  loans  in  the 
multilateral  institutions.  Pursuant  to  this 
case-by-case  review,  we  look  at  each  loan 
separately  and  consider  the  situation  in  a 
particular  country  as  it  exists  just  before 
the  loans  are  scheduled  to  be  reviewed 
by  the  executive  boards. 

As  the  committee  is  aware,  no  loans 
to  Chile  are  scheduled  for  review  until 
this  fall.  The  earliest  loan  expected  to 
come  up  is  a  $250  million  World  Bank 
structural  adjustment  loan  (SAL), 
perhaps  in  early  October.  We  also  expect 
a  mining  sector  loan  to  come  up  at  the 
IFC  [International  Finance  Corporation] 
in  October.  Three  loans  at  the  IDB 
[Inter-American  Development  Bank]  are 
likely  to  be  voted  on  prior  to  the  end  of 
the  year.  These  include  a  $240  million 
loan  for  a  hydroelectric  power  project,  a 
$40  million  loan  for  urban  services,  and  a 
$13  million  loan  for  regional  hospitals. 

We  also  anticipate  that  there  will 
be  a  need  for  Chile  to  approach  the  com- 
mercial banks  for  another  debt 
rescheduling  next  year,  which  could  also 
include  a  request  to  the  banks  for  new 
money. 


Our  judgment  on  Chile's  economic 
policies  is  that,  considered  in  isolation  of 
human  rights  concerns,  they  provide  a 
strong  basis  for  voting  in  favor  of  most 
IFI  loans  for  Chile.  The  economic 
management  team  of  the  Government  of 
Chile  has  a  solid  free  market  orientation 
and  is  considered  by  international  finan- 
cial institutions  to  be  highly  skilled. 

The  country,  however,  still  confronts 
acute  economic  problems.  World  prices 
for  copper,  Chile's  principal  source  of 
export  revenues,  remain  at  low  levels. 
Unemployment  is  historically  high, 
although  it  is  gradually  declining,  and 
the  need  to  service  the  country's  large 
external  debt  of  about  $20  million— a 
figure  which  already  exceeds  GDP  [gross 
domestic  product]— represents  a 
restraint  on  growth.  About  one-third  of 
this  debt  is  held  by  U.S.  commercial 
banks.  Despite  difficulties,  the  Chileans 
have  the  remarkable  record  of  having 
met  all  the  interest  payments  on  their 
foreign  debt  as  well  as  having  generally 
complied  with  IMF  [International 
Monetary  Fund]  targets. 

In  order  for  Chile  to  maintain  the 
modest  growth  rates  of  3%-4%  forecast 
for  this  year  and  the  next,  it  will  need  an 
injection  of  new  foreign  funds  from  the 
IFIs  and  commercial  banks.  Some  op- 
position figures  are  aware  of  the 
importance  of  such  funds  to  the  Chilean 
economy  and  have  counseled  us  to  con- 
sider carefully  the  impact  of  our  actions 
on  the  average  Chilean. 

Given  the  sound  economic  policies 
being  followed  in  Santiago,  it  is  apparent 
that  our  loan  vote  decisions  will  largely 
be  driven  by  how  we  see  the  human 
rights  situation  in  Chile.  How  we  vote 
will  depend  a  great  deal  on  what  hap- 
pens in  Chile  between  now  and  then.  As 
the  subcommittee  is  aware,  we  have 
used  our  loan  votes  in  the  past  to  pro- 
mote human  rights  improvements  and 
movement  toward  democracy,  and  we 
may  do  so  again.  No  decisions  have  yet 
been  made  regarding  our  votes  on  these 
upcoming  loans.  It  would  not  be  good 
policy  to  remove  our  flexibility  to  use  the 
human  rights  improvements  and  prog- 
ress on  democratization.  An  announce- 
ment of  our  position  now  would  leave 
the  Chilean  Government  no  incentive  to 
make  positive  changes.  This  would 
defeat  what  I  understand  to  be  a  key 
purpose  of  the  human  rights  legislation 
related  to  IFI  votes,  which  is  to  provide 
the  executive  [branch]  with  a  mechanism 
for  encouraging  improvements.  As  I've 
repeatedly  stressed,  we  have  only 
limited  policy  tools  available.  Curbing 


our  flexibility  by  taking  a  position  on 
loan  votes  now  would  in  my  judgment 
work  against  our  shared  policy  goals  in 
Chile. 


Prospects 

Chile  today  is  in  flux.  Along  with  the 
danger  of  greater  polarization, 
the  situation  offers  the  possibility 
for  constructive  change.  A  vigorous 
public  debate  is  going  on  within  Chile, 
covering  a  wide  spectrum  of  issues, 
ranging  from  President  Pinochet's  rejec- 
tion of  dialogue  with  the  National 
Accord  to  the  tragic  death  of  Rodrigo 
Rojas.  To  a  large  degree,  the  govern- 
ment has  permitted  this  debate  to  be 
reported  in  the  print  media— although, 
there  are  still  distressing  instances  of 
censorship  and  indirect  economic 
pressure  being  applied  to  shape  the 
news.  This  public  debate  seems  to  be 
matched  to  a  certain  extent  by  internal 
debate  within  the  government— still  very 
tentative— about  Chile's  return  to 
democracy.  This  was  apparent  in  the 
quick  reaction  by  various  junta  members 
to  President  Pinochet's  announcement 
earlier  this  month  that  he  intended  to 
extend  his  government's  rule  for  another 
8-year  term— virtually  until  the  end  of 
the  millenium. 

There  are  certainly  real  possibilities 
for  a  peaceful  democratic  outcome  in 
Chile.  The  Administration  will  continue 
to  provide  every  encouragement  to  those 
Chileans  truly  committed  to  democracy 
and  help  to  strengthen,  not  weaken, 
their  position  with  respect  to  other 
elements  in  the  society.  We  will  continue 
to  advocate  dialogue  between  the 
government  and  democratic  opposition. 
We  will  continue  to  support  the  efforts 
by  Cardinal  Juan  Francisco  Fresno  and 
the  Chilean  Episcopal  Conference  to 
bring  about  national  reconciliation  and 
an  end  to  violence.  We  share  their  desire 
to  avoid  any  actions  which  could  lead  to 
greater  suffering  by  the  Chilean  people. 
Efforts  such  as  those  of  the  Cardinal,  we 
hope,  will  eventually  be  well-received  by 
the  Chilean  Government,  and  lead  to  an 
understanding  among  the  various  sec- 
tors of  Chilean  society,  which  remain 
deeply  divided  by  a  lack  of  communica- 
tion and  mutual  distrust.  The  Pope's 
visit  next  spring  will  provide  an  impor- 
tant opportunity  to  strengthen  and  add 
even  greater  moral  force  to  these 
efforts. 

The  Administration  has  a  strong 
human  rights  policy  in  place,  which  we 
will  continue  to  pursue  vigorously.  I  am 
sure  you  will  agree  it  stands  the  best 
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chance  of  succeeding  if  we  have  bipar- 
tisan support  from  the  Congress.  We 
will,  of  course,  continue  to  consult  with 
Congress  in  order  to  achieve  such  a  con- 
sensus. Our  foreign  policy  goals  in  Chile, 
shared  by  the  vast  majority  of 
Americans,  are  a  peaceful  transition  to 
democracy  and  increased  respect  for 
human  rights.  We  believe  these  also  are 


the  goals  of  the  majority  of  the  people  of 
Chile,  who  ultimately  are  the  only  ones 
who  can  and  will  determine  their  coun- 
try's destiny. 


^The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Obstacles  to  Investment 

and  Economic  Growth  in  Latin  America 


by  Richard  T.  McCormack 

Address  before  the  second  Conference 
of  the  Great  Cities  of  the  Americas  in 
San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico,  on  June  20,  1986. 
Ambassador  McCormack  is  U.S.  Perma- 
nent Representative  to  the  Organization 
of  Aw,erican  States. 

The  obstacles  to  investment  and  growth 
in  Latin  America  deserve  the  great 
attention  they  are  receiving.  Investment 
is  particularly  important  because  without 
investment  no  new  jobs  will  be  created. 
Without  new  jobs,  there  will  be  no 
economic  growth.  Without  economic 
growth,  political  stability  will  gradually 
erode,  and  the  precious  democracies  that 
all  of  us  have  worked  so  hard  with  Latin 
America  to  bring  about  may  lapse  into 
military  dictatorships  or  the  further 
spread  of  communist  tyranny. 

During  the  past  years  that  I've 
worked  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  Economic  and  Business  Affairs,  and 
more  recently  as  Ambassador  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States,  it  has 
been  my  great  privilege  to  visit  virtually 
every  country  in  the  Western  Hemi- 
sphere. So  what  I'm  going  to  share  with 
you  today  are  my  personal  observations 
on  concrete  obstacles  to  foreign  and 
domestic  investment  that  I've  seen 
myself  in  the  course  of  my  travels.  This 
will  include  obstacles  to  investment  in 
food  production.  Finally,  I  will  also  offer 
some  thoughts  about  what  might  be  done 
to  overcome  these  impediments  to 
economic  growth. 

Investment  and  Growth  Prospects 

First,  a  word  about  the  quality  and  value 
of  many  official  statistics  on  economic 
growth  in  Latin  America.  They  can  be 
very  misleading. 


There  is  obviously  a  lot  more 
economic  activity  taking  place  in  some 
countries  by  way  of  investment  and 
growth  than  official  statistics  indicate. 
Peru,  which  undeniably  has  economic 
problems,  is  a  case  in  point,  where 
estimates  of  the  size  of  the  underground 
economy  range  from  between  one-quar- 
ter to  one-half  of  all  economic  activity  in 
the  country.  Even  buses,  I  am  told,  are 
assembled  in  factories  without  official 
recognition  that  they  exist. 

There  is,  however,  a  lot  less  eco- 
nomic activity  than  meets  the  eye  in 
parts  of  Central  America  and  the 
Caribbean.  Growth  statistics  here  are 
misleading,  due  to  very  high  levels  of 
official  external  economic  assistance  to 
individual  countries,  which  cover  up  the 
low  level  of  private  investment  and 
economic  activity.  External  economic 
assistance,  without  a  strong  underlying 
base,  creates  economic  hothouse  plants 
kept  alive  by  artificial  conditions.  But  all 
of  us  know  what  happens  when  the  heat 
in  the  greenhouse  fails  to  work.  So  it  is 
very  important  to  achieve  self-sustaining 
economic  growth. 

There  is  nothing  mysterious  about 
the  policies  that  successful  governments 
have  used  to  encourage  private  invest- 
ment and  economic  growth.  They  simply 
provide  a  stable  environment  in  which 
investors  have  reasonable  prospects  for 
a  competitive  return  on  their  capital  and 
the  assurance  that  they  can  get  their 
money  back  if  and  when  they  want  to. 

That's  it.  That's  the  basis  of  it  all. 
With  these  conditions,  private  invest- 
ment occurs.  Without  them,  money  hides 
or  goes  elsewhere,  and  local  economies 
languish. 

There  are  subordinate  complexities, 
of  course,  which  determine  investment 
and  growth  prospects.  For  example: 

•  Investment  capital  has  to  be  gen- 
erated in  sufficient  quantities,  either 


from  internal  savings  or  foreign  savings. 
Without  somebody's  savings,  you  have 
no  money  to  invest. 

•  Nondiscriminatory,  easily  under- 
standable regulation  of  business  in  the 
economy  is  vitally  necessary.  Nothing 
strangles  business  like  red  tape. 

•  A  degree  of  physical  security  is 
necessary,  so  that  investors  and  man- 
agers and  their  children  are  reasonably 
safe  from  terror  and  lawlessness  and  so 
the  economy  can  operate  in  a  normal 
manner. 

•  Adequate  technology  must  be 
available. 

•  Local  and  foreign  markets  are 
required. 

•  Rational  progrowth  tax  policies 
are  vital. 

•  Production-oriented  national  food 
policies  must  be  established  to  replace 
those  based  on  19th-century  relics  of 
class  warfare,  such  as  excesses  in  the 
name  of  land  reform  and  shortsighted, 
arbitrarily  imposed  food  prices. 

Attracting  Investment  Capital 

All  of  these  investment-related  matters 
must  be  addressed  if  optimum  economic 
growth  is  to  take  place.  For  example,  it 
is  imperative  that  governments  adopt 
tax  and  economic  policies  to  encourage 
the  creation  of  savings  in  individual 
countries  and,  equally  important,  to 
encourage  those  savings  to  remain  at 
home.  Capital  flight  in  Latin  America- 
estimates  of  which  range  from  $100  to 
$180  billion  in  the  past  5  years— is  rob- 
bing nations  of  their  vital  investment 
capital.  If  Latin  American  capital 
invested  abroad  could  be  recovered,  it 
could  largely  eliminate  the  foreign  debt 
problems  of  Argentina,  Mexico,  and 
Venezuela.  When  you  add  the  economic 
activity  and  growth  that  returning  flight 
capital  could  generate,  it  would  go  far  in 
restoring  Latin  America's  economic 
health. 

Beyond  that,  unless  the  capital  flight 
problem  is  addressed,  no  amount  of 
foreign  aid  can  rescue  local  economies. 
Instead  of  priming  a  pump,  foreign 
assistance  is  merely  pouring  water  into  a 
sieve. 

Thus,  it  is  crucial  to  attack 
systematically  the  causes  of  capital 
flight.  But  it  must  be  clearly  understood 
that  governments  cannot  successfully 
wall  in  capital  with  laws  prohibiting  its 
export.  All  negative  legislation 
accomplishes,  in  the  long  run,  is  to 
create  a  de  facto  capital  export  tax  as  the 
nervous  saver  uses  various  sublegal 
techniques  to  get  his  imperiled  savings 
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out  of  the  country.  A  better  approach  is 
for  governments  to  adopt  positive  incen- 
tives that  will  encourage  people  to  keep 
their  money  at  home. 

One  of  the  most  important  positive 
incentives  involves  exchange  rates  that 
are  realistic  and  sustainable.  Not  only  is 
this  important  to  make  exports  com- 
petitive, but  local  people  quickly  see 
when  their  country  is  attempting  to 
maintain  an  artificially  high  exchange 
rate  vis-a-vis  the  dollar,  as  has  happened 
periodically  in  Mexico  and  elsewhere. 
They  know  that  their  capital  is  endan- 
gered by  a  devaluation  that  is  merely  a 
question  of  time.  So  they  get  their 
money  out  of  the  local  currency  and  into 
dollars.  And,  because  many  have  learned 
from  painful  experience  that  even  their 
internal  dollar  holdings  are  not  always 
safe,  they  often  put  their  dollar  savings 
abroad. 

It  is  also  important  to  keep  inflation 
under  control.  Citizens  will  be  less 
inclined  to  keep  their  money  at  home— 
and  here  I'm  talking  about  people's 
retirement  savings— if  they  see  their 
country  running  the  monetary  printing 
press  at  a  rate  which  is  bound  to  cause 
their  savings  to  be  inflated  away.  So 
they  shift  their  money  out  of  the  cur- 
rency, out  of  the  country,  into  mobile, 
inflation-proof  assets  such  as  gold  or 
diamonds,  or  move  to  other  defensive 
investments.  These  defensive  invest- 
ments, however,  are  usually  not  very 
productive  from  the  point  of  view  of  job 
creation. 

People  have  learned  that  as  indi- 
viduals they  are  often  powerless  to  per- 
suade their  governments  to  adopt 
rational  economic  policies.  So  their 
instinct  is  to  grab  the  life  preservers 
when  they  see  the  ship  headed  for  the 
rocks;  thus,  the  capital  flight.  That  is 
why  realistic  exchange  rates,  sound 
monetary  policies,  and  other  measures 
are  so  critical. 

The  second  source  of  savings  is 
external  capital,  otherwise  known  as 
foreign  investment,  which  should  be 
welcomed  everywhere  from  an  economic 
point  of  view  and  given  national  treat- 
ment. Some  governments,  however, 
view  foreign-owned  companies  and 
investors  as  some  reputedly  were  in  the 
1920s:  corporate  tigers  who  involved 
themselves  heavily  in  local  politics  of 
individual  countries.  Years  ago, 
however,  governments  positioned 
themselves  to  get  the  upper  hand.  Some 
overreacted  with  nationalizations  and 
other  extreme  measures.  In  any  case, 
the  situation  profoundly  changed.  But 
what  some  governments  do  not  seem  to 


realize  is  that  yesterday's  so-called  cor- 
porate tigers  are  today  an  extinct 
species.  The  private  foreign  companies 
now  fear  governments,  not  the  other 
way  around.  Thus,  the  challenge  facing 
governments  is  not  how  to  deal  with  the 
legendary  tigers  of  yesteryear  but, 
rather,  how  to  make  today's  corporate 
rabbits  feel  secure  and  happy  so  that 
they  will  reproduce  and  multiply, 
creating  badly  needed  jobs  and  economic 
growth.  This  requires  a  totally  different 
attitude  on  the  part  of  governments. 
Efforts  to  provide  more  investment 
security,  including  those  of  the  new 
World  Bank  multilateral  investment 
guarantee  agency,  should  be  supported. 

Beyond  that,  some  local  manufac- 
turers fear  the  competition  from  more 
technologically  advanced  foreign  com- 
panies and  strive  to  keep  them  out. 
Sadly,  to  protect  the  existing  jobs  of 
hundreds,  the  potential  new  jobs  for 
thousands  thus  are  lost  by  default.  Also, 
countries  thus  become  trapped  with 
obsolete  technology  and  internationally 
uncompetitive  products. 

The  challenge  facing  government 
policies  is  to  nurture  and  attract  both 
local  and  foreign  sources  of  investment 
capital. 

Factors  Limiting  Economical  Growth 

The  second  condition  needed  for 
increased  investment  in  Latin  America  is 
sheer  physical  security.  Today's  ter- 
rorism, lawlessness,  and  kidnapping  is  a 
deathblow  aimed  at  the  weak  link  in  the 
economic  chain  of  growth— private 
investment.  Let's  take  the  example  of  El 
Salvador.  For  a  time  in  the  1960s,  El 
Salvador  had  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
economies  in  the  world.  Then  came  the 
terrorists  and  the  kidnappers  and  the 
saboteurs,  targeting  the  owners  and 
managers  of  private  local  and  foreign 
companies  and  their  children.  This  was  a 
deliberate,  conscious  strategy  for  the 
economic  and  political  destabilization  of 
the  victim  country.  Criminal  elements 
added  to  the  chaos.  Uncertain  of  the 
future  and  fearful  for  their  lives  and  the 
lives  of  their  children,  local  investors 
began  to  hedge  their  bets  by  increasingly 
salting  away  their  savings  and  sending 
their  children  abroad.  Foreign  investors 
also  fled.  The  economy  ground  to  a  halt. 
Unwise  government  policies  then  further 
damaged  the  economy  and  gravely 
weakened  the  financial  and  agricultural 
sectors  of  the  nation. 

The  body  politic,  thus  weakened, 
became  more  vulnerable  to  the  second 
phase  of  terrorist  operations— large-scale 
guerrilla  warfare. 


Recently,  I  visited  Guatemala  and 
talked  to  businessmen.  They  told  me 
that  violence  and  uncertainty  due  to 
guerrilla  activities  and  terrorism  were 
limiting  their  own  willingness  to  put 
their  family  fortunes  into  long-term  local 
investment.  They  told  me  that  until  the 
predatory  communist  regime  in  neigh- 
boring Nicaragua  changed  and  security 
prospects  for  the  region  improved,  they 
were  going  to  continue  to  limit  their 
involvement  in  long-term,  immobile 
investments. 

Thus,  until  our  Latin  American 
friends  and  we  successfully  come  to 
grips  with  the  mounting  violence  and 
terrorism  in  parts  of  Latin  America, 
investment  and  economic  growth  will 
continue  to  be  disappointing  and 
democracies  vulnerable. 

The  third  factor  is  the  availability  of 
modern  technology,  but  a  fundamental 
misinterpretation  exists.  The  limiting 
factor  on  economic  growth  today  is  not 
some  secret  process  of  IBM  [Interna- 
tional Business  Machines  Corporation]  or 
Silicon  Valley  but,  rather,  the  decision 
on  where  to  locate  the  factories  to 
manufacture  high-technology  products. 
If  governments  make  it  attractive  for 
capital,  technology  will  follow.  It's  not 
the  other  way  around.  This  is  a  large 
measure  of  the  success  story  of  North 
and  Southeast  Asia. 

Another  key  factor  involves  ade- 
quate markets  for  goods.  Without  access 
to  markets,  there  will  be  no  investment. 
This  means  that  all  of  us  must  work  to 
keep  the  trading  system  open,  but  there 
must  be  a  bargain  here.  American  com- 
puter workers  need  access  to  Brazilian 
markets  as  much  as  Brazilian  shoe 
workers  need  American  markets.  And 
unless  both  sides  work  to  open  these 
markets,  political  pressures  will  work 
gradually  to  close  and  restrict  them,  a 
lasting  detriment  to  us  all. 

All  of  us  must,  therefore,  work 
urgently  to  bring  more  open  markets 
about.  But  it  takes  two  to  tango,  and  our 
trading  partners  abroad  have  been 
quicker  to  point  accusing  fingers  at 
lingering  remnants  of  American  protec- 
tionism than  they  have  been  to  come  to 
the  bargaining  table  with  offers  of  quids 
pro  quo.  A  country  with  a  $150-billion 
trade  deficit,  such  as  ours,  cannot  con- 
tinue to  operate  this  way  indefinitely. 
The  golden  goose  of  open  U.S.  markets 
may  eventually  die,  either  a  political  or 
economic  death. 

So  all  of  us  interested  in  global 
economic  investment  and  growth  would 
do  well  to  press  urgently  for  action  on  a 
new  global  trade  round  to  eliminate 
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everyone's  barriers  to  trade.  Beyond 
that,  governments  need  to  ensure  that 
their  own  internal  markets  are  growing 
on  a  sustainable  basis,  and  that  means 
following  economic  policies  which  have 
proven  their  value  when  they  have  been 
successfully  tried  elsewhere. 

Public  V.  Private  Investment 

At  this  point,  perhaps  a  word  about  the 
relative  merits  of  public,  as  opposed  to 
private,  investment  would  be  in  order. 

Because  of  the  failure  of  some 
governments  to  establish  and  maintain 
conditions  needed  to  attract  and  nurture 
private  investment  in  sufficient  quan- 
tities, governments  sometimes  tax  their 
citizens  or  borrow  funds  to  establish  a 
variety  of  state-owned  manufacturing 
enterprises  to  provide  employment  and 
growth.  The  problem  comes  when  these 
enterprises  run  into  difficulties,  as  they 
frequently  do,  and  start  losing  large 
amounts  of  money.  This  can  happen 
because  of  bad  luck,  product  obso- 
lescence, mismanagement,  or  because 
the  enterprise  was  ill-conceived  to  begin 
with.  Such  enterprises,  launched  with 
much  fanfare  by  government  leaders, 
cannot  be  easily  terminated  without 
substantial  political  cost.  To  keep  them 
alive,  governments  are  then  compelled 
to  provide  large  subsidies  by  raising 
taxes  on  their  citizens  and  the  healthy 
parts  of  the  economy.  This,  in  turn,  robs 
healthier  businesses  of  money  that  would 
otherwise  be  used  for  new  investment. 
To  make  matters  worse,  governments 
also  frequently  compel  the  managers  of 
state-owned  enterprises  to  hire  or  retain 
large  numbers  of  unnecessarv"  workers, 
further  adding  to  the  requirements  for 
state  subsidies  and  increasing  the  cost  of 
the  products  manufactured  by  the 
inefficient. 

A  case  in  point  concerns  the  example 
of  two  oil  refineries  in  Latin  America  of 
similar  age,  size,  and  construction,  one 
still  in  private  hands,  the  other  now  a 
state-owned  enterprise.  I  am  told  the 
private  refiner\-  employs  about  600 
workers  and  the  state-owned  refinery 
more  than  5,000  employees  to  generate 
a  similar  amount  of  output. 

This  pattern  of  events,  in  similar  but 
less  dramatic  cases,  is  depressingly 
familiar  throughout  much  of  the  world. 
The  question  is  what  to  do  about  it. 
Some  thoughts  come  to  mind. 

It  is  important  to  recognize  that 
public  investment  in  state-owned 
manufacturing  enterprises  is  a  poor 
substitute  for  the  more  difficult  but  far 
more  important  task  of  creating  condi- 
tions that  will  result  in  more  private 


investment.  Governments  do  best  when 
they  invest  in  basic  infrastructure,  such 
as  roads,  schools,  harbors,  industrial 
parks,  and  other  similar  undertakings 
that  will  create  opportunities  for  more 
private  investment.  Experience  shows 
that  governments,  as  a  rule,  are  not 
good  at  establishing  or  managing  actual 
manufacturing  or  producing  operations. 
This  is  because  politics  interferes  with 
rational  day-to-day  decisionmaking  in 
state-owned  enterprises.  Hardheaded, 
practical,  specialized  businessmen  per- 
form this  function  far  more  efficiently. 
Collectively,  this  results  in  a  much  more 
d\Tiamic  national  economy. 

^^^^at  I  am  sajing  here  is  not  mere 
theory.  It  is  simply  the  empirical  results 
of  vast  past  experience  about  state- 
owned  enterprises  around  the  world. 
Yes,  there  are  exceptions  due  to 
specialized  circumstances  or  unusually 
gifted  indi\idual  managers.  But  \ital 
national  growth  policies  should  be  based 
upon  the  broader  patterns,  not  the 
exceptions. 

Divesting  inefficient  state-owned 
enterprises,  while  broadly  recognized  as 
desirable,  is  a  difficult  task  that  can  only 
be  done  by  political  leaders  who  can 
articulately  explain  to  their  peoples  the 
importance  of  creating  a  modern 
national  economy  based  on  efficient  self- 
sustaining  building  blocks  instead  of  on 
state-owned  industrial  dinosaurs  that 
consume,  through  endless  subsidies,  the 
investment  capital  that  would  otherwise 
be  used  to  create  self-sustaining 
economic  growth  and  productive  jobs 
elsewhere  in  the  nation. 

Land  Reform  and  Food  Production 

Finally,  I  want  to  offer  a  personal  word 
about  a  sensitive  subject  that  has  a  bear- 
ing on  private  investment  in  agriculture 
in  Latin  America.  That  subject  is  "land 
reform." 

Several  hundred  years  ago,  textiles 
in  England  were  produced  largely 
through  a  cottage-t\-pe  industry.  Indi- 
viduals wove  tweeds  and  clothing  of  all 
sorts  in  their  homes  for  their  families 
and  for  limited  sale  to  others. 

Then  came  the  arrival  of  the  indus- 
trial revolution,  and  suddenly  cottage 
workers  were  threatened  with  displace- 
ment due  to  the  revolutionary'  new 
technologj'  of  power  looms.  The  Luddite 
movement  developed  and  thousands  of 
workers  swarmed  into  the  factories  in 
England  to  destroy  the  power  looms 
and,  they  hoped,  to  save  their  cottage 
jobs. 


We  know  that  this  did  not  succeed, 
and  England  continued  for  decades  to 
lead  the  world  in  technology'.  Li\ing 
standards  rose  dramatically,  and 
everyone  benefited. 

In  my  view,  some  exponents  of  land 
reform,  in  attempting  to  replace  large- 
scale  private  agriculture  with  a  new 
emphasis  upon  micro-sized  subsistence 
peasant  farming,  are  unwittingly  propos- 
ing policies  very  similar  in  aim  to  the 
Luddite  movement.  Nor  have  collective 
farms,  by  whatever  name,  proven  more 
acceptable  or  successful  in  Latin 
America  than  they  have  been  elsewhere 
in  the  world  in  producing  food  for 
nations. 

We  have  seen  in  this  century  an 
explosion  of  population.  However,  the 
Malthusian  prediction  of  mass  starvation 
has  not  occurred  because  modern 
technologj-  has  developed  agricultural 
techniques,  whereby  a  relatively  few  and 
diminishing  number  of  farmers  can  pro- 
duce more  food  on  a  fixed  amount  of 
land  to  feed  the  world's  billions.  We 
have  discovered  that  economies  of  scale 
work  in  many  kinds  of  privately  run 
food-growing  facilities  as  well  as  they  do 
in  industry. 

The  practice  of  land  reform  in  Latin 
America,  by  contrast,  has  usually  been 
accompanied  by  dramatic  reductions  in 
long-term  food  production  on  the  same 
acreages,  despite  frequent  state  sub- 
sidies of  various  kinds.  Peru,  for  exam- 
ple, once  was  the  world's  most  efficient 
producer  of 'sugar.  It  now  must  import 
part  of  its  sugar  from  Guatemala  due  to 
a  well-intentioned  but  utterly  disastrous 
land  reform.  Peru's  land  reform  also 
triggered  a  rush  of  former  farm  workers 
and  their  families  to  the  cities  as  the 
rural  economy  weakened  across  the 
board. 

Land  reform  efforts  designed  to 
solve  social  and  economic  problems  of 
the  19th  centurv',  and  farm  pricing 
policies  that  deny  farmers  a  fair  return, 
have  turned  nation  after  nation  in  parts 
of  Latin  America  from  being  food 
exporters  to  food  importers.  Unwise 
food-pricing  policies  also  rob  countries  of 
needed  investment  in  agriculture 
because  no  one  will  voluntarily  invest  in 
a  money-losing  proposition.  Moreover, 
the  money  now  needed  to  purchase 
foreign  food  is  not  available  to  invest  in 
jobs  at  home.  Finally,  farmers  are  no  dif- 
ferent from  the  rest  of  us.  They  will  not 
work  hard  or  pay  for  expensive  fertil- 
izers and  machines  to  produce  food  that 
must  be  sold  without  profit  or  reward 
for  their  risks  and  labors. 

We  must,  therefore,  urgently 
transform  our  thinking  about  food 
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policies.  The  growing  needs  of  the  21st 
century  for  food  and  jobs,  rather  than 
the  class  warfare  of  the  19th  century, 
must  be  the  driving  force  behind 
agricultural  policies.  And  all  of  us,  in 
Washington  and  in  Latin  America,  must 
be  honest  enough  to  face  the  empirical 
evidence  of  policy  results.  Where  policies 
fail,  however  well-intentioned,  let  us 
recognize  them  for  what  they  are.  In  this 
vital  area,  continuing  to  spend  scarce 
resources  on  proven  mistakes  is  feeding 
sacred  cattle  at  the  expense  of  hungry 
millions. 

An  alternative  to  land  reform  is  to 
allow  the  market  to  determine  food 
prices  and  to  levy  fair,  but  not  excessive, 
taxes  upon  successful  large  farms,  keep- 
ing the  productive  units  intact,  the 
experienced  owners  and  managers  on 
their  farms,  the  workers  gainfully 
employed  in  the  countryside,  and  the 
nation  fed. 

Conclusion 

The  basic  reality  of  what  I  have  been 
talking  about  today  is  very  simple.  As  I 
said  at  the  outset  of  my  remarks, 
without  investment  there  will  be  no  new 
jobs.  Without  new  jobs,  there  will  be  no 
economic  growth.  Without  economic 
growth,  there  will  be  no  political  stabili- 
ty. And  without  political  stability, 
we  risk  a  return  to  violence  and 
dictatorships. 

All  of  us  have  a  role  to  play  to  create 
the  economic,  political,  and  security  con- 
ditions necessary  for  investment  and 
growth.  And  all  of  us  must  do  our  part, 
because  the  absence  of  just  one  element 
in  the  comprehensive  package  means 
that  sustained  economic  growth  and 
investment  will  not  take  place. 

Within  countries,  political  party 
leaders  have  a  special  role  to  play  in 
educating  the  electorate  about  the  com- 
plex requirements  of  building  a  modern 
dynamic  economy.  They  need  to  be 
aware  that  investor  confidence  is  a  very 
fragile  commodity  and  that  more  jobs 
are  sometimes  lost  through  irresponsible 
rhetoric  during  election  campaigns  than 
governments  are  later  able  to  encourage 
by  years  of  patient  constructive  action. 

We  in  the  United  States  have  our 
part  to  play.  It  is  important  that  we 
work  vigorously  to  keep  our  own 
markets  open.  We  must  also  work  with 
other  countries  far  more  effectively  than 
we  do  now  to  combat  the  mortal  threat 
of  terrorism  and  lawlessness  now  sap- 
ping economic  vitality  in  Central 


America,  Peru,  and  elsewhere.  This  will 
be  a  major  challenge  facing  our  peoples 
and  our  diplomacy  in  the  decade  ahead, 
and  solving  it  won't  be  cheap  or  easy. 

Other  governments,  in  varying 
degrees,  need  to  reform  their  macro- 
economic,  tax,  investment,  trade,  and 
food  policies.  Without  these  reforms. 


they  will  not  be  able  to  produce  the  food 
and  jobs  required  by  their  peoples,  and 
without  producing  these  two  vital 
necessities,  democracy  itself  will  surely 
fail. 

It  must  be  our  highest  priority  to 
make  sure  that  this  does  not  happen.  ■ 


Visit  of  President  of  Uruguay 


President  Julio  Maria  SanguineUi  of 
the  Oriental  Republic  of  Uruguay  made  a 
state  visit  to  the  United  States  June  16-20, 
1986,  to  meet  with  President  Reagan  and 
other  government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by 
President  Reagan  and  President 
Sanguinetti  at  the  arrival  cerem,ony  on 
June  17.^ 


President  Reagan 

It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  greet 
President  Sanguinetti.  As  the  elected 
leader  of  a  free  and  democratic 
Uruguay,  you  have  our  respect,  our 
admiration,  and  our  heartfelt  welcome. 

Uruguay  is  a  friend  and  a  country 
that  shares  with  us  the  heritage,  tradi- 
tions, and  values  of  the  Americas.  Our 


countries,  as  is  true  of  so  many  in  this 
hemisphere,  were  born  of  independence 
movements  seeking  to  break  away  from 
colonial  power.  Yet  those  who  founded 
our  two  countries  fought  not  only  to  be 
rid  of  domination  but  also  for  freedom. 
Our  histories  run  parallel— both  are  the 
stories  of  people  struggling  to  be  free; 
people  striving  to  live  up  to  the  ideals 
expressed  at  the  time  of  their  nation's 
birth. 

Today  the  people  of  Uruguay  are 
reaffirming  their  faith  in  democracy. 
And  all  those  who  love  liberty  applaud 
this  giant  step  forward.  President 
Sanguinetti,  we  appreciate  that  your 
official  delegation  includes  represen- 
tatives from  the  judicial  and  legislative 
branches,  as  well  as  your  executive 
branch  of  government.  Separation  of 
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powers,  protection  of  the  rights  of  all 
citizens,  and  a  healthy  respect  for  the 
opinions  of  others  are  hallmarks  of  a 
truly  free  society.  And  that  is  what  you 
and  the  current  leaders  of  Uruguay  are 
building. 

In  recent  years,  we  have  witnessed 
an  unprecedented  expansion  of 
democracy  in  the  Americas.  Just  a 
decade  ago,  only  one-third  of  the  people 
in  this  hemisphere  lived  in  democracy. 
Today  90%  of  the  people  live  in  countries 
that  are  democratic  or  in  transition  to 
democracy.  We  should  not  be  satisfied 
until  all  Americans— and  that  means 
every  living  soul  from  the  North  Slope  of 
Alaska  to  the  tip  of  Tierra  del  Fuego— 
live  in  freedom,  as  is  their  birthright. 

In  this  hemisphere,  the  days  of  dic- 
tatorship, left  or  right,  are  numbered. 
The  peaceful  process  used  to  reestablish 
democracy  in  Uruguay  can  serve  as  a 
model  for  others.  Authoritarian  regimes 
should  take  notice. 

Yet  while  we  celebrate  the  progress 
that  has  been  made,  no  one  should 
overlook  the  decisive  battle  in  the  cause 
of  human  freedom  now  taking  place  in 
Central  America.  The  outcome  will 
determine,  ultimately,  whether  the 
people  of  that  region  will  enjoy  a  future 
blessed  with  peace  and  development  or, 
instead,  be  engulfed  in  tyranny  and  con- 
flict. We  who  enjoy  the  fruits  of  liberty 
understand  that  just  and  lasting  peace  is 
built  on  freedom. 

Our  search  for  peace  in  Central 
America  must,  above  all,  be  an  effort  to 
continue  the  expansion  of  democratic 
freedom  that  has  reached  four  of  the  five 
nations  of  this  troubled  region.  We  must 
continue  to  press  for  a  negotiated  solu- 
tion. And  in  this  work,  we  must  uphold 
our  democratic  values  and  insist  that 
they  be  the  basis  for  any  agreement  that 
is  worthy  of  our  support. 

The  Western  Hemisphere  still  holds 
the  promise  of  liberty  and  opportunity 
that  drew  our  forefathers  and  mothers 
from  the  Old  World.  Uruguay,  like  the 
United  States,  is  a  nation  of  immigrants. 
They  came  to  our  shores  in  quest  of 
freedom  and  looking  for  the  chance, 
through  hard  work,  to  improve  their 
well-being  and  that  of  their  families. 

Uruguay's  commitment  to  economic 
growth  and  revitalization  is  well 
appreciated  here.  You  have  set  out  to 
attack  not  just  the  symptoms  but  the 
underlying  causes  of  your  country's 
economic  problems.  By  protecting 
Uruguay's  good  name  and  credit  wor- 
thiness, by  avoiding  simplistic  solutions 
and  quick  fixes,  and  by  strengthening 
your  private  sector,  you  are  building  the 
confidence  at  home  and  abroad  needed 


to  carry  your  country  into  better  and 
more  prosperous  times. 

In  a  speech  to  your  people  on 
April  7th,  you  said,  "The  state  sets  the 
direction,  but  it  does  not  move  the  boat. 
The  boat  is  moved  by  the  private 
sector.  .  .  ."  This  appreciation  of  the 
essential  role  of  profit  motive  and  enter- 
prise bodes  well  for  Uruguay.  Already, 
your  country  is  enjoying  its  first  real 
economic  growth  in  4  years.  And  there's 
every  reason  to  be  optimistic  that  this 
upward  trend  will  continue.  Let  me  just 
add  that,  as  Uruguay's  largest  trading 
partner,  nothing  makes  us  happier  than 
to  see  your  country  prosper. 
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I'm  looking  forward  to  getting  to 
know  you  and  discussing  some  of  the 
issues  that  are  of  importance  to  both  of 
our  countries.  These  are  exciting  times, 
and  we're  proud  to  have  you  here  with 
us  and  thrilled  that  Uruguay  is  again  in 
the  family  of  free  peoples. 

President  Sanguinetti^ 

It  is  a  great  honor  for  any  Uruguayan 
citizen  to  come  to  this  house.  There  are 
strong  reasons  for  this.  Our  countries 
were  born  during  the  same  span  of  his- 
tory and  were  part  of  the  same  liberal 
revolution  which  inspired  them  with  the 
same  ideals.  Our  century  and  a  half  of 
independent  life  since  then  has  demon- 
strated our  faithfulness  to  those  princi- 
ples. Because  of  this,  we  stood  together 
in  the  two  great  World  Wars  of  this  cen- 
tury; milestones  which  have  defined  the 
political  philosophies  of  the  people  of  the 
world  ever  since.  If  this  is  true  for  any 
Uruguayan  citizen,  how  much  more  so  is 
it  true  for  someone  like  me.  arriving 
here  as  the  President  of  the  Republic 
and  representing  a  people  that  has,  by 
its  vote,  entrusted  me  with  the  difficult 
task  of  peacefully  guiding  our  republic 


back,  after  a  de  facto  government,  to  a 
full  and  stable  institutional  life. 

You  know  that  during  these  last  15 
months,  all  of  Uruguay  has  made  a  great 
effort  and  lived  a  wonderful  experience 
of  peaceful  change  with  the  full  and 
unrestricted  interplay  of  its  institutions 
and  rights  with  violence  toward  none. 
Uruguay  is  heir  to  a  long  democratic 
tradition  and,  therefore,  suffered  all  the 
more  from  the  collapse  of  its  institu- 
tions. Today  it  feels  it  has  returned  to  its 
old  legacy  and  has  done  so  in  exemplary 
fashion,  one  that  enhances  those 
traditions. 

For  this  reason,  as  you,  yourself, 
have  pointed  out,  you  have  before  you 
today  not  only  the  chief  of  the  executive 
branch  but  also  the  President  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Justice,  the  President 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  who 
represents  the  main  opposition  party, 
and  my  party's  leader  in  the  Senate,  who 
happens  to  be  the  son  of  the  last 
Uruguayan  President  to  visit  here, 
31  years  ago.  This  environment  of  har- 
monious cordiality  among  the  different 
branches  of  government  and  democratic 
parties  is  the  best  evidence  we  can  offer 
the  world  of  what  we  have  achieved  in 
such  a  short  time. 

I  would  not  be  sincere,  however,  if  I 
did  not  mention  that  our  country  is  still 
experiencing  serious  problems  that  stem 
from  both  domestic  and  international 
causes.  It  is  not  easy  to  strive  for  the 
consolidation  of  our  hard-won  democracy 
and  to  put  our  domestic  economy  in 
order  while  external  economic  and  finan- 
cial conditions  subsist  that  in  some  cases 
hamper,  and  in  other  cases  actually 
cancel  out,  the  fruits  of  our  own  internal 
efforts. 

We  must  respond  to  the  legitimate 
and  urgent  call  of  our  people  to  recover 
their  past  standard  of  living  and,  at  the 
same  time,  confront  the  heavy  debts  we 
have  inherited— all  within  the  context  of 
an  increasingly  closed  and  protectionist 
world  trading  system.  These  are  trends 
which  your  government  has  committed 
itself  to  fight,  a  position  we  whole- 
heartedly endorse  in  order  to  preserve 
the  mutual  advantages  of  fair  and  open 
world  trade. 

We  have  come  to  exchange  views 
with  you  and  your  government  on  many 
of  these  problems.  We  shall  speak 
frankly,  as  we  always  do— the  more  so  in 
a  country  we  have  always  considered  a 
friend.  We  may  at  times  disagree,  but 
precisely  because  of  our  friendship  we 
feel  that  it  is  our  duty  to  speak  to  each 
other  with  loyalty,  clearly  and 
constructively. 
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We  know  that  public  opinion  is  very 
important  in  this  democratic  nation,  and 
will,  therefore,  understand  our  positions. 
We  are  also  confident  that  your  govern- 
ment will  take  them  into  consideration 
when  we  look  together  at  ways  of 
improving  our  relationship  and  overcom- 
ing the  consequences  of  these  problems. 

Either  international  trade  is  freed, 
or  we  must  all  resign  ourselves  to  being 
locked  into  a  new  feudalism.  The  more 
powerful  may  survive  longer,  although 
condemned  to  live  in  an  aggressive, 
unstable,  and  violent  world.  The  weaker, 
like  us,  will  be  sentenced  to  a  life  of 
mediocrity.  But  all  of  us,  sooner  or  later, 
will  be  staring  poverty  in  the  face. 

George  Washington  foresaw  the 
importance  of  this  over  200  years  ago 
when  he  said,  "Sound  policy, 
humanitarianism,  and  our  own  self- 
interest  all  suggest  a  harmonious  and 
liberal  exchange  with  all  nations." 
However,  even  in  our  trading  policy,  we 
must  keep  a  fair  and  unbiased  position 
without  seeking  or  granting  favors  or 
exclusive  preferences,  respecting  the 
natural  course  of  events.  For  this 
reason,  we  seek  neither  charity  nor  pro- 
tectors of  any  kind.  We  need  only 
cooperative  partners,  strong  in  capital 
and  technology,  with  whom  we  may 
work  together  to  build  a  better  world 
guided  by  the  same  ideals  of  freedom 
that  inspired  our  forefathers. 

In  a  troubled  world,  our  country  is 
today,  as  it  has  been  in  the  past,  a  land 
of  peace  and  democracy.  We  would  wish 
to  see  this  same  peace  and  democracy  all 
over  the  Americas,  achieved  by  us  Latin 
Americans  as  the  result  of  our  own 
historical  commitments  and  our  sense  of 
responsibility  to  the  future.  Uruguay  will 
continue  to  participate  in  all  political 
efforts  aimed  at  promoting  peace  in 
today's  world,  especially  within  our 
America. 

Peace  and  democracy  are  insepa- 
rable. We  cannot  have  one  without  the 
other.  Uruguay  today  reaffirms  once 
again  its  faith  in  both  principles,  which 
constitute  the  backbone  of  its  very 
existence  as  a  free  and  independent 
nation. 

It  is  in  this  spirit  that  we  greet  you, 
your  government,  and  our  friends,  your 
people. 


'Heki  at  the  South  Portico  of  the  White 
House  where  President  Sanjfuinetti  was 
accorded  a  formal  welcome  with  full  military 
honors  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  June  23,  1986). 

^President  Sanguinetti  spoke  in  Spanish, 
and  his  remarks  were  translated  by  an  inter- 
preter. ■ 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Atomic  Energy 

Statute  of  the  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency.  Done  at  New  York  Oct.  26,  1956. 
Entered  into  force  July  29,  1957.  TIAS  3873. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Zimbabwe, 
Aug.  1,  1986. 

Conservation 

Convention  on  the  conservation  of  Antarctic 

marine  living  resources,  with  annex  for  an 

arbitral  tribunal.  Done  at  Canberra  May  20, 

1980.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  7,  1982.  TIAS 

10240. 

Accession  deposited:  Korea,  Rep.  of. 

Mar.  29,  1985. 

Finance — Asian  Development  Bank 

Articles  of  agreement  establishing  the  Asian 

Development  Bank.  Done  at  Manila  Dec.  4, 

1965.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  22,  1966.  TIAS 

6103. 

Acceptances  deposited:  China,  People's  Rep. 

of.  Mar.  10,  1986;  Spain,  Feb.  14,  1986. 

Finance — Inter-American  Development 
Bank 

Agreement  establi.shing  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank,  with  annexes.  Done  at 
Washington  Apr.  8,  1959.  Entered  into  force 
Dec.  30,  1959.  TIAS  4397. 
Signature  and  acceptance  deposited:  Norway, 
July  7,  1986. 

Fisheries 

Protocol  to  amend  the  international  conven- 
tion of  May  14,  1966,  for  the  conservation  of 
Atlantic  tunas  (TIAS  6767).  Done  at  Paris 
July  10,  1984.' 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 
July  24,  19^. 

Human  Rights 

International  convenant  on  civil  and  political 
rights.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  16,  1966. 
Entered  into  force  Mar.  23.  1976.  999  UNTS 
171.2 

International  convenant  on  economic,  social, 

and  cultural  rights.  Done  at  New  York 

Dec.  16,  1966.  Entered  into  force  Jan  3,  1976. 

999  UNTS  3.2 

Ratifications  deposited:  Argentina,  Aug.  8,  1986. 

Judicial  Procedure 

Convention  on  the  civil  aspects  of  interna- 
tional child  abduction.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Oct.  25,  1980.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  1, 
1983.2 

Ratification  deposited:  U.K.,  May  20, 
1986.3 

Marine  Pollution 

International  convention  relating  to 
intervention  on  the  high  seas  in  cases  of  oil 


pollution  casualties,  with  annex.  Done  at 
Brussels  Nov.  29,  1969.  Entered  into  force 
May  6.  1975.  TIAS  8068. 
Accession  deposited:  South  Africa,  July  1,  1986. 

Maritime  Matters 

International  convention  on  maritime  search 
and  rescue,  1979,  with  annex.  Done  at  Ham- 
burg Apr.  27,  1979.  Entered  into  force 
June  22,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  Venezuela,  July  8,  1986. 

Pollution 

Protocol  to  the  convention  on  long-range 
transboundary  air  pollution  of  Nov.  13,  1979 
(TIAS  10541),  concerning  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  the  long-range  transmission  of 
air  pollutants  in  Europe  (EMEP),  with  annex. 
Done  at  Geneva  Sept.  28,  1984.' 
Approval  deposited:  EEC,  July  17,  1986. 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 

layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar.  22, 

1985.' 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 

July  24,^1986. 

Ratified  by  President:  Aug.  14,  1986. 

Postal 

Second  additional  protocol  to  the  constitution 
of  the  Universal  Postal  Union  of  July  10,  1964. 
Done  at  Lausanne  July  5,  1974.  TIAS  8231. 
Ratification  deposited:  Turkey,  June  25,  1986. 

Property — Intellectual 

Convention  establishing  the  World 
Intellectual  Property  Organization.  Done  at 
Stockholm  July  14,  1967.  Entered  into  force 
Apr.  26,  1970;' for  the  U.S.  Aug.  25,  1970. 
TIAS  6932. 
Ratification  deposited:  Iceland.  June  13,  1986. 

Red  Cross 

Geneva  convention  for  the  amelioration  of  the 
condition  of  the  wounded  and  sick  in  armed 
forces  in  the  field.  Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12, 
1949.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for 
the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956.  TIAS  3362. 

Geneva  convention  for  the  amelioration  of  the 
condition  of  the  wounded,  sick,  and  ship- 
wrecked members  of  armed  forces  at  sea. 
Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12,  1949.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956. 
TIAS  3363. 

Geneva  convention  relative  to  the  treatment 
of  prisoners  of  war.  Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12, 
1949.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for 
the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956.  TIAS  3364. 

Geneva  convention  relative  to  the  protection 

of  civilian  persons  in  time  of  war.  Done  at 

Geneva  Aug.  12,  1949.  Entered  into  force 

Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956.  TIAS 

3365. 

Accessions  deposited:  E(juatorial  Guinea, 

July  24,  1986. 
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Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conventions 
of  Aug.  12,  1949  (TIAS  3362,  3363,  3364, 
3365),  and  relating  to  the  protection  of  vic- 
tims of  international  armed  conflicts  (Protocol 
I),  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva  June  8, 
1977.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  7,  1978. ^ 

Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conventions 
of  Aug.  12,  1949  (TIAS  3362,  3363,  3364, 
3365).  and  relating  to  the  protection  of  vic- 
tims of  ntminternational  armed  conflicts  (Pro- 
tocol II).  Done  at  Geneva  June  8,  1977. 
Entered  into  force  Dec.  7,  1978.^ 
Accessions  deposited:  Benin,  May  28,  1986; 
EquatorTarGuinea,  July  24,  1986;  Jamaica, 
July  29,  1986. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Belgium, 
May  20,  1986." 

Telecommunications 

International  telecommunication  convention, 
with  annexes  and  protocols.  Done  at  Nairobi 
Nov.  6,  1982.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1,  1984; 
definitively  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  10,  1986. 
Accession  deposited:  United  Arab  Emirates, 
May"2XT986. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Barbados,  May  22, 1986; 
Bulg^a7May  21,  1986;^  Italy,  May  13,  1986;' 
Zambia,  May  29,  1986. 

Terrorism 

International  convention  against  the  taking  of 

hostages.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  17,  1979. 

Entered  into  force  June  3,  1983;  for  the  U.S. 

Jan.  6,  1985. 

Accession  deposited:  Antigua  and  Barbuda, 

Aug.  671986^ 

Ratification  deposited:  Togo,  July  25,  1986. 

UNIDO 

Constitution  of  the  United  Nations  Industrial 
FJevelopment  Organization,  with  annexes. 
Done  at  Vienna  Apr.  8,  1979.  Entered  into 
force  June  21,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  Tonga,  Aug.  13,  1986. 

Wheat 

Wheat  trade  convention,  1986.  Done  at  Lon- 
don Mar.  14,  1986.  Entered  into  force  July  1, 
1986.5 

Notifications  of  provisional  application  deposited: 
El  SaivadorTJ^uTTTT,  1986;  Panama,  July  3, 
1986. 
Ratification  deposited:  Barbados,  July  2,  1986. 

Women 

Convention  on  the  political  rights  of  women. 
Done  at  New  York  Mar.  31,  1953.  Entered 
into  force  July  7,  1954;  for  the  U.S.  July  7, 
1976.  TIAS  8289. 
Accession  deposited:  Colombia,  Aug.  5,  1986. 

Convention  on  the  elimination  of  all  forms  of 
discrimination  against  women.  Done  at  New 
York  Dec.  18,  1979.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  3,  1981.^ 
Accession  deposited:  Iracj.  Aug.  13.  1986. 


BILATERAL 

Australia 

Agreement  concerning  the  furnishing  of 
launch  and  associated  services  for  Australia's 
national  satellite  system.  Signed  at 
Washington  Mar.  7,  1985.  Entered  into  force 
Mar.  7,  1985. 

Canada 

Agreement  concerning  the  exchange  of  fuel 
for  naval  ships  and  aircraft,  with  enclosure. 
Signed  at  Ottawa  and  Washington  May  5  and 
June  27,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June  27, 
1986. 

Agreement  modifying  the  agreement  of 
Oct.  19,  1983,  relating  to  limitation  of  imports 
of  specialty  steel  from  Canada.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  letters  at  Washington  July  15 
and  17,  1986.  Entered  into  force  July  17, 
1986;  effective  July  20,  1986. 

Central  African  Republic 

Agreement  regarding  the  consolidation  and 
rescheduling  of  certain  debts  owed  to  or 
guaranteed  by  the  U.S.  Government  through 
the  Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United  States. 
Signed  at  Washington  May  23,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  Aug.  1,  1986. 

Dominican  Republic 

Memorandum  of  understanding  governing 
cooperation  in  mapping,  charting,  and 
geodesy.  Signed  at  Santo  Domingo  July  24, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  July  24,  1986. 

El  Salvador 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  of  Dec.  20, 
1985.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  San 
Salvador  June  27,  1986.  Enters  into  force 
upon  written  notification  by  the  parties  that 
the  internal  procedures  of  both  countries  have 
been  completed. 

Ghana 

Agreement  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Accra  July  14,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  14,  1986. 

Guatemala 

Agreement  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities (and  amending  agreement  of  June  6, 
1985).  Signed  at  Guatemala  July  2,  1986. 
Enters  into  force  following  an  exchange  of 
notes  confirming  that  the  internal  procedures 
of  the  importing  country  have  been  met. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  for  sales 
of  agricultural  commodities  of  June  6,  1985. 
Signed  at  Guatemala  Aug.  9,  1985.  Entered 
into  force  Aug.  9,  1985. 

Haiti 

Agreement  on  procedures  for  mutual 
assistance  in  law  enforcement  matters. 
Signed  at  Port-au-Prince  Aug.  15,  1986. 
PDntered  into  force  Aug.  15,  1986. 


Honduras 

Third  amendment  to  the  grant  agreement  of 
Mar.  25,  1985,  relating  to  financial  stabiliza- 
tion and  economic  recovery  in  Honduras. 
Signed  at  Tegucigalpa  June  19,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  June  19,  1986. 

Hong  Kong 

Agreement  modifying  and  extending  agree- 
ment of  June  23,  1982  (TIAS  10420),  relating 
to  trade  in  certain  textiles  and  textile  prod- 
ucts. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Hong 
Kong  Aug.  4,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  4,  1986;  effective  Jan.  1,  1986. 

Kenya 

Agreement  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Nairobi  July  16,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  16,  1986. 

Malaysia 

Agreement  amending  agreement  of  July  1 
and  11,  1985,  as  amended,  relating  to  trade  in 
cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and 
textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Kuala  Lumpur  July  24  and  25,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  25,  1986. 

Mozambique 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  of  April  11, 
1986.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Maputo  July  9,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
July  9,  1986. 

Pakistan 

Agreement  concerning  the  provisions  of 
training  related  to  defense  articles  under  the 
U.S.  international  military  education  and 
training  (IMET)  program.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Islamabad  Dec.  10, 
1985,  and  July  30,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
July  30,  1986. 

Panama 

Agreement  regarding  the  consolidation  and 
rescheduling  of  certain  debts  owed  to, 
guaranteed  by,  or  insured  by  the  U.S. 
Government  and  its  agencies,  with  annexes. 
Signed  at  Washington  July  2,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  Aug.  18,  1986. 

Senegal 

International  express  mail  agreement,  with 
detailed  regulations.  Signed  at  Dakar  and 
Washington  June  5  and  July  3,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  Sept.  1,  1986. 

Sierra  Leone 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  for  sale 
of  agricultural  commodities  of  May  5,  1986. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Freetown 
Aug.  1,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  1, 
1986. 


76 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


PRESS  RELEASES 


PUBLICATIONS 


Department  of  State 

Press  releases 

may  be  obtained  from  the 

160 

8/15 

Shultz:  opening  statement  at 

Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 

first  plenary  session  of 

State, 

Washin 

gton,  D.C.  20520. 

U.S. -Australian  bilateral 
ministerial,  San  Francisco, 

No. 

Date 

Subject 

Aug.  11. 

*155 

8/4 

Air  fares  between  Switzerland 
and  U.S.  to  be  partially 
deregulated;  Swissair  to 

*161 

8/15 

Shultz:  dinner  remarks  aboard 
The  City  of  San  Francisco. 
Aug.  11. 

offer  new  service  to  U.S. 

162 

8/15 

Shultz,  Weinberger,  Hayden, 

156 

8/6 

Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States,  1955-1957, 
Volume  II,  China,  released. 

Beazley:  joint  news  con- 
ference, San  Francisco, 
Aug.  11. 

*157 

8/11 

Program  for  the  official  work- 
ing visit  to  Washington,  D.C, 
of  President  Miguel  de  la 

n63 

8/18 

Shultz:  remarks  at  Balaguer 
House,  Santo  Domingo, 
Dominican  Republic,  Aug.  15. 

Madrid  Hurtado  of  the 

n64 

8/26 

Reginald  Bartholomew  sworn 

United  Mexican  States, 

in  as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 

Aug.  12-14. 

Spain,  Aug.  20  (biographic 

158 

8/11 

Shultz:  statement  and 

data). 

question-and-answer  ses- 

*165 

8/26 

Regional  Foreign  Policy  Con- 

sion, Bogota,  Aug.  7. 

ference,  Baltimore,  Sept.  19. 

159 

8/11 

Whitehead:  statement  and 

*166 

8/29 

CSCE  forum,  Miami,  Sept.  7. 

question-and-answer 

n67 

8/29 

U.S.,  Mexico  AM  broadcasting 

session. 

agreement  signed,  Aug.  28. 

*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin.  ■ 

Sudan 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  for  sales 
of  agricultural  commodities  of  Jan.  26,  1986. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Khartoum 
July  16,  1986.  Entered  into  force  July  16, 
1986. 

Thailand 

Agreement  concerning  the  provision  of  train- 
ing related  to  defense  articles  under  the  U.S. 
international  military  education  and  training 
(IMET)  program.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Bangkok  Apr.  15  and  July  28,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  28,  1986. 


Agreement  amending  agreement  of  July  27 
and  Aug.  8,  1983,  as  amended,  relating  to 
trade  in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  tex- 
tiles and  textile  products.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Bangkok  Apr.  4  and 
June  5,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June  5, 
1986. 


'Not  in  force. 

^Not  in  force  for  the  U.S. 

^With  reservation(s)  and  declaration(s). 

■•With  declaration. 

^In  force  provisionally  for  the  U.S.  ■ 


Department  of  State 


Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available  from 
the  Correspondence  Management  Division, 
Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

President  Reagan 

SDI:  Progress  and  Promise,  briefing  on  the 
SDI,  Aug.  6,  1986  (Current  Policy  #858). 

Africa 

Does  South  Africa  Have  a  Future?,  Assistant 
Secretary  Keyes,  National  Urban  League's 
annual  conference,  San  Francisco,  July  21, 
1986  (Current  Policy  #857). 

Africa:  U.S.  Policy  (GIST,  Aug.  1986). 

Meaning  of  Sanctions  and  Countersanctions 
for  South  Africa's  Neighbors  (GIST,  Aug. 
1986). 

U.S.  Pressures  on  South  Africa  (GIST,  Aug. 
1986). 

Arms  Control 

Arms  Control:  Turning  the  Corner?,  ACDA 
Director  Adelman,  American  Bar  Assoc, 
New  York  City,  Aug.  12,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #861). 

U.S.  Policy  Regarding  Limitations  on  Nuclear 
Testing,  Aug.  1986  (Special  Report  #150). 

Interim  Restraint  Policy:  U.S.  and  Soviet 
Force  Projections,  Aug.  1986  (Special 
Report  #151). 

Department  &  Foreign  Service 

The  Foreign  Affairs  Budget,  Deputy 

Secretary  Whitehead,  press  briefing, 
Aug.  11,  1986  (Current  Policy  #860). 

East  Asia 

U.S. -China  Science  and  Technology 
Exchanges  (GIST,  Aug.  1986). 

Europe 

Twentieth  Semiannual  Report  on  Implemen- 
tation of  Helsinki  Final  Act,  Oct.  1, 
1985- Apr.  1,  1986  (Special  Report  #146). 

Soviet  Active  Measures:  The  WPC 
Copenhagen  Peace  Congress,  Oct.  15-19, 
1986,  July  1986  (Foreign  Affairs  Note). 


General 

Current  Policy  Digest  No.  18,  July  1986. 
Selected  State  Department  Publications,  July 
1986. 

Narcotics 

U.S.  International  Narcotic  Control  Pro- 
grams and  Policies,  Deputy  Secretary 
Whitehead,  Senate  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee, Aug.  14,  1986  (Current  Policy  #863). 
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Oceans 

Who  Will  Protect  Freedom  of  the  Seas?, 
Assistant  Secretary  Negroponte,  Law  of 
the  Sea  Institute,  Miami,  July  21,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #855). 

Terrorism 

Economic  Sanctions  to  Combat  International 
Terrorism,  July  1986  (Special  Report  #149). 

Western  Hemisphere 

Obstacles  to  Investment  and  Economic 
Growth  in  Latin  America,  Ambassador  to 
the  OAS  McCormack,  Conference  of  the 
Great  Cities  of  the  Americas,  San  Juan, 
June  20,  1986  (Current  Policy  #862).  ■ 


Background  Notes 


This  series  provides  brief,  factual  summaries 
of  the  people,  history,  government,  economy, 
and  foreign  relations  of  about  170  countries 
(excluding  the  United  States)  and  of  selected 
international  organizations.  Recent  revisions 
are: 

Afghanistan  (July  1986) 
Argentina  (July  1986) 
Association  of  South  East  Asian 
Nations  (ASEAN)  (Apr.  1986) 
Burma  (May  1986) 
Chile  (Apr.  1986) 
Korea,  North  (May  1986) 
Laos  (May  1986) 
Mali  (Apr.  1986) 
Morocco  (July  1986) 
Sierra  Leone  (July  1986) 
Somalia  (Apr.  1986) 
Syria  (June  1986) 
Tanzania  (July  1986) 
Index  (June  1986) 

A  free  copy  of  the  index  only  may  be 
obtained  from  the  Correspondence  Manage- 
ment Division,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
fJepartment  of  State,  Washington,  D.C. 
20520. 

For  about  60  Background  Notes  a  year,  a 
subscription  is  available  from  the  Superintend- 
ent of  Documents,  U.S.  Government  Print- 
ing Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402,  for 
$32.00  (domestic)  and  ,$40.00  (foreign).  Check 
or  money  order,  made  payable  to  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  must  accom- 
pany order.  ■ 


Foreign  Relations  Volume  Released 


The  Department  of  State  on  August  6, 
1986,  released  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States.  1955-1957,  Volume  II, 
China.  This  volume  documents  U.S. 
policy  in  the  Taiwan  Strait  crisis  of  1955. 

In  mid-January  1955,  Chinese  com- 
munist attacks  on  the  Dachen  Islands, 
northernmost  of  the  nationalist-held 
islands  off  the  China  coast,  posed  a 
dilemma  for  the  United  States.  The 
Eisenhower  Administration  was  commit- 
ted to  protect  the  nationalist  regime  on 
Taiwan  but  hoped  to  avoid  being  drawn 
into  an  armed  conflict  with  China.  The 
Administration  developed  a  threefold 
strategy.  The  United  States  pressed  the 
nationalists  to  evacuate  the  Dachens  and 
assisted  in  the  evacuation.  Congress 
passed  the  Formosa  Resolution, 
authorizing  the  President  to  use  U.S. 
Armed  Forces  to  protect  Taiwan,  the 
Pescadores,  and  related  positions. 
Simultaneously,  the  United  States  sup- 
ported a  New  Zealand  initiative  to  raise 
the  offshore  islands  problem  before  the 
UN  Security  Council. 

President  Eisenhower  was  deeply 
disturbed  by  the  ongoing  Taiwan  Strait 
crisis.  He  concluded  that  nationalist 
withdrawal  from  Quemoy  and  Matsu 
offered  the  best  solution,  and  he  hoped 
Chiang  Kai-shek  would  decide  on  his 
own  initiative  to  treat  them  as  dispen- 
sable outposts.  In  April  1955,  he  sent 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  Walter  S. 
Robertson  and  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
Chairman  Admiral  Arthur  Radford  to 
Taiwan  in  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to 
persuade  Chiang  to  withdraw  from 
Quemoy  and  Matsu. 


The  crisis  entered  a  new  phase  when 
Premier  Zhou  Enlai  of  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  declared  in  April  at 
the  Bandung  Conference  of  Asian  and 
African  nations  that  China  was  willing  to 
enter  into  negotiations  with  the  United 
States  in  order  to  discuss  the  relaxation 
of  tension.  Great  Britain,  India,  and 
other  countries  renewed  diplomatic 
efforts  to  bring  about  a  peaceful  resolu- 
tion of  the  crisis.  In  July,  these  efforts 
culminated  in  a  U.S. -Chinese  agreement 
to  begin  talks  at  the  ambassadorial  level. 
The  volume  concludes  with  preparations 
for  the  U.S. -People's  Republic  of  China 
ambassadorial  talks.  The  talks,  held  in 
Geneva  from  August  1955  through 
December  1957,  will  be  documented  in 
Volume  III,  scheduled  for  publication 
later  this  year. 

Foreign  Relations,  1955-1957, 
Volume  II,  which  comprises  688  pages  of 
previously  classified  foreign  affairs 
records,  was  prepared  in  the  Office  of 
the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
Department  of  State.  This  authoritative 
official  record  is  based  upon  the  files  of 
the  White  House,  the  Department  of 
State,  and  other  government  agencies. 

Copies  of  Volume  II  (Department  of 
State  Publication  No.  9450  (GPO  Stock 
No.  044-000-02118-8)  may  be  pur- 
chased for  $23.00  (domestic  postpaid) 
from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C,  20402.  Checks  or 
money  orders  should  be  made  payable  to 
the  Superintendent  of  Documents. 
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The  Department  of  State  Bulletin, 
published  by  the  Office  of  Public  Com- 
munication in  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  is  the  official  record  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy.  Its  purpose  is  to  provide 
the  public,  the  Congress,  and  govern- 
ment agencies  with  information  on 
developments  in  U.S.  foreign  relations 
and  the  work  of  the  Department  of 
State  and  the  Foreign  Service. 
The  Bulletin's  contents  include  major 
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Prospects  for 
World  Peace 


by  President  Reagan 


Address  before  the  4. 1st  session 

of  the  UN  General  Assembly 

in  New  York  City  on  September  22,  1986.^ 


A  short  walk  from  this  chamber  is  the 
delegates'  Meditation  Room,  a  refuge 
from  a  world  deafened  by  the  noise  of 
strife  and  violence.  "We  want  to  bring 
back  the  idea  of  worship,"  Dag 
Hammarskjold  once  said  about  this 
room,  "devotion  to  something  which  is 
greater  and  higher  than  we  are 
ourselves." 

Well,  it's  just  such  devotion  that 
gave  birth  to  the  United  Nations,  devo- 
tion to  the  dream  of  world  peace  and 
freedom,  of  human  rights  and  demo- 
cratic self-determination,  of  a  time 
when,  in  those  ancient  words,  "  .  .  .and 
they  shall  beat  their  swords  into 
plowshares .  .  .  nation  shall  not  lift  up 
sword  against  nation,  neither  shall  they 
learn  war  any  more." 

The  United  States  remains  com- 
mitted to  the  United  Nations.  For  over 
40  years,  this  organization  has  provided 
an  international  forum  for  harmonizing 
conflicting  national  interests  and  has 
made  a  significant  contribution  in  such 
fields  as  peacekeeping,  humanitarian 
assistance,  and  eradicating  disease.  And 
yet,  no  one  knows  better  than  those  in 
this  chamber  how  the  noble  ideals 
embodied  in  the  Charter  have  often 
remained  unfulfilled.  This  organization 
itself  faces  a  critical  hour— that  is  usually 
stated  as  a  fiscal  crisis.  But  we  can  turn 
this  "crisis"  into  an  opportunity.  The 
important  reforms  proposed  by  a  group 
of  experts  can  be  a  first  step  toward 
restoring  this  organization's  status  and 
effectiveness.  The  issue,  ultimately,  is 


not  one  of  cash  but  of  credibility.  If  all 
the  members  of  this  universal  organiza- 
tion decide  to  seize  the  moment  and  turn 
the  rhetoric  of  reform  into  reality,  the 
future  of  the  United  Nations  will  be 
secure.  And  you  have  my  word  for  it:  my 
country,  which  has  always  given  the 
United  Nations  generous  support,  will 
continue  to  play  a  leading  role  in  the 
effort  to  achieve  its  noble  purposes. 

U.S.-Soviet  Relations 

When  I  came  before  you  last  year,  an 
important  moment  in  the  pursuit  of 
those  purposes  had  not  yet  occurred. 
The  leaders  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
United  States  were  to  meet  in  Geneva. 
These  discussions  have  now  been  held. 
For  over  15  hours,  Soviet  and  American 
delegations  met.  For  about  5  hours. 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  and  I 
talked  alone. 

Our  talks  were  frank.  The  talks  were 
also  productive— in  a  larger  sense  than 
even  the  documents  that  were  agreed. 
Mr.  Gorbachev  was  blunt,  and  so  was  I. 
We  came  to  realize  again  the  truth  of  the 
statement:  nations  do  not  mistrust  each 
other  because  they  are  armed;  they  are 
armed  because  they  mistrust  each  other. 
And  I  did  not  hesitate  to  tell  Mr. 
Gorbachev  our  view  of  the  source  of  that 
mistrust:  the  Soviet  Union's  record  of 
seeking  to  impose  its  ideology  and  rule 
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on  others.  So,  we  acknowledged  the  deep 
and  abiding  differences  between  our 
systems  of  government,  our  views  of 
history  and  the  future  of  mankind.  But, 
despite  these  differences,  we  resolved  to 
work  together  for  real  reductions  in 
nuclear  arms  as  well  as  progress  in  other 
areas. 

Delegates  to  the  41st  General 
Assembly  of  the  United  Nations,  today  I 
want  to  report  to  you  on  what  has 
transpired  since  the  summit:  notably  the 
important  letter  I  sent  July  25th  to  Mr. 
Gorbachev.  In  that  letter,  I  dealt  with 
the  important  issues  of  reducing  nuclear 
arms,  agreeing  on  strategic  defenses, 
and  limiting  nuclear  testing.  In  addition 
to  those  issues,  which  concern  the  mili- 
tary aspects  of  Soviet-American  rela- 
tions, I  would  also  like  to  address  other 
essential  steps  toward  peace:  the  resolu- 
tion of  political  conflicts,  the  strengthen- 
ing of  the  international  economy,  and 
the  protection  of  human  rights. 

Before  I  do  this,  however,  let  me,  in 
the  tradition  of  candor  established  at 
Geneva,  tell  you  that  a  pall  has  been  cast 
over  our  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
I  refer  here  to  a  particularly  disturbing 
example  of  Soviet  transgressions  against 
human  rights. 

Recently— after  the  arrest  of  a 
Soviet  national  and  UN  employee 
accused  of  espionage  in  the  United 
States— an  American  correspondent  in 
Moscow  was  made  the  subject  of  fabri- 
cated accusations  and  trumped-up 
charges.  He  was  arrested  and  jailed  in  a 
callous  disregard  of  due  process  and 
numerous  human  rights  conventions.  In 
effect,  he  was  taken  as  a  hostage— even 
threatened  with  the  death  penalty. 
Both  individuals  have  now  been 
remanded  to  their  respective  ambas- 
sadors. But  this  is  only  an  interim  step, 
agreed  to  by  the  United  States  for 
humanitarian  reasons.  It  does  not 
change  the  facts  of  the  case:  Gennadiy 
Zakharov  is  an  accused  spy  who  should 
stand  trial;  Nicholas  Daniloff  is  an  inno- 
cent hostage  who  should  be  released. 
The  Soviet  Union  bears  the  responsibil- 
ity for  the  consequences  of  its  action. 
Misusing  the  United  Nations  for  pur- 
poses of  espionage  does  a  grave  disserv- 
ice to  this  organization. 

And  the  world  expects  better.  It 
expects  contributions  to  the  cause  of 
peace  that  only  the  leaders  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  can  make. 


With  NATO  Scretary  General  Lord  Carrington. 
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First,  talks  between  the  warring 
parties  themselves,  without  which  an 
end  to  violence  and  national  reconcilia- 
tion are  impossible; 

Second,  discussions  between  the 
United  States  and  Soviet  Union— not  to 
impose  solutions  but  to  support  peace 
talks  and  eventually  eliminate  the  supply 
of  arms  and  the  proxy  troops  from 
abroad;  and 

Third,  if  the  talks  are  successful, 
joint  efforts  to  welcome  each  country 
back  into  the  world  economy  and  the 
community  of  nations  that  respect 
human  rights. 

Terrorism 

In  addition  to  regional  disputes,  the 
grave  threat  of  terrorism  also  jeopard- 
izes the  hopes  for  peace.  No  cause,  no 
grievance  can  justify  it.  Terrorism  is 
heinous  and  intolerable.  It  is  the  crime  of 
cowards— cowards  who  prey  on  the  inno- 
cent, the  defenseless,  and  the  helpless. 

With  its  allies  and  other  nations,  the 
United  States  has  taken  steps  to  counter 
terrorism  directly— particularly  state- 
sponsored  terrorism.  Last  April,  the 
United  States  demonstrated  that  it  will 
defend  its  interests  and  act  against  ter- 
rorist aggression.  And  let  me  assure  all 
of  you  today,  especially  let  me  assure 
any  potential  sponsors  of  terrorism,  that 
the  American  people  are  of  one  mind  on 
this  issue.  Like  other  civilized  peoples  of 
the  world,  we  have  reached  our  limit. 
Attacks  against  our  citizens  or  our  inter- 
ests will  not  go  unanswered.  We  will  also 
do  all  in  our  power  to  help  other  law- 
abiding  nations  threatened  by  terrorist 
attacks.  To  that  end,  the  United  States 
believes  that  the  understandings  reached 
by  the  seven  industrial  democracies  at 
the  Tokyo  summit  last  May  made  a  good 
start  toward  international  accord  in  the 
war  on  terrorism.  We  recommend  to  the 
General  Assembly  consideration  of  the 
Tokyo  resolutions. 


International  Economy 

Moving  to  the  economic  realm,  how 
ironic  it  is  that  some  continue  to  espouse 
such  ideas  as  a  "nev/  international 
economic  order"  based  on  state  control 
when  the  world  is  learning,  as  never 
before,  that  the  freedom  of  the  indi- 
vidual, not  the  power  of  the  state,  is  the 
key  to  economic  dynamism  and  growth. 
Nations  have  turned  away  from  central- 
ized management  and  government  con- 
trols and  toward  the  incentives  and 
rewards  of  the  free  market.  They  have 
invited  their  citizens  to  develop  their 
talents  and  abilities  to  the  fullest  and,  in 
the  process,  to  provide  jobs,  to  create 
wealth,  to  build  social  stability  and  foster 
faith  in  the  future  for  all. 

The  economic  summits  of  the  indus- 
trial democracies  have  paid  tribute  to 
these  principles— as  has  the  historic  UN 
Special  Session  on  [the  Critical 
Economic  Situation  in]  Africa  in  May. 
We  applaud  the  African  nations'  call  for 
reform  leading  to  greater  reliance  on 
their  private  sectors  for  economic 
growth.  We  believe  that  overcoming 
hunger  and  economic  stagnation 
requires  policies  that  encourage 
Africans'  own  productivity  and  initi- 
atives; such  a  policy  framework  will 
make  it  easier  for  the  rest  of  the  world, 
including  the  United  States,  to  help.  The 
laws  of  economic  incentives  do  not 
discriminate  between  developed  and 
developing  countries.  They  apply  to  all 
equally. 

Much  of  the  recent  recovery  in  the 
world  economy  can  be  directly  attributed 
to  this  growth  of  economic  freedom.  And 
it  is  this  trend  that  offers  such  hope  for 
the  future.  And  yet  this  new  hope  faces 
a  grave  threat:  the  menace  of  trade 
barriers. 

History  shows  the  imposition  of  such 
barriers  invites  retaliation,  which  in  turn 
sparks  the  very  sort  of  trade  wars  that 
plunged  the  world  in  the  1930s  deeper 
into  depression  and  economic  misery. 
Truly,  protectionism  is  destructionism. 

'That  is  why  the  United  States  seeks 
the  assistance  of  all  countries  repre- 
sented here  in  the  General  Assembly  in 
protecting  the  practice  of  free  and  fair 
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trade.  We  applaud  the  success  of  the 
meeting  of  GATT  [General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade]  trade  ministers 
last  week  in  Uruguay,  where  agreement 
was  reached  to  launch  a  new  round  of 
multilateral  trade  negotiations  covering 
a  wide  range  of  topics  important  to 
economic  growth.  With  over  90  other 
countries  of  the  GATT,  the  United 
States  is  working  to  maintain  the  free 
flow  of  international  trade. 

In  addition  to  resistance  to  protec- 
tionism, the  United  States  is  also  seek- 
ing to  stimulate  world  economic  growth 
in  other  ways.  Our  Treasury  bill  interest 
rate  is  now  just  over  5%,  the  lowest  it 
has  been  in  9  years,  which  provides  enor- 
mous relief  to  debtor  countries. 
America's  new  tax  structure  will  open 
the  way  for  greater  prosperity  at  home, 
which  will  contribute  to  greater  prosper- 
ity abroad.  And,  finally,  the  United 
States  is  working  with  other  countries  to 
minimize  currency  swings,  to  promote 
stability  in  the  monetary  markets,  to 
establish  predictability  as  a  basis  for 
prosperity. 

But  the  United  States  believes  the 
greatest  contribution  we  can  make  to 
world  prosperity  is  the  continued 
advocacy  of  the  magic  of  the  market- 
place—the truth,  the  simple  and  proven 
truth,  that  economic  development  is  an 
outgrowth  of  economic  freedom  just  as 
economic  freedom  is  the  inseparable 
twin  of  political  freedom  and  democratic 
government. 

IHuman  Rights 

And  it  is  here  that  we  come  to  our  final 
category— human  rights— the  indispens- 
able element  for  peace,  freedom,  and 
prosperity.  I  note  that  Mr.  Gorbachev 
has  used  in  recent  speeches  the  same 
categories  I  have  used  here  today:  the 
military,  the  political,  and  the  economic; 
except  that  he  titled  his  fourth  category: 
humanitarian. 


Well,  the  difference  is  revealing.  The 
United  States  believes  that  respect  for 
the  individual,  for  the  dignity  of  the 
human  person— those  rights  outlined  in 
the  UN  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights— does  not  belong  in  the  realm  of 
charity  of  "humanitarian"  causes. 
Respect  for  human  rights  is  not  social 
work;  it  is  not  merely  an  act  of  compas- 
sion. It  is  the  first  obligation  of  govern- 
ment and  the  source  of  its  legitimacy. 

It  also  is  the  foundation  stone  in  any 
structure  of  world  peace.  All  through 
history,  it  has  been  the  dictatorships  and 
the  tyrannies  that  have  surrendered  first 
to  the  cult  of  militarism  and  the  pursuit 
of  war.  Countries  based  on  the  consent 
of  the  governed,  countries  that  recognize 
the  unalienable  rights  of  the  individual, 
do  not  make  war  on  each  other.  Peace  is 
more  than  just  the  absence  of  war.  True 
peace  is  justice;  true  peace  is  freedom. 
And  true  peace  dictates  the  recognition 
of  human  rights. 

Commitments  were  made  more  than 
10  years  ago  in  Helsinki  concerning 
these  rights  and  their  recognition.  We 
need  only  look  to  the  East  today  to  see 
how  sadly  unfulfilled  those  commitments 
are.  The  persecution  of  scientists, 
religious  leaders,  peace  activists, 
political  dissenters,  and  other  prisoners 
of  conscience  continues  unabated  behind 
the  Iron  Curtain.  You  know,  one  section 
of  the  Helsinki  accords  even  speaks  to 
"improvement  of  working  conditions  of 
journalists." 

So,  it  is  clear  that  progress  in  the 
human  rights  area  must  keep  pace  with 
progress  in  other  areas.  A  failure  on  this 
score  will  hinder  further  movement  in 
East- West  relations. 
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Hope:  The  Highest  Reality 

These,  then,  are  the  areas  of  concern 
and  of  opportunity  that  the  United 
States  sees  in  the  quest  for  peace  and 
freedom— the  twin  objectives  of  the  UN 
Charter. 

Last  year,  I  pointed  out  in  my 
address  to  the  General  Assembly  that 
the  differences  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  deep 
and  abiding.  But  I  also  called  for  a  fresh 
start  in  relations  between  our  two 
nations,  a  fresh  start  that  could  benefit 
our  own  people  and  the  people  of  every 
nation.  Since  that  time,  the  United 
States  has  taken  action  and  put  forth 
new  proposals  that  could  lead  to  our  two 
countries  and  the  entire  world  in  a  direc- 
tion we  all  have  long  sought  to  go.  Now 
more  than  ever,  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  Soviet  Union  to  take  action  and 
demonstrate  that  they,  too,  are  continu- 
ing the  dialogue  for  peace. 

As  I've  said,  I  believe  that  we  can  be 
hopeful  about  the  world  and  the  pros- 
pects for  freedom.  We  only  need  look 
around  us  to  see  the  new  technologies 
that  may  someday  spare  future  genera- 
tions the  nightmare  of  nuclear  terror,  or 
the  growing  ranks  of  democratic  activ- 
ists and  freedom  fighters,  or  the  increas- 
ing movement  toward  free  market 
economies,  or  the  extent  of  worldwide 
concern  about  the  rights  of  the  indi- 
vidual in  the  face  of  brute,  state  power. 

In  the  past,  when  I  have  noted  such 
trends— when  I  have  called  for  a  "for- 
ward strategy  for  freedom"  and 
predicted  the  ultimate  triumph  of 
democratic  rule  over  totalitarianism- 
some  have  accused  me  of  telling  people 
what  they  want  to  hear,  of  urging  them 
not  to  engage  the  day  but  to  escape  it. 

Yet,  to  hope  is  to  believe  in  human- 
ity and  in  its  future.  Hope  remains  the 
highest  reality,  the  age-old  power;  hope 
is  at  the  root  of  all  the  great  ideas  and 


causes  that  have  bettered  the  lot  of 
human  mankind  across  the  centuries. 

History  teaches  us  to  hope— for  it 
teaches  us  about  man  and  about  the 
irrepressible  human  spirit.  A  Nobel 
laureate  in  literature,  a  great  figure  of 
the  American  South,  William  Faulkner, 
once  said  that  the  last  sound  heard  on 
earth  would  be  that  of  the  two  remaining 
humans  arguing  over  where  to  go  in  the 
spaceship  they  had  built.  In  his  speech  to 
the  Nobel  committee  in  1950,  Faulkner 
spoke  of  the  nuclear  age,  of  the  general 
and  universal  physical  fear  it  had 
engendered,  a  fear  of  destruction  that 
had  become  almost  unbearable.  But,  he 
said,  "I  decline  to  accept  the  end  of  man. 
I  believe  that  man  will  not  merely 
endure,  he  will  prevail.  He  is  immor- 
tal..  .  because  he  has  a  soul,  a  spirit 
capable  of  compassion  and  sacrifice  and 
endurance." 

Faulkner  spoke  of  "the  old  verities 
and  truths  of  the  heart,"  of  the  courage, 
honor,  pride,  compassion,  pity,  sacrifice, 
and,  yes,  that  hope  which  is  the  glory  of 
our  past.  And  all  of  these  things  we  find 
today  in  our  present;  we  must  use  them 
to  build  our  future.  And  it's  why  today 
we  can  lift  up  our  spirits  and  our  hearts; 
it  is  why  we  resolve  that,  with  God's 
help,  the  cause  of  humanity  "will  not 
merely  endure"  but  prevail;  that  some- 
day all  the  world— every  nation,  every 
people,  every  person— will  know  the 
blessings  of  peace  and  see  the  light  of 
freedom. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  29,  1986. 
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Keeping  America  Strong 


President  Reagan's  address  to  sup- 
porters of  the  Administration's  defense 
policies  in  the  Roosevelt  Room  of  the 
White  House  on  September  23,  1986.^ 

Thank  you  all  for  coming  here  to  the 
Roosevelt  Room  this  morning.  This 
room,  of  course,  was  named  for  two 
great  Presidents,  one  a  Republican,  the 
other  a  Democrat.  Both  understood  the 
vital  importance  of  keeping  America 
strong— something  I  know  everyone  in 
this  room  understands.  Let  me  say  how 
grateful  all  Americans  are  for  the  con- 
tributions that  you  and  your  organiza- 
tions have  made  to  building  a  stronger 
America. 

Restoring  America's  strength  has 
been  one  of  our  Administration's  highest 
goals.  When  we  took  office,  we  found 
that  we  had  ships  that  couldn't  leave 
port,  planes  that  couldn't  fly— both  for 
lack  of  trained  men  and  women  and  ade- 
quate supplies  of  spare  parts.  We  found 
that  for  years  the  United  States  sat  on 
its  hands  while  the  Soviet  Union 
engaged  in  a  military  buildup,  the  likes 
of  which  the  world  had  never  seen.  The 
American  nuclear  deterrent,  upon  which 
world  peace  depends,  had  been  allowed 
to  slide  toward  obsolescence.  And  across 
the  earth,  Soviet-sponsored  regimes  had 
been  imposed  in  countries  as  diverse  as 
Angola,  Afghanistan,  and  Nicaragua. 

In  the  last  5V2  years,  we've  begun  to 
turn  that  desperate  situation  around. 
We've  restored  the  morale,  the  training, 
and  the  equipment  of  our  armed  forces. 
And  let  me  just  say  that  around  the 
world  and  here  at  home,  I've  met  many 
of  our  young  men  and  women  in  uniform 
over  the  last  several  years.  It  does 
something  to  you  when  you're  standing 
up  there  on  the  demilitarized  zone  in 
Korea  and  a  young  fellow  standing  there 
in  uniform  says,  "Sir,  we're  on  the 
frontier  of  freedom."  Everyone  who 
works  with  them  will  confirm  what  I've 
said  about  them,  and  those  serving  today 
are  the  best  darn  bunch  who've  ever 
served  our  country.  I'm  proud  of  all  of 
them. 

In  the  last  5V2  years,  we've  begun 
the  necessary  modernization  of  our 
nuclear  deterrent.  We've  begun  research 
on  strategic  defense,  the  one  great  hope 
that  we  might  some  day  rid  the  world  of 
the  prison  of  mutual  nuclear  terror.  As  I 
told  the  UN  General  Assembly  yester- 
day, we're  prepared  right  now  to  enter 


an  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  on 
research,  development,  testing,  and 
deployment  of  strategic  defense. 

In  pursuit  of  a  safer  world,  we're 
determined  to  move  toward  a  future  of 
greater  and  greater  reliance  on  strategic 
defense.  The  only  question  for  the 
Soviets  is,  do  we  move  toward  strategic 
defense  together  or  alone? 

In  the  last  5V2  years,  America  has 
also  taken  a  stand  with  embattled 
defenders  of  freedom  around  the  world. 
In  Afghanistan,  Angola,  Cambodia,  and 
Nicaragua,  we've  said  that  we  stand 
with  those  who  would  turn  back  the 
night  of  totalitarian  tyranny.  And  in  this 
I  wish  I  could  say  that  we  had  united 
backing  in  the  Congress.  But,  you  know, 
the  truth  is  different,  particularly 
regarding  our  support  of  freedom 
fighters  in  this  hemisphere.  Even  though 
both  Houses  of  Congress  have  approved 
critically  needed  military  assistance  for 
the  freedom  fighters,  this  bill  has  been 
deliberately  stalled  on  Capitol  Hill. 
Freedom  fighters  will  pay  with  their 
lives  for  this  politics  of  obstructionism. 
We're  determined  to  bring  their  bar- 
ricades down,  to  let  the  light  of  hope 
through  to  the  Nicaraguan  people— and 
we  will. 

But,  all  in  all,  in  the  last  5V2  years, 
we've  come  a  long  way.  You  saw  this 
when  Mr.  Gorbachev  and  I  met  in 
Geneva  last  November.  As  I  said  yester- 
day at  the  United  Nations,  despite  dif- 
ferences, we  resolved  at  that  meeting  to 
work  together  for  real  reductions  in 
nuclear  arms  as  well  as  progress  in  other 
areas.  The  Soviets  are  still  relentless 
adversaries,  as  their  totally  unwarranted 
arrest  of  an  innocent  American  reporter 
3  weeks  ago  demonstrates— an  action 
which  jeopardizes  all  areas  of  our  rela- 
tionship. But  at  the  arms  reduction 
table,  they  now  appear  to  treat  meetings 
as  more  than  just  another  propaganda 
forum.  This,  I  believe,  is  because  of  the 
new  will  the  United  States  has  shown  for 
the  last  5V2  years.  The  Soviets  have  been 
convinced  that  we're  serious  about 
rebuilding  our  strength. 

But  all  this  progress  has  now  been 
placed  in  jeopardy  by  actions  taken  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  actions 
just  as  serious  as  the  attempt  to  block 
aid  to  the  freedom  fighters.  If  permitted 
to  stand,  these  actions  would  pull  the 
rug  out  from  under  our  arms  negotiators 
in  Geneva  and  imperil  our  national 


security.  The  House  voted  to  ban  tests  of 
antisatellite  systems,  even  though  the 
Soviets  have  a  system  in  operation  and 
we  don't.  They  voted  to  stop  us  from 
producing  a  deterrent  to  modern  Soviet 
chemical  weapons.  They  voted  to  slash 
our  request  for  the  strategic  defense 
research— an  initiative  that  helped  bring 
the  Soviets  back  to  the  bargaining  table 
in  Geneva.  They  voted  to  deny  funds  to 
move  beyond  the  limits  of  SALT  II 
[strategic  arms  limitation  talks],  a  treaty 
that  couldn't  be  ratified,  and  that 
would've  expired  by  now  if  it  had  been 
ratified,  and  that  the  Soviets  have 
repeatedly  violated.  And  finally,  the 
House  would  prohibit  essentially  all 
testing  of  nuclear  weapons.  Well,  all  of 
this  is  bad  for  our  national  security  and 
for  arms  reduction  talks.  And  if  the 
defense  budget  arrives  on  my  desk  look- 
ing anything  like  that,  I'll  veto  it. 

All  of  these  issues  [applause]— thank 
you.  You  make  vetoing  even  more  pleas- 
ant than  I  find  it.  [Laughter.]  But  all  of 
these  issues  are  important.  Each  House 
action  undermines  our  peace  and  secu- 
rity. But  I'd  like  to  use  my  time  today— 
what's  left  of  it— to  discuss  one  area  that 
I  touched  on  yesterday  that  I  believe 
needs  more  attention.  With  the  Soviets 
orchestrating  a  major  propaganda  cam- 
paign to  get  us  to  declare  a  moratorium 
on  nuclear  testing,  it's  time  to  set  the 
record  straight  on  why  we  need  that 
test.  There  are  four  important  reasons. 

First,  nuclear  testing  is  essential  to 
guarantee  that  our  weapons— the  key  to 
deterring  nuclear  aggression— actually 
work.  We  insist  on  the  most  rigorous 
field  tests  for  non-nuclear  weapons  like 
airplanes,  tanks,  and  guns,  but  nuclear 
weapons  are  far  more  complex,  and 
they,  too,  must  be  tested.  Some  time 
ago,  for  example,  we  found  that  the 
safety  on  the  warhead  for  the  Polaris 
missile  wouldn't  release.  Without  the 
testing  that  helped  us  fix  that,  most  of 
our  sea-based  deterrent  would  have  been 
ineffective. 

Without  testing,  we  couldn't  reduce 
the  size  and  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
our  warheads  and  make  them  safer,  as 
we  have.  So  until  we  can  negotiate  the 
elimination  of  nuclear  weapons  with  the 
Soviets,  we  must  have  tests  to  make 
sure  that  our  deterrent  works  and  that 
it's  safe. 

Second,  we  use  nuclear  tests  to 
design  non-nuclear  weapons  and  equip- 
ment—for example,  satellites,  ships, 
tanks,  and  sensors— so  that  they  can  bet- 
ter withstand  a  Soviet  nuclear  attack. 
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This  increases  the  chances  that  our 
military  can  survive  and  still  fight,  which 
reduces  the  Soviet  incentive  to  attack  us 
and  our  allies  in  the  first  place. 

Third,  testing  helps  us  keep  ahead 
of  Soviet  efforts,  including  non-nuclear 
efforts,  to  neutralize  our  deterrent. 
Several  years  ago,  improved  Soviet  air 
defenses  threatened  to  make  our  B-52s 
obsolete,  so  we  began  the  production  of 
the  B-1,  which  can  get  through  those 
defenses.  But  some  weapons  designed 
for  the  old  B-52s  weren't  reliable  at  the 
altitudes  and  speeds  that  the  B-1  flies. 
So  testing  was  essential  to  developing 
weapons  with  a  proven  reliability. 

And,  fourth,  testing  ensures  that 
the  Soviets  won't  surprise  us  with 
breakthroughs  that  might  alter  the 
strategic  balance.  The  Soviets  have 
raced  for  years  to  modernize  and  expand 
their  weapons  systems.  We're  still  play- 
ing catchup,  and  this  imbalance  is  a 
threat  to  world  peace.  It'd  be  an  even 
greater  threat  if  the  Soviets  scored 
major  breakthroughs. 

Even  if  we  were  to  agree  to  a 
moratorium  or  a  test  ban,  we  cannot  be 
sure  the  Soviets  would  honor  it  or  that  it 
could  be  verified.  In  the  early  1960s  the 
Soviets  broke  out  of  a  3-year  morator- 
ium that  they  had  agreed  to  with  the 
most  intensive  series  of  nuclear  tests  in 
history.  They  had  been  planning  all 
during  the  moratorium  for  the  testing 
they  were  going  to  do,  and  when  they 
were  ready,  they  just  violated  the 
moratorium. 

We,  on  the  other  hand,  had  abated, 
and  so  it  took  us  more  than  a  year  to 
restore  our  testing  facilities  to  their  con- 
dition before  the  moratorium  so  we  could 
begin  to  try  and  catch  up. 

Any  agreement  to  limit  testing  must 
be  verifiable.  We've  made  a  number  of 
proposals  to  improve  verification  of  cur- 
rent treaties.  The  Soviets  should  accept 
these  proposals  or  make  one  of  their  own 
and  stop  playing  propaganda  games. 

Our  highest  arms  control  priority  is 
to  get  the  Soviets  to  agree  to  deep  arms 
reductions  in  the  U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear 
arsenals.  Soviet  emphasis  on  the  testing 
issue  is  a  diversion  from  this  urgent 
task.  The  House's  ban  on  testing,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  a  back  door  to  a  nuclear 
freeze,  which  would  make  arms  reduc- 
tions almost  impossible.  Some  Congress- 
men seem  to  believe  that  peace  and 
American  weakness  mean  the  same 
thing.  Didn't  it  ever  occur  to  anyone 
what  the  Soviets  must  be  thinking? 
They're  thinking:  if  we  wait  long 
enough,  they'll  do  our  work  for  us. 


So  this  is  what  we're  up  against  and 
why  I'm  so  grateful  to  all  of  you  for 
what  you  are  doing.  Now  I  don't  dare 
look  at  the  gentleman  sitting  right  over 
here,  because  I've  been  telling  a  story 
the  last  couple  of  days  in  some  speeches 
that  I  like  to  tell  that  illustrates  the 
attitude  of  those  in  Congress  that  are 
bringing  this  about. 

It  has  to  do  with  three  fellows  that 
came  out  to  get  in  their  car  and  found 
they'd  locked  themselves  out.  And  one  of 


them  said,  "Get  a  wire  coat  hanger,  and 
we  can  straighten  it  out  and  manage  to 
get  in."  And  the  other  one  says,  "We 
can't  do  that.  Somebody  would  think 
we're  stealing  the  car."  And  the  third 
one  said,  "Well,  we'd  better  do  some- 
thing pretty  quick.  It's  starting  to  rain 
and  the  top's  down." 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  29,  1986. 


Vice  President  Bush  Visits 
the  Middle  East 


Vice  President  Bush  departed  the 
United  States  July  25,  1986,  to  visit 
Israel  (July  27-30),  Jordan  (July  30- 
Aug.  2),  and  Egypt  (Aug.  2-5).  He 
returned  to  the  United  States  August  5. 

Following  is  a  statement  he  made  in 
Cairo  on  August  5. 

Several  common  themes  emerged  from 
my  discussions  in  Israel,  Jordan,  and 
Egypt.  All  the  leaders  I  met  with  reaf- 
firmed and  pledged  their  total  rejection 
of  the  use  of  terror  and  violence.  All  the 
leaders  also  expressed  their  concern 
about  the  economic  situation  in  the 
region.  While  not  a  substitute  for  the 
peace  process,  they  believe  that  efforts 
to  deal  with  the  economic  situation  will 
make  a  major  contribution  to  that 
process. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of 
peace,  all  the  parties  want  to  see  move- 
ment and  are  frustrated  by  what  they 
see  as  a  stalemate.  No  one  is  satisfied 
with  the  current  impasse.  All  the  parties 
want  the  United  States  to  play  an  active 
role  in  reenergizing  the  peace  process. 
We  have  always  been  prepared  to  play 
such  a  catalytic  role. 

During  my  meetings  with  the  leaders 
of  the  three  countries,  I  was  able  to 
discuss  the  common  elements  that  unite 
those  committed  to  making  peace  in  the 
area.  While  much  still  divides  those  in 
the  region,  I  am  convinced  after  my 
talks  that  there  is  enough  common 
ground  for  progress  to  be  made  in  the 
peace  process. 


With  Prime  Minister  Peres  in  Jerusalem. 


(White  House  photos  by  Dave  Valdez) 


I  was  particularly  struck  by  the 
areas  of  commonality  among  Israel, 
Jordan,  Egypt,  and  many  Palestinians.  I 
believe  this  commonality  creates  a  basis 
on  which  peace  negotiations  can  move 
forward. 

To  be  specific,  my  impression  of  the 
points  of  agreement  on  the  negotiating 
process  and  the  goals  of  that  process  are 
as  follows: 

•  A  just  and  lasting  peace  is  essen- 
tial, urgent,  and  can  only  be  reached 
through  negotiations. 

•  Negotiations  should  produce  peace 
treaties  between  the  parties  based  on 
the  recognition  of  the  right  of  all  states 
and  peoples  in  the  region  to  a  life  of 
peace  and  security. 

•  Negotiations  must  take  into 
account  the  security  needs  of  Israel,  the 
security  needs  of  all  other  states  in  the 
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region,  and  the  aspirations  of  the  Pales- 
tinian people. 

•  Negotiations  must  resolve  the 
Palestine  question  in  all  its  aspects 
within  the  context  of  a  relationship 
between  Jordan,  the  West  Bank,  and 
Gaza.  This  relationship  can  be  achieved 
based  on  Security  Council  Resolutions 
242  and  338.  The  U.S.  view  is  that 
Security  Council  Resolutions  242  and 
338  embody  the  principle  of  secure  and 
recognized  boundaries  for  all  states  in 
the  region  and  the  exchange  of  territory 
for  peace. 

•  The  United  States  believes  in  the 
importance  of  face-to-face  negotiations. 
We  recognize  that  direct  negotiations 
may  involve  the  framework  of  an  inter- 
national conference  or  forum  structured 
in  a  way  that  permits  progress  and  not 
paralysis;  agreement,  not  dictates. 

•  The  form  of  the  negotiations 
should  provide  for  talks  between  an 
Israeli  delegation  and  a  Jordanian- 
Palestinian  delegation,  as  well  as 
between  Syrian  and  Israeli  delegations. 
Delegations  must  consist  of  individuals 
who  seek  peace  and  openly  reject 
violence  and  terrorism. 

The  United  States  believes  these 
areas  of  agreement  are  embodied  in  the 
Reagan  plan  of  September  1,  1982, 
which  itself  was  based  on  Security  Coun- 
cil Resolutions  242  and  338  and  the 
Camp  David  accords.  I  believe  these 
areas  of  agreement  or  common  under- 
standing provide  a  basis  for  moving  the 
peace  process  forward.  I  call  on  Palestin- 
ian representatives  not  to  miss  yet 
another  opportunity  to  achieve  their 
aspirations  as  a  people. 

Palestinian  rejectionism  has  con- 
tributed only  to  a  tragic  history.  It's 
time  for  Palestinian  representatives  to 
assume  responsibility  and  step  forward 
to  shape  their  own  destiny. 

I  will  return  to  Washington  and 
review  what  I  have  learned  with  the 
President,  the  Secretary  of  State,  and 
others.  Together  we  will  determine  what 
should  come  next,  how  we  can  build  on 
the  progress  made  in  this  visit  and  how 
we  can  implement  our  common 
objectives. 

The  road  to  peace  is  taken  a  step  at 
a  time,  and  I  am  encouraged  by  my  talks 
with  Prime  Minister  Peres,  King  Hus- 
sein, and  President  Mubarak  this  week.  I 
do  believe  the  atmosphere  has  improved 
and  that  all  nations  should  engage  in  the 
search  for  a  true  and  lasting  peace  in  the 
Middle  East.  ■ 


Vice  President  and  Mrs.  Bush  with  Their  Majesties  King  Hussein  and  Queen  Noor. 


With  President  Mubarak  in  Cairo. 
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Progress,  Freedom,  and  Responsibility 


Secretary  Shultz  's  address  before 
Harvard  University 's  350th  anniversary 
convocation  in  Cambridge  on  September  5, 
1986.^ 

Thank  you  very  much,  President  [of 
Harvard  University  Derek]  Bok.  Thank 
you,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  Mr.  President, 
Governor,  Mayor,  of  course,  Mr.  Speaker, 
distinguished  ladies  and  gentlemen.  Tip 
[Congressman  O'Neill],  we  spend  so 
much  of  our  lives  paying  tribute  to  you 
in  Washington  that  it's  a  real  pleasure  to 
come  here  and  pay  tribute  to  you  in  your 
hometown. 

And,  Mr.  Governor,  I  will  deliver  the 
message  you  requested  to  Jim  Baker, 
but  I'd  like  to  make  a  request.  If  he 
turns  down  those  World  Series  tickets, 
would  you  save  them  for  me? 

In  the  introduction.  President  Bok 
mentioned  my  diverse  career,  but  you 
didn't  mention  the  fact  that  my  univer- 
sities have  been  Princeton,  M.I.T., 
Chicago,  and  now  Stanford.  So  you  can 
see  how  I  feel  right  now— a  chance  to 
give  a  talk  at  Harvard.  This  magnificent 
institution  stands  for  a  great  tradition  of 
intellectual  openness,  free  inquiry,  and 
pursuit  of  truth.  And  as  the  nurturer  of 
so  many  Presidents,  Governors, 
Senators,  Secretaries  of  State,  and  other 
public  servants.  Harvard  also  embodies  a 
commitment  to  country— a  devotion  to 
the  well-being  of  the  nation  and  to  its 
responsible  role  of  leadership  in  the 
world. 

So  I  know  that  I  have  come  to  the 
right  place  to  voice  a  message  of  outrage 
at  the  detention  of  Nick  Daniloff, 
Harvard  class  of  1956.  The  cynical  arrest 
of  an  innocent  American  journalist 
reminds  us  of  what  we  already  know: 
our  traditions  of  free  inquiry  and  open- 
ness are  spurned  by  the  Soviets,  showing 
the  dark  side  of  a  society  prepared  to 
resort  to  hostage-taking  as  an  instru- 
ment of  policy.  Let  there  be  no  talk  of  a 
"trade"  for  Daniloff.  We,  and  Nick 
himself,  have  ruled  that  out.  The  Soviet 
leadership  must  find  the  wisdom  to 
settle  this  case  quickly  in  accordance 
with  the  dictates  of  simple  human 
decency  and  of  civilized  national 
behavior. 

So  I  know  also  I've  come  to  the  right 
place  to  deliver  a  message  of  concern,  to 
speak  of  some  disturbing  trends  I  see  in 
this  country,  to  tell  of  some  important 
lessons  America  has  learned  in  recent 
years  and  some  lessons  we  apparently 


have  not  yet  learned.  These  disturbing 
trends  at  home  are  all  the  more  paradox- 
ical because  they  occur  against  the 
backdrop  of  powerful  positive  forces  at 
work  today  in  the  world  at  large,  forces 
that  offer  us  an  extraordinary  opportun- 
ity if  we  don't  throw  it  away. 

Change  and  Its  Positive  Implications 

Ours  is  a  time  of  many  seemingly  con- 
tradictory forces  at  work:  even  as  com- 
munications shrink  the  planet  and 
economics  increases  our  interdepend- 
ence, nationalism  is  more  potent  than 
ever;  technology  advances  at  dizzying 
speed  even  as,  once  again,  religious  faith 
becomes  a  powerful  political  force  all 
around  the  world. 

But  one  significant  trend  is  already 
discernible.  The  advanced  nations  of  the 
world  are  already  in  the  throes  of  a  new 
scientific  and  technological  revolution- 
one  whose  social,  economic,  political,  and 
strategic  consequences  are  only  begin- 
ning to  be  felt. 

The  industrial  age  is  ending;  in  some 
parts  of  the  world,  it  is  already  gone.  A 
century  ago,  our  country  moved  from  an 
agricultural  to  an  industrial  phase  of  our 
development.  Today,  we  remain  agricul- 
turally and  industrially  productive.  We 
more  than  feed  ourselves.  Over  the  last 
20  years,  manufacturing  as  a  share  of 
our  gross  national  product  has  remained 
constant  at  22%  even  as  the  proportion 
of  the  labor  force  needed  to  produce 
those  goods  has  declined  from  24%  to 
18%  during  these  same  two  decades.  But 
if  we  try  to  put  a  label  on  our  era,  we 
would  have  to  call  it  an  information 
revolution.  And  it  promises  to  transform 
the  structure  of  our  economies  and  the 
political  life  of  the  planet  as  thoroughly 
as  did  the  industrial  revolution  of  the 
18th  and  19th  centuries. 

I  see  this  as  a  revolution  of  great 
promise.  It's  a  stimulus  to  a  new  era  of 
economic  growth.  It's  a  challenge  that 
the  free  nations  of  the  world,  above  all, 
are  in  the  best  position  to  meet.  The 
President  captured  the  essence  of  the 
essential  relationship  between  freedom 
and  progress  when  he  noted: 

Everywhere,  people  and  governments 
are  beginning  to  recognize  that  the  secret  of  a 
progressive  new  world  is  tiie  creativity  of  the 
human  spirit.  .  .  .  Our  open  advocacy  of 
freedom  as  the  engine  of  progress  [is  one  of] 
the  most  important  ways  to  bring  about  a 


world  where  prosperity  is  commonplace,  con- 
flict an  aberration,  and  human  dignity  a  way 
of  life. 

So  it  is  no  coincidence  that  the  free 
nations  have  once  again  been  the  source 
of  technological  innovation.  An  economic 
system  congenial  to  free  scientific 
inquiry,  entrepreneurial  risk-taking,  and 
consumer  freedom  has  been  the  fount  of 
creativity  and  the  mechanism  for 
spreading  innovation  far  and  wide.  A 
political  system  that  welcomes,  indeed, 
thrives  on  a  free  flow  of  ideas  and  infor- 
mation and  people  and  goods  across 
national  boundaries  finds  itself  the 
natural  breeding  ground  of  progress. 
The  developing  countries,  seeking  their 
own  path  to  a  better  future,  find  the 
West  their  natural  partner  for  coopera- 
tive endeavors.  And  even  the  countries 
of  the  communist  world  turn  to  the  West 
as  the  source  of  advanced  technology. 

Our  adversaries,  indeed,  face  an 
inescapable  dilemma.  They  see  the  new 
postindustrial  era  coming,  and  they  see 
the  West  well  poised  to  take  advantage 
of  it.  And  yet,  opening  themselves  up  to 
the  information  revolution  and  its 
benefits  risks  what  is  the  essence  of 
their  political  power— the  effort  to  con- 
trol thought  and  behavior  through  the 
tight  monopoly  they  maintain  over  infor- 
mation and  free  communication.  They 
fear  losing  control  over  what  their 
people  read  and  see.  How  can  a  system 
that  keeps  photocopiers  and  mimeograph 
machines  under  strict  control  and  sur- 
veillance exploit  the  benefits  of  the  video 
cassette  recorder  and  the  personal  com- 
puter? With  each  innovation,  the  leaders 
of  the  totalitarian  world  are  reminded  of 
their  agonizing  choice:  they  can  either 
open  their  societies  to  the  freedoms 
necessary  for  the  pursuit  of  technolog- 
ical advance  or  they  can  risk  falling  even 
further  behind  the  West.  In  reality, 
though,  it  may  be  already  too  late  for 
them  to  catch  up  with  the  future. 

So  we  are  learning  that  the  informa- 
tion revolution  holds  out  profound  pro- 
mise for  America.  And  yet,  it's  only  one 
of  the  positive  forces  at  work  in  the 
world.  Let  me  give  you  some  examples 
of  other  things  we  have  learned  in  recent 
years. 

First,  we  have  learned  once  again 
that  freedom  is  a  revolutionary  force. 
Dictatorships— left  or  right— are  not  per- 
manent. In  Afghanistan,  Angola,  Cam- 
bodia, and  Nicaragua,  imperialism, 
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oppression,  and  regimentation  have 
given  rise  to  resistance  movements  that 
struggle  for  the  rights  denied  them  by 
communist  rule.  In  South  Africa,  the 
structure  of  apartheid  is  under  seige  as 
never  before.  In  Latin  America,  the 
yearning  for  democracy  has  transformed 
the  political  complexion  of  the  entire 
continent.  Contrary  to  the  expectations 
of  many  only  5  or  6  years  ago,  El 
Salvador,  Honduras,  and  Guatemala 
have  joined  Costa  Rica  in  the  democratic 
trend  in  Central  America— leaving  only 
Nicaragua  as  the  odd  man  out.  In  the 
Philippines,  the  same  yearning  brought  a 
remarkable,  peaceful  transition  to  a  new 
democratic  way.  And  Thailand  has  not 
received  the  notice  it  deserves.  Sharp 
political  differences  there  led  to  vividly 
contested  recent  elections,  and  they  have 
re-formed  their  government  on  the  basis 
of  that  election  result.  Not  so  many 
years  ago,  democratic  nations  were 
thought  to  be  a  dwindling  and  embattled 
minority;  today,  the  vitality  of  the  idea 
of  democracy  is  the  most  important 
political  reality  of  our  time. 

And  we  have  learned  again  that 
there  is  a  connection  between  freedom 
and  economic  progress.  Few  countries 
around  the  world  now  dispute  that  entre- 
preneurial initiative  in  a  market  environ- 
ment is  the  engine  of  development  and 
growth.  At  the  economic  summits,  all 
the  leading  industrial  nations  have 
acknowledged  that  structural  rigidities 
imposed  by  government  are  the  main 
obstacle  to  renewed  growth.  At  the  UN 
Special  Session  [on  the  Critical 
Economic  Situation  in  Africa]  in  May, 
the  African  nations— including  those 
hardest  hit  by  experiments  in  collectivist 
planning— issued  an  extraordinary  docu- 
ment calling  for  more  open  markets  and 
less  intervention  by  the  state.  These 
truths,  too,  are  now  being  acknowledged 
even  in  the  communist  world,  as  reforms 
in  China  and  Hungary  demonstrate. 

Closer  to  home,  we  have  redis- 
covered the  truths  that,  as  America's 
weakness  makes  the  world  a  more 
dangerous  place,  America's  strength 
deters  aggression  and  encourages 
restraint  and  negotiation.  We  have  seen 
how  the  rebuilding  of  America's 
defenses  in  the  early  1980s  gave  the 
Soviets  an  incentive  to  return  to  negotia- 
tions on  arms  control.  Our  ability  to  pro- 
ject power  abroad  has  helped  us  protect 
our  vital  interests  and  defend  our  friends 
against  subversion  and  aggression.  Our 
military  strike  against  Libya— under- 
taken as  a  last  resort  after  years  of 
Qadhafi's  terrorism— has  sent  a  powerful 


signal  to  friends  and  enemies  alike.  This 
morning  our  prayers  and  our  all-out 
efforts  go  to  the  hostages  on  Pan  Am 
Flight  73.  Clearly,  the  day  has  not  yet 
arrived  when  terrorism  has  taken  its 
place  among  other  vanquished  bar- 
barisms of  our  time.  But  that  day  will 
come— and  when  it  does,  history  will 
show  that  American  resolve,  backed  up 
by  our  power,  tipped  the  balance  in  favor 
of  peace  and  security. 

And  the  past  few  years  have 
reminded  us  of  another  truth:  America  is 
a  powerful  and  constructive  force  in  the 
world  for  progress  and  human  freedom. 
Throughout  the  three  centuries  and  a 
half  we  mark  today,  Americans  have 
believed  this  country  had  a  moral 
significance  and  responsibility  that 
transcended  our  military  and  economic 
power.  There  is  an  irresistible  current  in 
our  national  character  that  impels  us  to 
serve  as  a  human  example  and  champion 
of  justice. 

Part  of  America's  positive  role  has 
to  do  with  our  history.  Our  fight  for 
independence  and  for  political  freedom 
began  not  far  from  here— with  more 
than  a  few  Harvard  men  in  the  van- 
guard. A  century  or  so  ago,  we  fought 
the  bloodiest  war  in  our  history  to  try  to 
eradicate  the  curse  of  oppression  based 
on  race.  Today,  that  epic  struggle  for 
justice  continues  here  at  home.  As  our 
nation  emerged  as  a  world  leader, 
especially  in  the  past  50  years,  we 
always  sought  to  apply  to  our  interna- 
tional endeavors  the  same  high  stand- 
ards and  high  moral  goals  that  we  set 
for  ourselves.  From  the  founding  of  the 
United  Nations,  to  the  Marshall  Plan,  to 
the  formation  of  our  democratic 
alliances,  to  our  support  for  decoloniza- 
tion and  for  economic  development,  to 
our  stance  as  a  champion  of  human 
rights— this  nation  can  be  proud  of  what 
it  has  accomplished  in  the  world.  And  we 
should  find  special  satisfaction  in  seeing 
the  trends  I  described  earlier— the 
spread  of  democracy  and  economic 
freedom,  the  new  technological  revolu- 
tion—trends that  once  again  mean 
history  is  on  our  side. 

Trends  That  Threaten  Our  Future 

And  yet  now,  when  we  can  see  for 
ourselves  that  a  better  future  is  likely  to 
take  shape  if,  and  perhaps  only  if, 
America  is  there  to  help  shape  it, 
pressures  are  mounting  within  our  coun- 
try to  turn  our  backs  on  the  world. 
Ominous  developments  are  on  the  all- 
too-near  horizon,  and  most  of  us  may  not 
even  realize  it. 


And  this  is  not  the  first  time.  Our 
nation  more  than  once  has  swung  from 
involvement  to  isolation.  And  even  in  the 
decades  since  we  supposedly  put  our 
isolationist  past  behind  us,  we  have  at 
times  been  tempted  again  by  the  illusion 
that  we  can  promote  justice  by  aloof  self-    ■ 
righteousness,  that  we  can  promote  I 

peace  by  merely  wishing  for  it.  We  are 
an  impatient  people.  We  sometimes  have 
seemed  to  feel  that  problems  should  be 
solved  quickly  or  not  at  all,  that  we  best 
serve  our  principles  by  striking  the  right 
pose  or  doing  what  makes  us,  for  the 
moment,  feel  good. 

It's  time  to  wake  up— before  we 
endanger  the  world's  future  and  our 
own.  These  dangers  take  many  forms, 
but  they  all  have  in  common  a  thought- 
less escapism,  a  retreat  from  respon- 
sibility, an  attempt  to  evade  the  reality 
of  our  dependence  on  the  world  and  the 
world's  dependence  on  us.  As  such, 
whether  we  admit  it  or  not,  they  amount 
to  nothing  less  than  an  isolationist 
throwback  that  could  once  again  propel 
the  world  toward  catastrophe. 

One  danger  sign  is  the  evil  of  protec- 
tionism. Not  since  the  days  of  Smoot- 
Hawley  have  the  forces  of  protectionism 
been  as  powerful  as  they  are  today  in  the 
U.S.  Congress.  We  should  have  learned 
from  the  experience  of  50  years  ago  how 
protectionism  only  impoverishes  us  along 
with  our  trading  partners,  spurs  inevit- 
able retaliation,  and  shuts  down  the 
engine  of  world  trade  and,  therefore,  of 
world  growth. 

In  our  earliest  days  as  a  nation,  the 
founders  of  the  United  States  under- 
stood that  free  trade  was  the  key  to 
growth  and  prosperity.  Within  the 
borders  of  our  nation,  they  created  one 
open  trading  system,  and  the  world's 
biggest— and,  because  of  that,  most 
prosperous— economy  was  the  result. 
Similarly,  the  statesmen  at  work  after 
World  War  II  knew  well  the  lessons  of 
the  1930s.  They  put  in  place  a  more  and 
more  open  world  economy,  and  genera- 
tions benefited  from  the  growth  and 
stability  that  followed.  In  today's  global 
economy,  our  prosperity  and  that  of 
other  nations  depend  even  more  on  an 
open  trading  system. 

Yet  now  we  see  a  new  spiral  of  pro- 
tectionism, and  the  spread  of  other  anti- 
competitive practices  like  subsidies, 
endangering  some  of  our  most  important 
political  and  security  relationships  with 
other  countries.  The  new  democracies  in 
the  Philippines  and  Latin  America,  the 
poorer  countries  burdened  by  debt,  and 
many  key  friends  around  the  world— who 
all  wish  to  earn  their  way  back  to 
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prosperity— find  the  road  ahead  threat- 
ened by  protectionism  in  this  country. 
Since  our  economy  is  the  biggest— and 
since  we  have  always  been  the  pillar  of 
free  trade— if  we  succumb,  we  will  do 
untold  damage  to  the  world's  hopes  for 
prosperity  and  peace.  And  our  own 
citizens  of  the  future  will  blame  us  for 
foolishly  failing  to  uphold  our  own 
nation's  interests. 

Another  form  of  escape  is  self- 
righteous  moralism.  I  have  to  say  I  see 
signs  of  this  in  the  fervor  for  punitive 
sanctions  against  South  Africa.  The 
reality  is  that  the  United  States  has 
imposed  increasing  sanctions  against 
South  Africa  from  President  Kennedy's 
bar  on  military  sales  in  1962  to  the  array 
of  measures  in  President  Reagan's 
Executive  order  of  1985.  And  now  the 
free  market  itself  is  slowing  the  pace  of 
the  South  African  economy.  But  sanc- 
tions are  not  solutions.  Those  on  whom 
political  sanctions  are  imposed  grow 
more  defiant  and  can  evade  their  own 
responsibilities  by  pointing  to  so-called 
outside  influences  as  a  scapegoat. 

White  South  Africans  must  recog- 
nize that  apartheid  is  a  disaster  of  their 
own  creation  and  that  it  must  be  done 
away  with  in  an  active  and  orderly 
fashion  if  their  own  interests  are  to  sur- 
vive. The  wide-ranging  sanctions  now 
proposed  in  the  Congress  would  do 
America  a  double  disservice— by  enabl- 
ing proponents  of  apartheid  to  blame 
South  Africa's  disastrous  economy  on  us 
while,  at  the  same  time,  drastically 
reducing  our  presence,  our  leverage,  and 
our  example  as  a  force  for  economic  and 
political  change.  In  a  delusion  of  increas- 
ing our  influence  over  events,  we  could 
find  ourselves  quickly  on  the  verge  of 
virtual  powerlessness  as  a  result  of  our 
absence  from  the  South  African  scene. 

The  transition  from  tyranny  to 
democracy  is  a  delicate  process. 
Sometimes  it  goes  badly  wrong,  as  in 
Iran  or  Nicaragua.  Sometimes  it  goes 
well,  as  in  Spain,  Portugal,  the 
Philippines,  or  in  Latin  America.  We 
should  be  clear  about  what  we  are  for: 
we  are  for  a  rapid  end  to  apartheid  and 
for  a  peaceful  transition  to  a  democratic 
system.  It  is  not  our  job  to  egg  on  a  race 
war  or  to  accelerate  a  polarization  that 
will  lead  to  such  a  result.  Our  morality 
and  our  values  must  have  a  strong 
presence  in  our  foreign  policy.  But  we 
must  guard  against  a  self-righteous 
morality  which  can  be  self-defeating  and 
thereby  run  counter  to  our  moral 
objective. 


Other  examples  of  our  native  inclina- 
tion toward  withdrawal  can  be  found  in 
our  impatience  with  diplomacy.  The  pur- 
suit of  practical  political  solutions  in  this 
world  calls  for  perseverance,  under- 
standing of  ambiguity,  and  a  recognition 
of  the  need  for  compromise.  Negotiation 
is  how  we  engage  other  nations  for 
positive  purposes.  But  the  very  concept 
of  negotiations  is  assaulted  today  by  an 
array  of  misconceptions. 

Some  call  urgently  for  negotiations 
but  deny  that  diplomacy  requires 
strength  to  back  it  up.  Others  argue- 
correctly— that  we  should  never 
negotiate  from  weakness,  but  then 
assert  that  when  we  are  strong,  we  need 
not  negotiate.  Some  would  deny  us  all 
leverage  or  would  legislate  unilateral 
concessions;  others  are  fearful  of 
negotiations  because  they  assume  for 
some  reason  that  we  are  bound  to  be 
taken  advantage  of.  Many  despair  of  the 
United  Nations  and  the  disturbing 
trends  within  it— but  some  would  walk 
away  from  its  challenges  and  oppor- 
tunities rather  than  make  use  of  our 
ability  to  improve  its  operation.  We  must 
strengthen  our  role  in  the  United  Nations 
for  affirmative  reasons  and  also  lest 
others  whose  interests  are  adverse  to 
ours  step  into  our  place. 

Thus,  whether  the  issue  is  regional 
conflict,  arms  control,  or  trade,  elements 
far  apart  on  the  political  spectrum  com- 
bine in  counsels  of  escapism.  They  are 
denials  of  reality.  The  reality  is  that 
efforts  to  resolve  problems  among 
nations  are  essential  and,  in  the  end, 
inevitable.  The  reality  is  that  demo- 
cracies will  not  support  policies  of  intran- 
sigence. The  reality  is  that  many  prac- 
tical, realistic  objectives  can  be  attained 
by  hardheaded  negotiations.  Negotia- 
tions can  work. 

There  is,  finally,  another  extraor- 
dinary development:  the  congressional 
attack  on  the  foreign  affairs  budget.  We 
are  about  to  witness  the  dismantling— 
indeed,  butchering— of  the  most  impor- 
tant instrument  of  our  foreign  policy: 
our  ability  to  represent  and  support 
strongly  our  interests  and  ideals.  We 
face  a  self-inflicted  crisis  which,  if  not 
reversed,  will  gravely  damage  the  ability 
of  the  United  States  to  maintain  its 
leadership  in  the  world,  to  bolster  inter- 
national security,  and  to  support  the 
cause  of  freedom,  democracy,  and 
human  progress. 

It  pains  me  to  speak  of  this  at 
Harvard,  where  George  C.  Marshall  pro- 
posed a  plan  that  committed  the  United 
States  to  the  future  of  Europe.  We  all 


heard  him  only  a  few  minutes  ago  [by 
recording].  He  spoke  for  a  generation  of 
statesmen,  of  both  political  parties,  who 
had  learned  the  lessons  of  the  1930s  and 
who  committed  the  United  States  to  the 
world,  to  an  open  economic  system,  to 
the  defense  of  freedom  against  tyranny. 
They  established  the  pillars  of  the 
postwar  system:  the  Bretton  Woods 
monetary  system  that  tied  the  world 
together;  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  and  its  successive 
rounds;  the  Marshall  Plan  and  World 
Bank— mechanisms  for  international 
reconstruction  and  development— the 
Marshall  Plan  then  made  up  11%  of  the 
total  Federal  budget;  and  NATO. 

The  achievements  of  the  postwar 
statesmen  were  an  assertion  of  thought 
and  learning  and  leadership,  foreseen 
and  set  out  in  the  broadest  scale.  They 
became  the  foundation  stones  for  the 
democracy,  the  prosperity,  and  the 
security  of  the  West  that  we  know 
today. 

In  January  of  this  year.  President 
Reagan  submitted  to  Congress  an  inter- 
national affairs  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1987  that  we  had  stripped  to  the  bone.  It 
amounted  to  only  2%  of  the  total 
Federal  budget.  Yet  the  current  congres- 
sional budget  resolution  cuts  that 
minimal  and  considered  request  by  27%. 
And  recent  congressional  actions  would 
reduce  and  restrict  the  remaining 
amount  even  further. 

These  reductions,  and  the  earmark- 
ing of  aid  levels  to  a  few  countries,  will 
deprive  us  of  over  half  of  all  our  security 
and  economic  assistance  to  many  coun- 
tries of  the  world.  These  are  nations  who 
are  key  to  our  interests  and  security  or 
where  we  must  help  in  the  transition  to 
democracy  and  economic  freedom.  The 
dollars  we  spend  on  such  assistance  are 
the  most  cost-effective  bargain  among 
all  of  our  national  security  activities. 

•  It  will  mean  the  closing  of 
diplomatic  posts  and  the  reduction  of  our 
personnel  abroad— to  an  overall  person- 
nel level  that  will  then  be  below  that 
when  George  C.  Marshall  was  Secretary 
of  State. 

•  It  will  mean  a  one-third  cut  in 
funding  for  the  multilateral  development 
banks,  which  are  crucial  to  Third  World 
economic  progress. 

•  It  means  a  severe  setback  to  our 
effort  to  halt  the  production  and  illegal 
export  of  narcotics  from  abroad,  just  as 
our  programs  are  gaining  momentum. 

•  And  it  means  the  closing  of 
American  libraries  and  cultural  centers 
overseas  and  curtailing  Voice  of  America 
broadcasting. 
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I  have  not  come  to  Harvard  to  tell 
you  of  just  one  more  bureaucratic  budget 
battle.  The  impact  of  these  cuts  com- 
bined with  fierce  reductions  in  our 
defense  budget,  rampant  protectionism, 
and  moralistic  instincts  toward  with- 
drawal from  the  world,  will  be 
devastating  to  our  foreign  relations. 
They  mean  undoing  the  last  50  years  of 
America's  positive  role  of  leadership  in 
the  world;  it  is  simply  mindless  to  do  so 
when  so  many  positive  trends  are  at 
work  in  the  world  and  so  many  oppor- 
tunities open  before  us. 

History  shows  that  in  this  century 
American  withdrawal  only  heightens 
global  dangers  and  the  risk  of  conflict. 
The  strategic  and  economic  conse- 
quences of  the  Smoot-Hawley  tariff- 
along  with  the  illusions  of  isolationism 
and  lowered  defense  preparedness- 
helped  ignite  the  international  tensions 
that  exploded  in  World  War  H.  Even  in 
the  1970s  we  saw  that  when  America 
retreats  within  itself,  the  advantage 
goes  to  our  adversaries,  whose  purposes 
in  the  world  are  antithetical  to  our  most 
deeply  held  principles. 

Why  then  look  inward  just  as  the 
gains  of  remaining  engaged  are  most 
profound?  We  are  a  nation  of  unprece- 
dented strengths— strategic,  economic, 
and  political— and  unprecedented  bless- 
ings. When  our  economy  is  strong,  when 
our  position  in  the  world  is  secure,  it  is 
easy  to  forget  that  much  of  the  world 
around  us  is  still  ruled  by  a  ruthless  few, 
who  will  not  hesitate  to  fill  the  vacuum 
created  when  we  pull  back. 


assets.  There  is  nothing  like  our  system 
of  higher  education  anywhere  else  in  the 
world. 

So  today,  the  world  turns  to  the 
United  States  precisely  because  of  our 
openness.  At  Harvard,  as  at  all  our  great 
universities,  students  from  every  corner 
of  the  globe  come  in  search  of  new 
dimensions  of  understanding  and 
analysis,  new  currents  of  thought  and 
innovation,  new  developments  across  the 
range  of  human  knowledge.  Today,  over 
340,000  young  men  and  women  from 
overseas  are  studying  in  the  United 
States— just  to  take  a  few  numbers: 
21,000  Malaysians;  18,000  from  Nigeria; 
6,000  from  the  United  Kingdom.  It  is 
especially  gratifying  that  China— a  coun- 
try that  for  so  long  tried  to  cut  itself  off 
from  the  world  and  to  develop  itself  in 
the  totalitarian  mold— now  sends 
upwards  of  15,000  students  here  each 
year. 

America  is  inextricably  engaged  in 
the  world  through  its  great  private 
institutions  and  through  its  people— 
whose  international  interests,  travels, 
and  ties  continue.  How  paradoxical  it  is 
that  we  may  now  be  drifting— stumbling, 
perhaps  unconsciously— out  of  phase 
with  our  outward-looking  citizens  and 
their  wide-ranging  interests. 


Proposed  Refugee  Admissions 
for  FY  1987 


Today,  our  ideals  and  interests  con-       " 
verge.  We  face  a  choice.  My  call  today  is 
for  a  reawakening  to  the  reality  that  - 

America— government  and  people— must     ■ 
remain  open  to  the  world  and  engaged  or 
risk  diminution  of  our  essence  as  a 
people  and  our  vocation  as  a  nation. 

I  believe  that  those  disturbing  trends 
I  mentioned  are  not  representative  of 
what  this  country  and  its  people  really 
believe.  As  the  greatest  democracy  in 
the  world,  America  is  a  reminder  to  all 
that  there  is  an  alternative  to  tyranny, 
oppression,  and  despair.  Those  who  built 
this  university  were  not  a  fearful,  timid 
people.  They  did  not  shirk  their  respon- 
sibilities. They  were  practical  men  and 
women.  They  were  earthy  and  realistic, 
and  their  lives  were  guided  by  a  dream, 
by  a  vision,  and  by  a  sense  of  duty 
toward  coming  generations. 

Let  us  honor  that  tradition.  It  is  a 
tradition  of  practicality  and  realism,  of 
dedication  to  the  progress  of  open 
societies.  It  is  a  call  for  us  for  confidence 
in  the  future  that  only  openness  and 
freedom  can  bring. 


iPress  release  173. 


An  Open  Window  to  the  World 

I  began  by  noting  that  this  great  uni- 
versity was  a  proper  place  to  talk  about 
what  America  and  the  world  have 
learned  in  recent  years.  Today,  as  we  all 
gather  at  Harvard— where  higher  educa- 
tion in  America  began— we  think  not 
only  of  what  Harvard  has  meant  to  its 
own  but  of  its  meaning  to  the  building  of 
America  and  to  our  engagement  with 
the  world  in  years  ahead. 

To  me,  America's  past  can  be 
characterized  by  the  great  theme  of 
openness.  Our  universities  lead  the 
world  because  we  possess  a  society  that 
is  open— to  peoples,  to  ideas,  to  enter- 
prise, and  to  the  forces  of  change. 

I  have  spent  a  large  part  of  my  life 
in  the  university.  I  taught,  but  I  also 
learned  a  lot.  One  of  the  things  I 
learned— and  it's  been  reinforced  very 
much  as  I've  traveled  around  the 
world— is  that  our  colleges  and  univer- 
sities are  one  of  America's  greatest 


Secretary  Shultz  's  statement  before 
the  Subcommittee  on  Immigration  and 
Refugee  Policy  of  the  Senate  Judiciary 
Committee  on  September  16,  1986.'^ 

Thank  you  for  the  invitation  and  the 
honor  to  consult  with  you  on  the  Presi- 
dent's proposed  refugee  admissions  ceil- 
ing for  fiscal  year  (FY)  1987. 

This  is  the  third  consecutive  year 
that  I  have  participated  in  these  con- 
sultations. These  sessions  were  envis- 
aged by  the  Congress  in  the  Refugee  Act 
of  1980,  which  specified  that  our  refugee 
admissions  are  intended  for  refugees  of 
"special  humanitarian  concern  to  the 
United  States  in  accordance  with  a 
determination  made  by  the  President 
after  appropriate  consultation  with  the 
Congress." 

After  thoughtful  consideration- 
taking  into  account  the  resettlement 
needs  of  refugees  of  special  humani- 
tarian concern  to  us— the  President  pro- 
poses an  overall  admissions  ceiling  of 


70,000  refugees,  with  66,000  to  be 
included  in  funded  regional  ceilings  and 
4,000  to  be  contained  in  an  unfunded 
reserve,  unallocated  by  any  region.  This 
year's  admissions  proposal  includes: 

•  Reaffirmation  of  the  President's 
initiatives  on  Amerasians  and  Viet- 
namese political  prisoners; 

•  An  admissions  level  to  maintain 
continued  high  processing  levels  from 
the  refugee  camps  in  the  Southeast 
Asian  first-asylum  countries; 

•  An  increased  admissions  ceiling 
for  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Soviet 
Union; 

•  Expanded  refugee  admissions 
from  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean; 

•  An  increased  ceiling  for  Africa  to 
accommodate  African  refugees  located 
far  from  processing  posts  in  Africa  and 
those  who  have  been  stranded  in  Europe 
for  several  years; 
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•  An  increased  admissions  ceiling 
for  the  Near  East  and  South  Asia  to 
allow  for  admissions  of  those  fleeing 
religious  persecution  and  Soviet  occupa- 
tion; and 

•  An  unallocated  reserve,  intended 
to  give  the  Administration  the  flexibility 
to  respond  to  critical  admissions  needs 
that  are  unpredictable. 

As  a  preamble  to  a  discussion  and 
justification  of  the  proposed  refugee  ceil- 
ing, I  would  like  to  reflect  on  what  we 
have  accomplished  in  our  refugee  pro- 
grams in  recent  years  and  the  way  in 
which  we  have  been  able  to  achieve 
these  objectives. 

The  beginning  of  FY  1981  marks  a 
suitable  starting  point  for  such  a  review. 
It  coincided  with  the  election  of  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  and  it  followed  by  only  a 
short  interval  the  major  refugee  shocks 
of  the  previous  decade:  the  massive 
exodus  of  boat  refugees  from  Vietnam 
and  land  refugees  from  Cambodia  and 
Laos;  the  flood  of  refugees  into  Somalia; 
and  the  arrival  on  our  shores  of  some 
150,000  Cuban  and  Haitian  "entrants" 
in  April  of  1980.  The  refugee  flight  from 
Afghanistan  was  well  underway— a 
movement  of  men,  women,  and  children 
that  soon  reached  close  to  5  million 
people,  nearly  3  million  of  them  in 
Pakistan  alone. 

During  the  6  years  of  this  Adminis- 
tration, total  expenditures  for  refugee 
aid  administered  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment have  exceeded  $2.5  billion.  In  that 
time,  more  than  500,000  refugees  have 
been  admitted  into  the  United  States. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  America  has 
done  its  share  and  more  to  aid  those 
refugees  who  have  been  forced  to  leave 
their  homelands  because  of  persecution. 

An  American  Tradition 

It  is  a  historic  tradition  for  the  American 
people  to  respond  to  refugee  problems. 
Our  national  celebration  at  the  rededica- 
tion  of  the  Statue  of  Liberty  reminded 
us  of  the  spirit  of  welcome  which  has 
inspired  generations  of  immigrants  and 
refugees  to  seek  new  lives  in  this 
country. 

Our  longstanding  tradition  of  help 
for  refugees  was  brought  home  for  me  in 
another  way  recently  by  a  State  Depart- 
ment publication  describing  our  refugee 
programs.  At  the  end  there  was  a  list 
of  the  private  voluntary  agencies 
cooperating  in  providing  refugee 
assistance.  The  list  seemed  familiar, 
although  some  of  the  agencies  had 
slightly  different  names  and  addresses. 


Then  I  looked  at  the  date  of  the  pam- 
phlet. It  was  1956,  and  the  subject  was 
the  Hungarian  refugee  crisis  of  that 
October— just  30  years  ago.  The  volun- 
tary agencies  and  our  refugee  programs 
have  been  around  a  long  time;  they  carry 
on  a  tradition  today  in  which  we  can 
take  great  pride. 

Multilateral  Approach 

An  integral  part  of  that  tradition  has 
been  our  leadership  in  advancing  an 
international,  multilateral  approach  to 
the  resolution  of  refugee  situations.  We 
have  consistently  taken  the  lead  in  work- 
ing to  strengthen  international  mecha- 
nisms to  deal  with  the  expanding  scope 
of  refugee  problems. 

•  The  program  and  office  of  the  UN 
High  Commissioner  for  Refugees 
(UNHCR)  grew  fivefold  in  the  past 
decade  in  response  to  the  increase  both 
in  the  number  of  refugee  crises  and  in 
the  absolute  numbers  of  refugees  world- 
wide. By  a  conservative  count,  there  are 
now  more  than  10  million  refugees  living 
outside  their  native  lands  and  unable  to 
return.  On  every  continent  the  UNHCR 
stands  as  the  first  line  of  defense  for 
refugees:  it  speaks  out  for  their  protec- 
tion; it  provides  for  their  care  and 
maintenance;  it  seeks  humane  alter- 
native solutions  to  their  plight. 

•  At  the  last  UN  General  Assembly, 
a  new  High  Commissioner  for  Refugees 
was  elected— Jean-Pierre  Hocke  of 
Switzerland.  He  brings  new  leadership 
and  direction  to  one  of  the  most  respon- 
sible and  demanding  positions  in  the  UN 
system.  His  election  demonstrates  that 
the  United  Nations  can  act  positively  and 
effectively  to  achieve  humanitarian  objec- 
tives in  the  spirit  intended  by  its  founders. 

•  The  International  Committee  of 
the  Red  Cross  (ICRC)  has  also  grown  in 
the  scope  and  importance  of  its  respon- 
sibilities during  the  past  decade.  With  its 
partners,  the  League  of  Red  Cross 
Societies  and  the  national  societies  of 
many  concerned  countries,  the  ICRC  has 
long  set  the  standard  for  impartial,  non- 
political  humanitarian  aid.  I  serve  on  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  American  Red 
Cross.  I  am  glad  to  note  that  that 
organization  is  expanding  its  interna- 
tional involvement,  under  the  able 
leadership  of  its  president,  my  friend 
and  former  colleague,  Richard  Schubert. 

I  want  to  commend  the  leadership  of 
Alexander  Hay,  the  president  of  the 
ICRC  who  has  presided  over  that 
organization's  major  expansion.  I  have 
had  the  pleasure  of  meeting  with  Presi- 
dent Hay  and  other  ICRC  leaders.  I 


found  their  counsel  always  wise  and 
useful,  not  only  on  humanitarian  pro- 
grams but  also  in  terrorist  situations 
such  as  the  hijacking  of  TWA  Flight  847, 
in  which  the  ICRC  assisted  in  its  usual 
quiet,  effective  way  in  the  arrangements 
for  the  release  of  the  hostages.  Mr.  Hay 
has  announced  his  decision  to  step  down 
as  ICRC  president.  We  welcome  his  suc- 
cessor, Mr.  Cornelio  Sommaruga,  who 
has  been  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign 
Economic  Affairs  in  the  Swiss 
Government. 

•  The  third  organization  that 
enables  us  to  work  multOaterally  to  aid 
refugees  is  the  Intergovernmental  Com- 
mittee for  Migration  (ICM),  ably  led  by 
James  L.  Carlin,  a  former  distinguished 
Foreign  Service  officer.  ICM  was  founded 
in  1951  to  provide  safe,  secure  migration 
assistance  in  the  major  movements  of 
displaced  persons  and  refugees  following 
the  Second  World  War  and  the  com- 
munist takeovers  in  Eastern  Europe. 
Since  that  time,  it  has  helped  move 
nearly  4  million  refugees  and  migrants 
throughout  the  world.  Today,  ICM 
serves  as  the  lead  organization  for 
medical  processing  and  resettlement 
transportation  for  the  U.S.  refugee 
admissions  program.  In  recent  years 
ICM  has  been  especially  resourceful  in 
aiding  skilled  migrants,  originally  from 
Third  World  countries,  to  return  to  pro- 
ductive positions  in  their  homelands. 

Benefits  of  Cooperation 

In  concrete  terms,  the  benefits  of 
cooperation  are  obvious.  While  the 
United  States  has  been  the  leading 
refugee  resettlement  country  in  the  past 
decade,  other  countries  have  also  made 
important  contributions,  in  some  cases 
overcoming  longstanding  antipathy  to 
immigration  by  foreign  groups.  We  con- 
tinue to  seek  ways  in  which  the  financial 
burden  of  providing  refugee  assistance 
can  be  shared  equitably  by  the  interna- 
tional community. 

In  short,  the  United  States  is  not 
alone  in  its  efforts  to  aid  refugees.  We 
make  vital  contributions  to  a  functioning 
global  system  of  international  organiza- 
tions and  private  voluntary  agencies. 
This  multiplies  the  resources  that  the 
U.S.  Government  brings  to  these  human- 
itarian efforts.  The  pattern  of  interna- 
tional cooperation  that  has  developed 
through  the  years,  with  its  emphasis  on 
nonpolitical,  impartial  assistance  on  the 
basis  of  need,  serves  our  interests 
well— it  serves  those  of  the  world's 
refugees. 
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Aiding  Refugees  in  Home  Regions 

Probably  the  most  significant  result  of 
cooperation  has  been  the  growing 
recognition  that  refugee  problems  are 
best  resolved  in  the  regions  from  which 
the  refugees  come.  Leadership  by  the 
UNHCR  and  prudent  management  of 
refugee  programs  worldwide  has  made  it 
possible  to  reduce  significantly  the 
numbers  of  refugees  for  whom  third- 
country  resettlement  is  a  necessary  or 
even  desirable  solution.  This  has  been  a 
major  objective  of  U.S.  policies,  one  that 
is  shared  by  other  countries  aiding 
refugees  and  by  the  international  system 
as  a  whole. 

The  best  way  to  resolve  a  refugee 
situation  is  to  enable  refugees  to 
return— freely  and  voluntarily— to  their 
homes  in  their  countries  of  origin. 
Although  this  can  only  rarely  be  accom- 
plished in  the  short  run,  in  many  cases  it 
has  been  possible  for  refugees  to  remain 
nearby  and  to  return  home  when  the 
situation  has  changed  enough  to  permit 
voluntary  repatriation.  That  remains  the 
best  hope  even  for  those  whose  home- 
lands remain  under  foreign  occupation, 
like  the  almost  3  million  Afghans  in 
Pakistan.  These  people  require  and 
deserve  the  full-hearted  support  of  the 
international  community  as  they  con- 
tinue to  suffer  the  deprivations  of  a 
limited,  impermanent  existence  in  tem- 
porary asylum.  In  our  judgment,  interna- 
tional resettlement  is  the  correct  solu- 
tion for  only  relatively  small  numbers  of 
refugees. 

Even  where  return  to  the  homeland 
appears  unlikely,  there  are  advantages 
for  refugees  to  be  cared  for  in  the  region 
in  which  they  have  their  roots.  Often  a 
neighboring  country  shares  a  common 
geography,  language,  and  ethnic  or 
cultural  character  which  can  ease  the 
acceptance  of  refugees  and  help  them 
achieve  longer  term  residence.  At  the 
first  African  refugee  conference  in 
Tanzania  in  1979,  Julius  Nyerere,  as  the 
host  President,  said:  " .  .  .as  Africans, 
we  welcome  the  refugees,  we  give  them 
our  space,  we  share  our  food."  Outside 
help  was  needed,  he  added— but  for  the 
care  of  refugees  in  Africa,  not  for 
resettlement  outside  Africa. 

Since  1981,  nearly  all  of  the  U.S. 
contributions  to  assist  refugees  in  the 
regions  of  their  homelands  have  been 
channeled  through  the  international 
organizations.  Those  organizations,  in 
turn,  work  through  "operational  part- 
ners," who  often  are  the  same  private 
voluntary  agencies  that  assist  us  in 
refugee  resettlement.  As  refugees  find 
refuge  in  Africa,  in  the  Near  East,  in 


Asia,  in  Latin  America,  in  Western 
Europe,  the  traditional  terminology  of 
"donor"  countries  blurs,  for  it  is  the 
first-asylum  countries  offering  their 
"space"— in  President  Nyerere's 
words— who  are  the  greatest  donors 
of  all. 

Resettlement:  Often 
Not  the  Solution 

The  relatively  small  role  played  by  inter- 
national resettlement  as  a  solution  can 
be  seen  in  the  sheer  magnitude  of  the 
refugee  populations.  There  are  currently 
5  million  Afghan  refugees.  The  United 
States  resettles,  at  most,  3,000  a  year- 
less  than  one-tenth  of  1%.  There  are 
almost  3  million  refugees  in  Africa,  with 
similarly  limited  resettlement  require- 
ments. Refugee  leaders  themselves 
acknowledge  the  uncertain  value  of 
resettlement  in  such  situations,  seeing  it 
as  potentially  divisive  and,  in  some 
cases,  as  a  form  of  resented  leadership 
drain. 

The  humanitarian  commitment  to 
aid  refugees  in  the  regions  of  their 
homelands  puts  great  pressure  on  the 
resources  available  for  our  total  refugee 
assistance  programs.  In  FY  1986— as  the 
committee  knows— all  parts  of  the 
Federal  Government  have  had  to  make 
program  reductions  to  conform  to  the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  legislation.  As 
a  result  of  these  across-the-board  fund- 
ing reductions,  the  Department,  with 
congressional  concurrence,  was  forced 
this  year  to  shift  over  $9  million  from 
the  admissions  program  to  meet  critical 
refugee  assistance  requirements  in 
Africa  and  Southeast  Asia.  In  other 
words,  instead  of  reallocating  admissions 
numbers  and  funds  to  meet  other 
regional  admissions  needs,  we  were  com- 
pelled to  cover  high-priority  relief 
requirements.  Thus,  the  need  to 
reprogram  is  the  primary  reason  for 
actual  admissions  in  FY  1986  falling 
some  4,500  below  the  ceiling. 

The  assistance  requirements  for 
refugees  in  Africa,  for  Afghans  in 
Pakistan,  for  Cambodians  on  the  Thai- 
Cambodian  border,  and  for  other  groups 
in  Southeast  Asia  and  elsewhere  remain 
substantial.  Just  a  few  weeks  ago,  the 
Red  Cross  informed  us  they  were  run- 
ning out  of  money  for  their  life- 
sustaining  food  and  medical  programs  in 
Africa.  President  Reagan  authorized  a 
withdrawal  from  the  Emergency 
Refugee  and  Migration  Assistance  Fund 
to  help  meet  the  deficit,  but  that  is  a 
resource  we  can  draw  on  only  in  excep- 
tional cases  and  within  a  tightly 
delineated  congressional  authorization. 


In  order  to  be  able  to  meet  these 
ongoing  assistance  requirements  without 
impairing  our  admissions  programs,  it  is 
absolutely  essential  that  we  be  provided 
with  adequate  resources  to  do  the  job. 
We  are  talking  here  about  the  lives  of 
literally  millions  of  human  beings. 

I  was  pleased  that  the  House  Appro- 
priations Committee  supported  the  full 
amount  of  the  President's  FY  1987 
request  for  the  refugee  program.  I  urge 
you  and  your  colleagues  to  do  the  same. 

Foreign  Affairs  Budget 

But  this  is  only  part  of  a  much  larger 
foreign  policy  issue  now  facing  us.  It  is 
in  our  national  interest  to  work  together 
with  other  nations  to  reduce  political 
instabilities  throughout  the  world.  But  to 
address  these  instabilities,  often  at  the 
root  of  the  world's  refugee  problem, 
requires  that  American  diplomacy  have 
the  proper  tools— including  healthy 
foreign  assistance  programs  and 
energetic  diplomatic  representation. 

Unfortunately,  these  tools  are  being 
drastically  restricted  under  current  con- 
gressionally  imposed  cuts  in  our  overall 
foreign  affairs  budget.  Put  most  bluntly, 
the  cumulative  effect  of  these  reductions 
will  be  devastating  to  our  ability  to  meet 
our  responsibilities  and  commitments. 

Today  is  not  the  day  to  discuss  our 
overall  foreign  affairs  budget  in  any 
great  detail.  But  it  is  essential  that  we 
all  recognize  that  the  lack  of  the 
resources  necessary  to  support  construc- 
tive American  leadership  in  the  interna- 
tional community  will  inevitably  have  a 
negative  impact  on  the  management  of 
global  refugee  problems. 

Proposed  FY  1987  Admissions 

It  is  with  this  perspective  that  I  now 
turn  to  the  refugee  admissions  ceilings 
that  the  President  is  recommending  for 
FY  1987.  For  simplicity,  I  will  present 
them  in  tabular  form,  as  follows: 


FY  1987  Refugee  Admissions  Ceiling 

Region 

Admission 
Level 

Africa 

East  Asia— First  Asylum 

East  Asia— ODP 

Eastern  Europe/Soviet  Union 

Latin  America/Caribbean 

Near  East/South  Asia 

3,500 
32,000 

8,500 
10,000 

4,000 

8,000 

Subtotal 

66,000 

Unallocated  Reserve 

4,000 

TOTAL 

70,000 
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I  should  point  out  that  this  total  is 
the  same  figure  that  the  Administration 
proposed  for  FY  1986. 

The  Unallocated  Admissions  Reserve 

This  year,  for  the  first  time,  the  Presi- 
dent's recommended  admissions  ceiling 
includes  an  unfunded  and  unallocated 
reserve  of  4,000.  This  reserve  is  not  tied 
to  any  geographic  region— it  would  give 
the  Administration  the  capability  to 
respond  to  contingent  regional  admis- 
sions needs.  The  reserve  is  similar  to  the 
admissions  reserves  used  by  the  other 
two  major  resettlement  countries, 
Canada  and  Australia.  Should  it  be 
necessary  to  use  the  admissions  reserve, 
we  would  cover  the  associated  costs 
within  existing  agency  budget  requests 
and  would  inform  the  Congress  as  to  the 
reserve's  allocation. 

In  addition,  given  the  difficult  fiscal 
situation  we  are  facing,  we  will  be 
undertaking  a  study  to  explore  the 
possibility  of  a  private-sector-funded 
admissions  program. 

East  Asia  Admissions 

Indochinese  Refugee  Panel  Report.  A 

year  ago  I  informed  the  committee  of  my 
intention  to  commission  a  distinguished 
independent  panel  to  visit  Southeast 
Asia  with  a  broad  mandate  to  assess  the 
refugee  situation  and  to  make  recom- 
mendations on  necessary  changes  in 
U.S.  policy.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that 
the  panel  carried  out  its  mission  with 
great  compasion,  skill,  and  judgment.  It 
was  chaired  by  the  Honorable  Robert  D. 
Ray,  the  former  Governor  of  Iowa,  a 
state  that  achieved  an  admirable  record 
in  refugee  resettlement  under  Governor 
Ray's  leadership.  Other  members  of  the 
panel  were  Mrs.  Irena  Kirkland;  former 
Senator  and  Ambassador  Gale  McGee; 
the  former  Deputy  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States,  Edward  Schmults; 
and  Jonathan  Moore,  who  has  just  ended 
his  leadership  of  the  Institute  of  Politics 
at  Harvard  to  join  us  as  the  new  U.S. 
Coordinator  for  Refugee  Affairs. 

The  panel's  report  is  a  comprehen- 
sive document,  with  some  44  specific 
recommendations.  One  of  its  main  points 
is  that  U.S.  admissions  for  Indochinese 
should  move  forward  along  two  tracks:  a 
refugee  program  for  those  continuing  to 
flee  the  Indochinese  states  to  escape 
persecution  and  an  immigration  program 
for  those  seeking  to  come  to  the  United 
States  on  the  basis  of  their  family  rela- 
tionships. Close  to  800,000  Indochinese 
have  come  to  the  United  States  as 


refugees  since  1975.  By  the  end  of  last 
year,  46,073  of  them  had  been  natural- 
ized as  U.S.  citizens.  They  are  compiling 
a  remarkable  record  of  achievement  in 
our  country,  and  many  are  in  a  position 
themselves  to  aid  their  relatives  wishing 
to  come  here. 

In  cooperation  with  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  (INS),  we  are 
focusing  on  the  panel's  recommendations 
to  help  guide  us  to  maintain  an  adequate 
program  for  refugees  from  Indochina 
and,  at  the  same  time,  to  assist  those 
qualifying  through  family  ties  to  seek 
admission  through  established  immigra- 
tion channels.  A  report  on  our  progress 
in  this  process  is  included  in  the 
documents  presented  to  you  as  part  of 
this  consultation. 

In  reviewing  these  subjects,  we  have 
maintained  close  consultations  with  the 
Congress,  with  the  first-asylum  coun- 
tries of  the  region,  with  the  other  coun- 
tries continuing  to  offer  significant 
levels  of  resettlement  (among  whom 
Australia  and  Canada  play  the  greatest 
role),  and  with  the  concerned  interna- 
tional agencies. 

Balanced  Program.  It  is  in  this  con- 
text that  the  President  is  recommending 
the  proposed  admissions  ceilings  for  east 
Asia— both  for  those  in  first-asylum 
countries  and  for  those  able  to  leave 
Vietnam  by  means  of  the  UNHCR's 
Orderly  Departure  Program  (ODP).  As  I 
stated  during  last  year's  consultations, 
we  see  the  need  for  balance  in  this 
program. 

Indochinese  refugee  resettlement  must  be 
balanced  against  other,  regional  solutions; 
balanced  as  a  fair  share  of  an  international 
resettlement  effort;  balanced  in  terms  of  its 
budgetary  implications;  balanced  in  terms  of 
other  immigration  and  domestic  policy  con- 
siderations; and  balanced  against  the  need  to 
provide  resettlement  to  deserving  refugees 
from  other  parts  of  the  world. 

The  Ray  panel  has  proposed 
guidelines  to  help  us  achieve  this  balance 
in  ways  that  respond  to  the  needs  of  the 
refugees.  We  will  continue  to  assure  the 
first-asylum  states  of  the  durability  of 
our  commitment  to  help  ease  their 
burden  and  to  provide  continued 
resettlement  opportunities  in  the  United 
States. 

The  proposed  ceiling  for  refugees  in 
first  asylum  will  enable  us  to  process 
those  currently  eligible  for  the  U.S.  pro- 
gram, those  new  arrivals  who  qualify 
under  our  priority  categories,  and  a  part 
of  the  long-stayer  caseload  under  a 
revitalized  international  initiative.  The 
Ray  panel  attached  "the  greatest  signifi- 
cance" to  the  preservation  of  first 


asylum.  Today,  I  want  to  reaffirm  to  the 
nations  of  Southeast  Asia  the  impor- 
tance we  attach  to  their  continuing  to 
offer  safe  first  asylum  for  Indochinese 
refugees.  In  cooperation  with  other 
donors,  we  will  continue  to  do  all  we  can 
to  provide  both  resettlement  oppor- 
tunities and  financial  support  for 
assistance  needs  in  Southeast  Asia,  as 
recommended  by  the  Ray  panel.  We  are 
considering  some  processing  of  refugees 
from  among  those  who  have  been  in 
camps  the  longest,  and  we  believe  these 
initiatives  can  be  undertaken  within  the 
proposed  admissions  ceiling. 

Orderly  Departure  Program.  In 

October  1984,  I  presented  to  this  com- 
mittee on  behalf  of  President  Reagan 
two  significant  humanitarian  initiatives 
aimed  at  reaching  special  populations  in 
Vietnam  through  the  UNHCR  Orderly 
Departure  Program.  I  want  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  reaffirm,  as  I  did  last 
year,  our  commitment  to  accept  all 
Amerasian  children  from  Vietnam.  We 
are  equally  committed  to  resettling  pre- 
sent and  former  political  prisoners  from 
Vietnam's  so-called  reeducation  camps 
and  their  close  family  members. 

The  President  is  proposing  an  8,500 
ceiling  for  refugees  leaving  Vietnam 
directly  under  the  ODP,  the  same  as  last 
year.  This  does  not  include  the  several 
thousand  Vietnamese  who  we  anticipate 
will  come  to  the  United  States  as  immi- 
grants. But  this  appearance  of  continuity 
does  not  change  the  fact  that  the  ODP 
has  encountered  serious  setbacks.  On 
January  1,  1986,  the  Vietnamese 
Government  unilaterally  suspended 
interviewing  of  new  cases.  Departures 
from  Vietnam  have  continued  at  about 
75%  of  the  rate  of  last  year  from  the 
pool  of  applicants  interviewed  for 
resettlement  in  the  United  States  before 
interviewing  was  suspended.  We  have 
had  three  working-level  meetings  with 
the  Vietnamese  under  UNHCR  auspices, 
the  most  recent  one  just  last  month,  to 
try  to  resolve  the  problem.  We  continue 
to  hope  interviewing  can  resume  without 
further  unnecessary  delay.  Our  proposed 
unallocated  admissions  reserve  would 
give  us  the  flexibility  to  handle  addi- 
tional admissions,  should  we  manage  to 
get  ODP  operating  at  full  steam. 

Over  100,000  people  have  been  able 
to  leave  Vietnam  under  the  Orderly 
Departure  Program,  nearly  half  to  the 
United  States,  the  remainder  to  some  30 
other  countries.  In  fact,  just  last  week 
the  50,000th  person  left  Vietnam  for 
resettlement  in  the  United  States  under 
this  program.  The  ODP  was  established 
by  agreement  between  the  UNHCR  and 
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the  Government  of  Vietnam  to  provide  a 
safe  alternative  to  the  hazards  of  flight 
by  sea.  We  want  to  see  it  restored  and 
improved  as  soon  as  possible. 

Amerasian  Children.  Vietnam's 
actions  leading  to  suspension  of  inter- 
viewing for  the  ODP  have  resulted,  most 
immediately,  in  a  halt  to  the  departure 
of  Amerasian  children  and  their  mothers 
from  Vietnam.  Over  8,500  children  of 
Vietnamese  mothers  and  American 
fathers  and  their  immediate  relatives 
have  come  to  the  United  States  under 
this  program.  In  1984,  I  expressed  the 
hope  that  all  the  Amerasian  children  and 
their  close  relatives  would  be  able  to 
come  in  a  3-year  period.  Two  years  of 
that  have  passed,  and  the  program  has 
had  substantial  success,  but  the  majority 
of  the  children  remain  in  Vietnam. 

At  the  working-level  meeting  last 
month  in  Hanoi,  the  Vietnamese  pro- 
duced a  long-promised  list  of  Amerasian 
children  and  their  families,  numbering 
some  2,600  people,  which  we  are  now 
reviewing  with  the  hope  that  interviews 
for  this  group  can  begin  soon.  Although 
specific  procedures  still  need  to  be 
worked  out,  we  hope  the  discussions  we 
have  had  will  lead  to  the  early  resump- 
tion of  Amerasian  departures  from 
Vietnam. 

Political  Prisoners.  No  aspect  of 
the  refugee  program  has  caused  us 
greater  disappointment  than  Vietnam's 
refusal  to  live  up  to  earlier  pledges  to 
release  for  resettlement  in  the  United 
States  "reeducation  camp"  prisoners- 
pledges  made  by  their  Prime  Minister 
and  reaffirmed  by  the  Foreign  Minister 
and  other  senior  Vietnamese  officials. 
An  estimated  6,000-7,000  of  these 
political  prisoners  continue  to  languish  in 
prisons  in  Vietnam  after  more  than  10 
years. 

Two  years  ago,  I  announced,  on 
behalf  of  President  Reagan,  our  readi- 
ness to  receive  these  prisoners  and  their 
close  relatives.  Many  are  imprisoned 
because  of  their  past  association  with 
U.S.  policies  and  programs  in  the  region, 
and  we  acknowledge  a  special  obligation 
to  work  for  their  release.  Since  that 
time,  only  752  former  prisoners  and 
their  accompanying  relatives  have  been 
allowed  to  leave. 

On  behalf  of  the  United  States,  I 
reaffirm  to  Vietnam  President  Reagan's 
offer  of  2  years  ago:  release  the  political 
prisoners,  and  we  will  take  them. 


Refugee  Admissions 
From  Other  Regions 

Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean.  In 

light  of  the  Cuban  release  of  a  number  of 
long-held  political  prisoners  in  1986,  and 
consistent  with  our  deep  concern  for  the 
welfare  of  these  individuals,  the  Presi- 
dent authorized  processing  in  Havana  of 
long-term  Cuban  political  prisoners  and 
former  prisoners.  I  am  pleased  to  con- 
firm that  over  100  Cuban  political 
prisoners  and  their  families  arrived  in 
the  United  States  yesterday. 

We  have  included  sufficient  numbers 
in  our  proposed  Latin  American  ceihng 
to  admit  3,000  Cubans  as  refugees  in  FY 
1987,  should  the  Government  of  Cuba 
lift  its  suspension  of  the  Mariel  migra- 
tion agreement.  While  the  United  States 
stands  ready  to  resume  its  obligations 
under  the  agreement,  we  will  not  do  so 
until  the  Cuban  Government  agrees  to 
fulfill  its  obligation  to  accept  the  return 
of  the  Mariel  excludables. 

As  political  turmoil  continues  to 
trouble  many  countries  in  Latin 
America,  the  Administration  plans  to 
consider  refugee  applicants  for  whom 
temporary  asylum  or  settlement  in  the 
region  are  not  available.  To  achieve  this 
goal,  we  have  proposed  an  increased  ceil- 
ing of  4,000  and  will  expand  the  current 
refugee  processing  priorities  used  for 
the  region. 

Africa.  The  Continent  of  Africa  suf- 
fers from  a  complex  and  dynamic 
refugee  situation.  There  are  some  35 
African  countries  offering  asylum  to 
refugees  fleeing  from  at  least  17  African 
countries.  Many  countries  both  generate 
and  receive  refugees.  Responding  to  the 
impact  of  refugees  has  been  complicated 
by  the  natural  disasters  of  drought  and 
locusts  and  by  the  economic  crises 
afflicting  many  of  these  developing 
countries. 

For  most  of  those  African  refugees 
needing  protection  and  assistance  from 
the  international  community,  resettlement 
to  the  United  States  is  not  the  desired 
solution.  Most  can  benefit  from  the 
hospitality  offered  by  neighboring 
nations.  Those  in  need  of  resettlement 
outside  Africa  are  refugees  in  life- 
threatening  situations  or  refugees  who 
cannot  easily  be  assimilated— for  exam- 
ple, urban  Ethiopians  and  some  South 
Africans. 

For  FY  1987,  we  are  proposing  an 
admissions  ceiling  of  3,500.  This  will 
allow  us  to  process  those  refugees  who 
cannot  be  resettled  elsewhere,  as  well  as 
a  limited  number  of  African  refugees 
currently  in  first  asylum  in  Europe. 


Eastern  Europe  and  the  Soviet 
Union.  Unfortunately,  the  number  of 
individuals  who  are  granted  permission 
to  depart  the  Soviet  Union  has  continued 
to  decline  in  the  past  year.  We  continue 
to  press  for  freer  emigration  from  the 
Soviet  Union  and  have  adjusted  our 
admissions  ceiling  accordingly. 
The  President  raised  this  issue  with 
Chairman  Gorbachev  in  Geneva,  and  I 
intend  to  do  the  same  with  the  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister  whenever  we  meet. 

We  anticipate  that  the  requested 
10,000  admissions  will  allow  us  to  proc- 
ess not  only  the  hoped-for  increase  from 
the  Soviet  Union  but  also  those  Roma- 
nians registered  for  the  third  country 
processing  program,  as  well  as  the 
regular  flow  of  refugees  who  continue  to 
arrive  from  Eastern  Europe. 

Near  East  and  South  Asia.  Since 
the  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan  in 
1979,  over  5  million  Afghans  have  ■ 

sought  asylum  in  neighboring  countries,      ■ 
almost  3  million  of  them  in  Pakistan 
alone.  The  Afghan  refugee  population  is 
supported  by  long-term  international 
assistance  efforts,  to  which  we  are  a 
major  contributor. 

At  the  same  time,  more  than  2 
million  Palestinians  in  the  Near  East  are 
registered  with  the  UN  Relief  and 
Works  Agency  (UNRWA).  While  its  role 
is  indirect,  UNRWA  is  an  important  ele- 
ment in  efforts  to  preempt  the  sort  of 
desperation  that  can  lead  to  extremism. 
It  thus  helps  create  a  climate  that  will  be 
fundamental  to  any  successful  peace 
process. 

In  Iran,  the  tyrannical  revolution  led 
by  Khomeini  has  driven  thousands  from 
their  homeland,  many  of  whom  seek  a 
new  life  in  Europe  and  the  United 
States.  As  Congress  has  acknowledged, 
many  Iranian  religious  minorities  con- 
tinue to  be  persecuted.  Most  particu- 
larly, the  Baha'i,  as  well  as  Christians 
and  Jews,  are  included  in  the  U.S. 
resettlement  program. 

For  FY  1987,  the  President  has 
recommended  a  ceiling  of  8,000 
refugees,  to  allow  us  to  continue  to  pro- 
vide adequate  resettlement  opportunities 
for  these  populations. 

Conclusion 

Since  1981,  over  500,000  persons  have 
been  brought  to  this  country  as  refugees 
to  begin  new  lives.  In  coordination  with 
the  efforts  of  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, civic  organizations,  voluntary 
agencies,  and  thousands  of  private 
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citizens,  the  Administration  remains 
committed  to  help  give  these  people  a 
new  opportunity  to  live  free  from  the 
fear  of  persecution. 

Yet  there  have  been  frustrations  and 
disappointments; 

•  The  unfortunate  unilateral  Viet- 
namese suspension  of  interviews  for  the 
UNHCR's  Orderly  Departure  Program, 
which  has  also  stalled  the  President's 
initiative  for  Amerasian  children; 

•  The  continued  failure  of  the  Viet- 
namese to  respond  to  our  initiative  to 
accept  reeducation  camp  political 
prisoners; 

•  The  Cuban  refusal  to  implement 
the  Mariel  migration  agreement;  and 

•  The  Soviet  Union's  continued 
refusal  to  allow  those  wishing  to  leave  to 
do  so,  especially  Soviet  Jews. 

I  pledge  to  you  that  this  Administra- 
tion will  never  relent  in  its  efforts  to 
resolve  these  profound  humanitarian 
issues.  With  the  bipartisan  support  of 
Congress,  we  will  continue  in  our  tradi- 
tional humanitarian  spirit  to  provide  for 
the  needs  of  refugees  around  the  world. 

I  began  today  by  reflecting  on  the 
accomplishments  of  our  refugee  pro- 
grams over  the  past  6  years,  accom- 
plishments made  possible  only  by  the 
generosity  and  commitment  of  the 
American  people  through  their  elected 
representatives  in  Congress. 

I  urge  you  to  support  the  President's 
recommended  refugee  admissions  ceiling 
which  I  have  presented  here  today.  At 
the  same  time,  I  must  remind  you  that  a 
generous  refugee  admissions  ceiling  is 
nothing  but  numbers  on  a  piece  of  paper 
without  the  money  to  fund  the  programs 
that  these  numbers  represent.  And  so,  in 
closing,  I  ask  for  your  support  not  only 
of  the  proposed  ceiling  but  also  the 
President's  budget  request  for  the 
refugee  program  so  that,  together,  we 
are  able  to  continue  this  great,  national 
humanitarian  endeavor. 


'Press  release  179.  The  complete 
transcript  for  the  hearings  will  be  published 
by  the  committee  and  will  be  available  from 
the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office.  Washington, 
D.C.  20402.  ■ 


AFRICA 

Continuation  of  South  Africa 
Emergency 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
SEPT.  4,  1986' 

Section  202(d)  of  the  National  Emergencies 
Act  (50  U.S.C.  1622(d))  provides  for  the 
automatic  termination  of  a  national  emer- 
gency unless,  prior  to  the  anniversary  date  of 
its  declaration,  the  President  publishes  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  transmits  to  the  Con- 
gress a  notice  stating  that  the  emergency  is 
to  continue  in  effect  beyond  the  anniversary 
date.  In  accordance  with  this  provision,  I 
have  sent  the  enclosed  notice,  stating  that  the 
South  African  emergency  is  to  continue  in 
effect  beyond  September  9,  1986,  to  the 
Federal  Register  for  publication. 

The  failure  of  the  South  African  Govern- 
ment to  take  adequate  steps  to  eliminate 
apartheid,  that  Governnment's  security  prac- 
tices, including  the  recent  imposition  of 
another  state  of  emergency,  and  the  per- 


sistence of  widespread  violence  continue  to 
endanger  prospects  for  peaceful  change  in 
South  Africa  and  threaten  stability  in  the 
region  as  a  whole.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, I  have  determined  that  it  is 
necessary  to  continue  in  effect  the  national 
emergency  with  respect  to  South  Africa  after 
September  9,  1986,  in  order  to  deal  with  this 
unusual  and  extraordinary  threat  to  the 
foreign  policy  and  economy  of  the  United 
States.  Additional  measures  to  deal  with  this 
threat  will  be  considered  upon  the  completion 
of  consultations  with  key  Allies  on  joint, 
effective  measures  to  eliminate  apartheid  and 
encourage  negotiations  for  peaceful  change  in 
South  Africa. 

Ronald  Reagan 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  8,  1986. 
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CDE  Delegations  Reach  Accord 
on  Military  Activities  in  Europe 


The  Ponference  on  Confidence-  and 
Security-Building  Measures  and 
Disarmament  in  Europe  (CDE)  met  in 
Stockholm  January  17,  198A-Septem- 
ber  19,  1986. 

Following  are  the  texts  of  the  docu- 
ment agreed  to  by  the  85  participating 
states  on  September  19  and  statements  by 
President  Reagan  and  Ambassador 
Robert  L.  Barry,  head  of  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion, on  September  22. 


DOCUMENT 

Document  of  the  Stockholm  Conference 
ON  Confidence-  and  Security-Building 
Measures  and  Disarmament  in  Europe  con- 
vened IN  accordance  with  the  relevant 
provisions  of  the  Concluding  Document  of 
THE  Madrid  Meeting  of  the  Conference  on 
Security  and  Co-operation  in  Europe 


(1)  The  representatives  of  the  participating 
States  of  the  Conference  on  Security  and 
Co-operation  in  Europe  (CSCE),  Austria, 
Belgium,  Bulgaria,  Canada,  Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia,  Denmark,  Finland,  France, 
the  German  Democratic  Republic,  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Germany,  Greece,  the  Holy  See, 
Hungary,  Iceland,  Ireland,  Italy,  Liechten- 
stein, Luxembourg,  Malta,  Monaco,  the 
Netherlands,  Norway,  Poland,  Portugal, 
Romania,  San  Marino,  Spain,  Sweden, 
Switzerland,  Turkey,  the  Union  of  Soviet 
Socialist  Republics,  the  United  Kingdom,  the 
United  States  of  America  and  Yugoslavia, 
met  in  Stockholm  from  17  January  1984  to  19 
September  1986,  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions relating  to  the  Conference  on 
Confidence-  and  Security-Building  Measures 
and  Disarmament  in  Europe  contained  in  the 
Concluding  Document  of  the  Madrid  Follow- 
up  Meeting  of  the  CSCE. 

(2)  The  participants  were  addressed  by 
the  Prime  Minister  of  Sweden,  the  late  Olof 
Palme,  on  17  January  1984. 

(3)  Opening  statements  were  made  by  the 
Ministers  of  Foreign  Affairs  and  other  Heads 
of  Delegation.  The  Prime  Minister  of  Spain  as 
well  as  Ministers  and  senior  officials  of 
several  other  participating  States  addressed 
the  Conference  later.  The  Minister  for 
Foreign  Affairs  of  Sweden  addressed  the 
Conference  on  19  September  1986. 

(4)  The  Secretary-General  of  the  United 
Nations  addressed  the  Conference  on  6  July 
1984. 

(5)  Contributions  were  made  by  the 
following  non-participating  Mediterranean 
States:  Algeria,  Egypt,  Israel,  Lebanon, 
Libya,  Morocco,  Syria  and  Tunisia. 


(6)  The  participating  States  recalled  that 
the  aim  of  the  Conference  on  Confidence-  and 
Security-Building  Measures  and  Disarmament 
in  Europe  is,  as  a  substantial  and  integral 
part  of  the  multilateral  process  initiated  by 
the  Conference  on  Security  and  Co-operation 
in  Europe,  to  undertake,  in  stages,  new, 
effective  and  concrete  actions  designed  to 
make  progress  in  strengthening  confidence 
and  security  and  in  achieving  disarmament, 
so  as  to  give  effect  and  expression  to  the  duty 
of  States  to  refrain  from  the  threat  or  use  of 
force  in  their  mutual  relations  as  well  as  in 
their  international  relations  in  general. 

(7)  The  participating  States  recognized 
that  the  set  of  mutually  complementary  con- 
fidence- and  security-building  measures  which 
are  adopted  in  the  present  document  and 
which  are  in  accordance  with  the  Madrid 
mandate  serve  by  their  scope  and  nature  and 
by  their  implementation  to  strengthen  con- 
fidence and  security  in  Europe  and  thus  to 
give  effect  and  expression  to  the  duty  of 
States  to  refrain  from  the  threat  or  use  of 
force. 

(8)  Consequently  the  participating  States 
have  declared  the  following: 


REFRAINING  FROM  THE  THREAT 
OR  USE  OF  FORCE 

(9)  The  participating  States,  recalling  their 
obligation  to  refrain,  in  their  mutual  relations 
as  well  as  in  their  international  relations  in 
general,  from  the  threat  or  use  of  force 
against  the  territorial  integrity  or  political 
independence  of  any  State,  or  in  any  other 
manner  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  the 
United  Nations,  accordingly  reaffirm  their 
commitment  to  respect  and  put  into  practice 
the  principle  of  refraining  from  the  threat  or 
use  of  force,  as  laid  down  in  the  Final  Act. 

(10)  No  consideration  may  be  invoked  to 
serve  to  warrant  resort  to  the  threat  or  use  of 
force  in  contravention  of  this  principle. 

(11)  They  recall  the  inherent  right  of 
individual  or  collective  self-defence  if  an 
armed  attack  occurs,  as  set  forth  in  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations. 

(12)  They  will  refrain  from  any 
manifestation  of  force  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  any  other  State  to  renounce  the  full 
exercise  of  its  sovereign  rights. 

(13)  As  set  forth  in  the  Final  Act,  no 
occupation  or  acquisition  of  territory 
resulting  from  the  threat  or  use  of  force  in 
contravention  of  international  law,  will  be 
recognized  as  legal. 

(14)  They  recognize  their  commitment  to 
peace  and  security.  Accordingly  they  reaffirm 
that  they  will  refrain  from  any  use  of  armed 
forces  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  and 
principles  of  the  Charter  of  the  United 
Nations  and  the  provisions  of  the  Declaration 


on  Principles  Guiding  Relations  between 
Participating  States,  against  another  par- 
ticipating State,  in  particular  from  invasion  of 
or  attack  on  its  territory. 

(15)  They  will  abide  by  their  commitment 
to  refrain  from  the  threat  or  use  of  force  in 
their  relations  with  any  State,  regardless  of 
that  State's  political,  social,  economic  or 
cultural  system  and  irrespective  of  whether 
or  not  they  maintain  with  that  State  relations 
of  alliance. 

(16)  They  stress  that  non-compliance  wath 
the  obligation  of  refraining  from  the  threat  or 
use  of  force,  as  recalled  above,  constitutes  a 
violation  of  international  law. 

(17)  They  stress  their  commitment  to  the 
principle  of  peaceful  settlement  of  disputes  as 
contained  in  the  Final  Act,  convinced  that  it 
is  an  essential  complement  to  the  duty  of 
States  to  refrain  from  the  threat  or  use  of 
force,  both  being  essential  factors  for  the 
maintenance  and  consolidation  of  peace  and 
security.  They  recall  their  determination  and 
the  necessity  to  reinforce  and  to  improve  the 
methods  at  their  disposal  for  the  peaceful  set- 
tlement of  disputes.  They  reaffirm  their 
resolve  to  make  every  effort  to  settle 
exclusively  by  peaceful  means  any  dispute 
between  them. 

(18)  The  participating  States  stress  their 
commitment  to  the  Final  Act  and  the  need  for 
full  implementation  of  all  its  provisions,  which 
will  further  the  process  of  improving  security 
and  developing  co-operation  in  Europe, 
thereby  contributing  to  international  peace 
and  security  in  the  world  as  a  whole. 

(19)  They  emphasize  their  commitment  to 
all  the  principles  of  the  Declaration  on  Prin- 
ciples Guiding  Relations  between  Participat- 
ing States  and  declare  their  determination  to 
respect  and  put  them  into  practice  irrespec- 
tive of  their  political,  economic  or  social 
systems  as  well  as  of  their  size,  geographical 
location  or  level  of  economic  development. 

(20)  All  these  ten  principles  are  of 
primary  significance  and,  accordingly,  they 
will  be  equally  and  unreservedly  applied,  each 
of  them  being  interpreted  taking  into  account 
the  others. 

(21)  Respect  for  and  the  application  of 
these  principles  will  enhance  the  development 
of  friendly  relations  and  co-operation  among 
the  participating  States  in  all  fields  covered 
by  the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act. 

(22)  They  reconfirm  their  commitment  to 
the  basic  principle  of  the  sovereign  equality  of 
States  and  stress  that  all  States  have  equal 
rights  and  duties  within  the  framework  of 
international  law. 

(23)  They  reaffirm  the  universal 
significance  of  human  rights  and  fundamental 
freedoms.  Respect  for  and  the  effective  exer- 
cise of  these  rights  and  freedoms  are  essential 
factors  for  international  peace,  justice  and 
security,  as  well  as  for  the  development  of 
friendly  relations  and  co-operation  among 
themselves  as  among  all  States,  as  set  forth 
in  the  Declaration  on  Principles  Guiding  Rela- 
tions between  Participating  States. 
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(24)  They  reaffirm  that,  in  the  broader 
context  of  world  security,  security  in  Europe 
is  closely  linked  with  security  in  the  Mediter- 
ranean area  as  a  whole;  in  this  context,  they 
confirm  their  intention  to  develop  good  neigh- 
bourly relations  with  all  States  in  the  region, 
with  due  regard  to  reciprocity,  and  in  the 
spirit  of  the  principles  contained  in  the 
Declaration  on  Principles  Guiding  Relations 
between  Participating  States,  so  as  to  pro- 
mote confidence  and  security  and  make  peace 
prevail  in  the  region  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  contained  in  the  Mediterranean 
chapter  of  the  Final  Act. 

(25)  They  emphasize  the  necessity  to  take 
resolute  measures  to  prevent  and  to  combat 
terrorism,  including  terrorism  in  international 
relations.  They  express  their  determination  to 
take  effective  measures,  both  at  the  national 
level  and  through  international  co-operation, 
for  the  prevention  and  suppression  of  all  acts 
of  terrorism.  They  will  take  all  appropriate 
measures  in  preventing  their  respective  ter- 
ritories from  being  used  for  the  preparation, 
organization  or  commission  of  terrorist 
activities.  This  also  includes  measures  to  pro- 
hibit on  their  territories  illegal  activities, 
including  subversive  activities,  of  persons, 
groups  and  organizations  that  instigate, 
organize  or  engage  in  the  perpetration  of  acts 
of  terrorism,  including  those  directed  against 
other  States  and  their  citizens. 

(26)  They  will  fulfil  in  good  faith  their 
obligations  under  international  law;  they  also 
stress  that  strict  compliance  with  their  com- 
mitments within  the  framework  of  the  CSCE 
is  essential  for  building  confidence  and 
security. 

(27)  The  participating  States  confirm  that 
in  the  event  of  a  conflict  between  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  members  of  the  United  Nations 
under  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations  and 
their  obligations  under  any  treaty  or  other 
international  agreement,  their  obligations 
under  the  Charter  will  prevail,  in  accordance 
with  Article  103  of  the  Charter  of  the  United 
Nations. 

(28)  The  participating  States  have 
adopted  the  following  measures: 


PRIOR  NOTIFICATION  OF  CERTAIN 
MILITARY  ACTIVITIES 

(29)  The  participating  States  will  give 
notification  in  writing  through  diplomatic 
channels  in  an  agreed  form  of  content,  to  all 
other  participating  States  42  days  or  more  in 
advance  of  the  start  of  notifiable'  military 
activities  in  the  zone  of  application  for 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures 
(CSBMs).2 

(30)  Notification  will  be  given  by  the  par- 
ticipating State  on  whose  territory  the  activ- 
ity in  question  is  planned  to  take  place  even  if 
the  forces  of  that  State  are  not  engaged  in 
the  activity  or  their  strength  is  below  the 
notifiable  level.  This  will  not  relieve  other 
participating  States  of  their  obligation  to  give 
notification,  if  their  involvement  in  the 
planned  military  activity  reaches  the 
notifiable  level. 


(31)  Each  of  the  following  military 
activities  in  the  field  conducted  as  a  single 
activity  in  the  zone  of  application  for  CSBMs, 
at  or  above  the  levels  defined  below,  will  be 
notified. 

(31.1)  The  engagement  of  formations  of 
land  forces^  of  the  participating  States  in  the 
same  exercise  activity  conducted  under  a 
single  operational  command  independently  or 
in  combination  with  any  possible  air  or  naval 
components. 

(31.1.1)  This  military  activity  will  be 
subject  to  notification  whenever  it  involves  at 
any  time  during  the  activity: 

•  at  least  13,000  troops,  including 
support  troops,  or 

•  at  least  300  battle  tanks 

if  organized  into  a  divisional  structure 
or  at  least  two  brigades/regiments,  not 
necessarily  subordinate  to  the  same  division. 

(31.1.2)  The  participation  of  air  forces 
of  the  participating  States  will  be  included  in 
the  notification  if  it  is  foreseen  that  in  the 
course  of  the  activity  200  or  more  sorties  by 
aircraft,  excluding  helicopters,  will  be  flown. 

(31.2)  The  engagement  of  military 
forces  either  in  an  amphibious  landing  or  in  a 
parachute  assault  by  airborne  forces  in  the 
zone  of  application  for  CSBMs. 

(31.2.1)  These  military  activities  will 
be  subject  to  notification  whenever  the 
amphibious  landing  involves  at  least  3,000 
troops  or  whenever  the  parachute  drop 
involves  at  least  3,000  troops. 

(31.3)  The  engagement  of  formations  of 
land  forces  of  the  participating  States  in  a 
transfer  from  outside  the  zone  of  application 
for  CSBMs  to  arrival  points  in  the  zone,  or 
from  inside  the  zone  of  application  for  CSBMs 
to  points  of  concentration  in  the  zone,  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  notifiable  exercise  activity  or  to 
be  concentrated. 

(31.3.1)  The  arrival  or  concentration 
of  these  forces  will  be  subject  to  notification 
whenever  it  involves,  at  any  time  during  the 
activity: 

•  at  least  13,000  troops,  including 
support  troops,  or 

•  at  least  300  battle  tanks 

if  organized  into  a  divisional  structure 
or  at  least  two  brigades/regiments,  not 
necessarily  subordinate  to  the  same  division. 

(31.3.2)  Forces  which  have  been 
transferred  into  the  zone  will  be  subject  to  all 
provisions  of  agreed  CSBMs  when  they 
depart  their  arrival  points  to  participate  in  a 
notifiable  exercise  activity  or  to  be  concen- 
trated within  the  zone  of  application  for 
CSBMs. 

(32)  Notifiable  military  activities  carried 
out  without  advance  notice  to  the  troops 
involved  are  exceptions  to  the  requirement 
for  prior  notification  to  be  made  42  days  in 
advance. 


(32.1)  Notification  of  such  activities, 
above  the  agreed  thresholds,  will  be  given  at 
the  time  the  troops  involved  commence  such 
activities. 

(33)  Notification  will  be  given  in  writing 
of  each  notifiable  military  activity  in  the 
following  agreed  form: 

(34)  A — General  Information 

(34.1)  The  designation  of  the  military 
activity; 

(34.2)  The  general  purpose  of  the 
military  activity; 

(34.3)  The  names  of  the  States  involved 
in  the  military  activity; 

(34.4)  The  level  of  organizing  and  com- 
manding the  military  activity; 

(34.5)  The  start  and  end  dates  of  the 
military  activity. 

(35)  B — Information  on  different  types 
of  notifiable  military  activities 

(35.1)  The  engagement  of  land  forces  of 
the  participating  States  in  the  same  exercise 
activity  conducted  under  a  single  operational 
command  independently  or  in  combination 
with  any  possible  air  or  naval  components; 

(35.1.1)  The  total  number  of  troops 
taking  part  in  the  military  activity  (i.e., 
ground  troops,  amphibious  troops,  airmobile 
and  airborne  troops)  and  the  number  of 
troops  participating  for  each  State  involved, 
if  applicable; 

(35.1.2)  Number  and  type  of  divisions 
participating  for  each  State; 

(35.1.3)  The  total  number  of  battle 
tanks  for  each  State  and  the  total  number  of 
anti-tank  guided  missile  launchers  mounted 
on  armoured  vehicles; 

(35.1.4)  The  total  number  of  artillery 
pieces  and  multiple  rocket  launchers  (100  mm 
calibre  or  above); 

(35.1.5)  The  total  number  of  heh- 
copters,  by  category; 

(35.1.6)  Envisaged  number  of  sorties 
by  aircraft,  excluding  helicopters; 

(35.1.7)  Purpose  of  air  missions; 

(35.1.8)  Categories  of  aircraft 
involved; 

(35.1.9)  The  level  of  command, 
organizing  and  commanding  the  air  force 
participation; 

(35.1.10)  Naval  ship-to-shore  gunfire; 

(35 .1.11)  Indication  of  other  naval 
ship-to-shore  support; 

(35.1.12)  The  level  of  command, 
organizing  and  commanding  the  naval  force 
participation. 

(35.2)  The  engagement  of  military 
forces  either  in  an  amphibious  landing  or  in  a 
parachute  assault  by  airborne  forces  in  the 
zone  of  application  for  CSBMs: 

(35.2.1)  The  total  number  of 
amphibious  troops  involved  in  notifiable 
amphibious  landings,  and/or  the  total  number 
of  airborne  troops  involved  in  notifiable 
parachute  assaults; 
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(35.2.2)  In  the  case  of  a  notifiable 
amphibious  landing,  the  point  or  points  of 
embarkation,  if  in  the  zone  of  application  for 
CSBMs. 

(35.3)  The  engagement  of  formations  of 
land  forces  of  the  participating  States  in  a 
transfer  from  outside  the  zone  of  application 
for  CSBMs  to  arrival  points  in  the  zone,  or 
from  inside  the  zone  of  application  for  CSBMs 
to  points  of  concentration  in  the  zone,  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  notifiable  exercise  activity  or  to 
be  concentrated: 

(35.3.1)  The  total  number  of  troops 
transferred; 

(35.3.2)  Number  and  type  of  divisions 
participating  in  the  transfer; 

(35.3.3)  The  total  number  of  battle 
tanks  participating  in  a  notifiable  arrival  or 
concentration; 

(35.3.4)  Geographical  co-ordinates  for 
the  points  of  arrival  and  for  the  points  of 
concentration. 

(36)  C — The  envisaged  area  and 
timeframe  of  the  activity 

(36.1)  The  area  of  the  military  activity 
delimited  by  geographic  features  together 
with  geographic  co-ordinates,  as  appropriate; 

(36.2)  The  start  and  end  dates  of  each 
phase  (transfers,  deployment,  concentration 
of  forces,  active  exercise  phase,  recovery 
phase)  of  activities  in  the  zone  of  application 
for  CSBMs  of  participating  formations,  the 
tactical  purpose  and  corresponding 
geographical  areas  (delimited  by  geographical 
co-ordinates)  for  each  phase; 

(36.3)  Brief  descriptions  of  each  phase. 

(37)  D— Other  information 

(37.1)  Changes,  if  any,  in  relation  to 
information  provided  in  the  annual  calendar 
regarding  the  activity; 

(37.2)  Relationship  of  the  activity  to 
other  notifiable  activities. 


OBSERVATION  OF 

CERTAIN  MILITARY  ACTIVITIES 

(38)  The  participating  States  will  invite 
observers  from  all  other  participating  States 
to  the  following  notifiable  military  activities: 

(38.1)  •  The  engagement  of  formations 
of  land  forces'  of  the  participating  States  in 
the  same  exercise  activity  conducted  under  a 
single  operational  command  independently  or 
in  combination  with  any  possible  air  or  naval 
components; 

(38.2)  •  The  engagement  of  military 
forces  either  in  an  amphibious  landing  or  in  a 
parachute  assault  by  airborne  forces  in  the 
zone  of  application  for  CSBMs; 

(38.3)  •  In  the  case  of  the  engagement 
of  formations  of  land  forces  of  the  partici- 
pating States  in  a  transfer  from  outside  the 
zone  of  application  for  CSBMs  to  arrival 
points  in  the  zone,  or  from  inside  the  zone  of 
application  for  CSBMs  to  points  of  concentra- 
tion in  the  zone,  to  participate  in  a  notifiable 
exercise  activity  or  to  be  concentrated,  the 


concentration  of  these  forces.  Forces  which 
have  been  transferred  into  the  zone  will  be 
subject  to  all  provisions  of  agreed  confidence- 
and  security-building  measures  when  they 
depart  their  arrival  points  to  participate  in  a 
notifiable  exercise  activity  or  to  be  concen- 
trated within  the  zone  of  application  for 
CSBMs. 

(38.4)  The  above-mentioned  activities 
will  be  subject  to  observation  whenever  the 
number  of  troops  engaged  meets  or  exceeds 
17,000  troops,  except  in  the  case  of  either  an 
amphibious  landing  or  a  parachute  assault  by 
airborne  forces,  which  will  be  subject  to 
observation  whenever  the  number  of  troops 
engaged  meets  or  exceeds  5,000  troops. 

(39)  The  host  State  will  extend  the  invita- 
tions in  writing  through  diplomatic  channels 
to  all  other  participating  States  at  the  time  of 
notification.  The  host  State  will  be  the  par- 
ticipating State  on  whose  territory  the 
notified  activity  will  take  place. 

(40)  The  host  State  may  delegate  some  of 
its  responsibilities  as  host  to  another  par- 
ticipating State  engaged  in  the  military  activ- 
ity on  the  territory  of  the  host  State.  In  such 
cases,  the  host  State  will  specify  the  alloca- 
tion of  responsibilities  in  its  invitation  to 
observe  the  activity. 

(41)  Each  participating  State  may  send 
up  to  two  observers  to  the  military  activity  to 
be  observed. 

(42)  The  invited  State  may  decide 
whether  to  send  military  and/or  civilian 
observers,  including  members  of  its  personnel 
accredited  to  the  host  State.  Military 
observers  will,  normally,  wear  their  uniforms 
and  insignia  while  performing  their  tasks. 

(43)  Replies  to  the  invitation  will  be  given 
in  writing  not  later  than  21  days  after  the 
issue  of  the  invitation. 

(44)  The  participating  States  accepting 
an  invitation  will  provide  the  names  and 
ranks  of  their  observers  in  their  reply  to  the 
invitation.  If  the  invitation  is  not  accepted  in 
time,  it  will  be  assumed  that  no  observers  will 
be  sent. 

(45)  Together  with  the  invitation  the  host 
State  will  provide  a  general  observation  pro- 
gramme, including  the  following  information: 

(45.1)  •  the  date,  time  and  place  of 
assembly  of  observers; 

(45.2)  •  planned  duration  of  the  obser- 
vation programme; 

(45.3)  •  languages  to  be  used  in  inter- 
pretation and/or  translation; 

(45.4)  •  arrangements  for  board,  lodg- 
ing and  transportation  of  the  observers; 

(45.5)  •  arrangements  for  observation 
equipment  which  will  be  issutd  to  the 
observers  by  the  host  State; 

(45.6)  •  possible  authorization  by  the 
host  State  of  the  use  of  special  equipment 
that  the  observers  may  bring  with  them; 

(45.7)  •  arrangements  for  special 
clothing  to  be  issued  to  the  observers  because 
of  weather  or  environmental  factors. 


(46)  The  observers  may  make  requests 
with  regard  to  the  observation  programme. 
The  host  State  will,  if  possible,  accede  to 
them. 

(47)  The  host  State  will  determine  a  dura- 
tion of  observation  which  permits  the 
observers  to  observe  a  notifiable  military 
activity  from  the  time  that  agreed  thresholds 
for  observation  are  met  or  exceeded  until,  for 
the  last  time  during  the  activity,  the 
thresholds  for  observation  are  no  longer  met. 

(48)  The  host  State  will  provide  the 
observers  with  transportation  to  the  area  of 
the  notified  activity  and  back.  This  transpor- 
tation will  be  provided  from  either  the  capital 
or  another  suitable  location  to  be  announced 
in  the  invitation,  so  that  the  observers  are  in 
position  before  the  start  of  the  observation 
programme. 

(49)  The  invited  State  will  cover  the 
travel  expenses  for  its  observers  to  the 
capital,  or  another  suitable  location  specified 
in  the  invitation,  of  the  host  State,  and  back. 

(50)  The  observers  will  be  provided  equal 
treatment  and  offered  equal  opportunities  to 
carry  out  their  functions. 

(51)  The  observers  will  be  granted,  dur- 
ing their  mission,  the  privileges  and 
immunities  accorded  to  diplomatic  agents  in 
the  Vienna  Convention  on  Diplomatic 
Relations. 

(52)  The  host  State  will  not  be  required  to 
permit  observation  of  restricted  locations, 
installations  or  defence  sites. 

(53)  In  order  to  allow  the  observers  to 
confirm  that  the  notified  activity  is  non- 
threatening  in  character  and  that  it  is  carried 
out  in  conformity  with  the  appropriate  provi- 
sions of  the  notification,  the  host  State  will: 

(53.1)  •  at  the  commencement  of  the 
observation  programme  give  a  briefing  on  the 
purpose,  the  basic  situation,  the  phases  of  the 
activity  and  possible  changes  as  compared 
with  the  notification  and  provide  the 
observers  with  a  map  of  the  area  of  the 
military  activity  with  a  scale  of  1  to  not  more 
than  500,000  and  an  observation  programme 
with  a  daily  schedule  as  well  as  a  sketch 
indicating  the  basic  situation; 

(53.2)  •  provide  the  observers  with 
appropriate  observation  equipment;  however, 
the  observers  will  be  allowed  to  use  their  per- 
sonal binoculars,  which  will  be  subject  to 
examination  and  approval  by  the  host  State; 

(53.3)  •  in  the  course  of  the  observa- 
tion programme  give  the  observers  daily 
briefings  with  the  help  of  maps  on  the  various 
phases  of  the  military  activity  and  their 
development  and  inform  the  observers  about 
their  positions  geographically;  in  the  case  of  a 
land  force  activity  conducted  in  combination 
with  air  or  naval  components,  briefings  will 
be  given  by  representatives  of  these  forces; 

(53.4)  •  provide  opportunities  to 
observe  directly  forces  of  the  State/States 
engaged  in  the  military  activity  so  that  the 
observers  get  an  impression  of  the  flow  of  the 
activity;  to  this  end,  the  observers  will  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  observe  major  com- 
bat units  of  the  participating  formations  of  a 
divisional  or  equivalent  level  and,  whenever 
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possible,  to  visit  some  units  and  communicate 
with  commanders  and  troops;  commanders  or 
other  senior  personnel  of  participating  forma- 
tions as  well  as  of  the  visited  units  will  inform 
the  observers  of  the  mission  of  their  respec- 
tive units; 

(53.5)  •  guide  the  observers  in  the  area 
of  the  military  activity;  the  observers  will 
follow  the  instructions  issued  by  the  host 
State  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set 
out  in  this  document; 

(53.6)  •  provide  the  observers  with 
appropriate  means  of  transportation  in  the 
area  of  the  mOitary  activity; 

(53.7)  •  provide  the  observers  with 
opportunities  for  timely  communication  with 
their  embassies  or  other  official  missions  and 
consular  posts;  the  host  State  is  not  obligated 
to  cover  the  communication  expenses  of  the 
observers; 

(53.8)  •  provide  the  observers  with 
appropriate  board  and  lodging  in  a  location 
suitable  for  carrying  out  the  observation  pro- 
gramme and,  when  necessary,  medical  care. 

(54)  The  participating  States  need  not 
invite  observers  to  notifiable  military 
activities  which  are  carried  out  without 
advance  notice  to  the  troops  involved  unless 
these  notifiable  activities  have  a  duration  of 
more  than  72  hours.  The  continuation  of  these 
activities  beyond  this  time  will  be  subject  to 
observation  while  the  agreed  thresholds  for 
observation  are  met  or  exceeded.  The  obser- 
vation programme  will  follow  as  closely  as 
practically  possible  all  the  provisions  for 
observation  set  out  in  this  document. 


ANNUAL  CALENDARS 

(55)  Each  participating  State  will  exchange, 
with  all  other  participating  States,  an  annual 
calendar  of  its  military  activities  subject  to 
prior  notification,^  within  the  zone  of  applica- 
tion for  CSBMs,  forecast  for  the  subsequent 
calendar  year.  It  will  be  transmitted  every 
year,  in  writing,  through  diplomatic  channels, 
not  later  than  15  November  for  the  following 
year. 

(56)  Each  participating  State  will  list  the 
above-mentioned  activities  chronologically 
and  will  provide  information  on  each  activity 
in  accordance  with  the  following  model: 

(56.1)  •  type  of  military  activity  and  its 
designation; 

(56.2)  •  general  characteristics  and 
purpose  of  the  military  activity; 

(56.3)  •  States  involved  in  the  military 
activity; 

(56.4)  •  area  of  the  military  activity, 
indicated  by  appropriate  geographic  features 
and/or  defined  by  geographic  co-ordinates; 

(56.5)  •  planned  duration  of  the 
military  activity  and  the  14-day  period, 
indicated  by  dates,  within  which  it  is 
envisaged  to  start; 

(56.6)  •  the  envisaged  total  number  of 
troops'^  engaged  in  the  military  activity; 

(56.7)  •  the  types  of  armed  forces 
involved  in  the  military  activity; 


(56.8)  •  the  envisaged  level  of  com- 
mand, under  which  the  military  activity  will 
take  place; 

(56.9)  •  the  number  and  type  of  divi- 
sions whose  participation  in  the  military 
activity  is  envisaged; 

(56.10)  •  any  additional  information 
concerning,  inter  alia,  components  of  armed 
forces,  which  the  participating  State  planning 
the  military  activity  considers  relevant. 

(57)  Should  changes  regarding  the 
military  activities  in  the  annual  calendar 
prove  necessary,  they  will  be  communicated 
to  all  other  participating  States  no  later  than 
in  the  appropriate  notification. 

(58)  Information  on  military  activities 
subject  to  prior  notification  not  included  in  an 
annual  calendar  will  be  communicated  to  all 
participating  States  as  soon  as  possible,  in 
accordance  with  the  model  provided  in  the 
annual  calendar. 


CONSTRAINING  PROVISIONS 

(59)  Each  participating  State  will  com- 
municate, in  writing,  to  all  other  participating 
States,  by  15  November  each  year,  informa- 
tion concerning  military  activities  subject  to 
prior  notification"  involving  more  than  40,000 
troops,"  which  it  plans  to  carry  out  in  the 
second  subsequent  calendar  year.  Such  com- 
munication will  include  preliminary  informa- 
tion on  each  activity,  as  to  its  general  pur- 
pose, timeframe  and  duration,  area,  size  and 
States  involved. 

(60)  Participating  States  will  not  carry 
out  military  activities  subject  to  prior  notifica- 
tion involving  more  than  75,000  troops, 
unless  they  have  been  the  object  of  com- 
munication as  defined  above. 

(61)  Participating  States  will  not  carry 
out  military  activities  subject  to  prior  notifica- 
tion involving  more  than  40,000  troops  unless 
they  have  been  included  in  the  annual  calen- 
dar, not  later  than  15  November  each  year 

(62)  If  military  activities  subject  to  prior 
notification  are  carried  out  in  addition  to 
those  contained  in  the  annual  calendar,  they 
should  be  as  few  as  possible. 


COMPLIANCE  AND  VERIFICATION 

(63)  According  to  the  Madrid  Mandate,  the 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures  to 
be  agreed  upon  "will  be  provided  with  ade- 
quate forms  of  verification  which  correspond 
to  their  content." 

(64)  The  participating  States  recognize 
that  national  technical  means  can  play  a  role 
in  monitoring  compliance  with  agreed 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures. 

(65)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
contained  in  this  document  each  participating 
State  has  the  right  to  conduct  inspections  on 
the  territory  of  any  other  participating  State 
within  the  zone  of  application  for  CSBMs. 

(66)  Any  participating  State  will  be 
allowed  to  address  a  request  for  inspection  to 


another  participating  State  on  whose  ter- 
ritory, within  the  zone  of  application  for 
CSBMs,  compliance  with  the  agreed 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures  is 
in  doubt. 

(67)  No  participating  State  will  be  obliged 
to  accept  on  its  territory,  within  the  zone  of 
application  for  CSBMs,  more  than  three 
inspections  per  calendar  year. 

(68)  No  participating  State  will  be  obliged 
to  accept  more  than  one  inspection  per  calen- 
dar year  from  the  same  participating  State. 

(69)  An  inspection  will  not  be  counted  if, 
due  to  force  majeure,  it  cannot  be  carried  out. 

(70)  The  participating  State  which 
requests  an  inspection  will  state  the  reasons 
for  such  a  request. 

(71)  The  participating  State  which  has 
received  such  a  request  will  reply  in  the  af- 
firmative to  the  request  within  the  agreed 
period  of  time,  subject  to  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  paragraphs  (67)  and  (68). 

(72)  Any  possible  dispute  as  to  the  valid- 
ity of  the  reasons  for  a  request  will  not  pre- 
vent or  delay  the  conduct  of  an  inspection. 

(73)  The  participating  State  which 
requests  an  inspection  will  be  permitted  to 
designate  for  inspection  on  the  territory  of 
another  State,  within  the  zone  of  application 
for  CSBMs,  a  specific  area.  Such  an  area  will 
be  referred  to  as  the  "specified  area."  The 
specified  area  will  comprise  terrain  where 
notifiable  military  activities  are  conducted  or 
where  another  participating  State  believes  a 
notifiable  military  activity  is  taking  place.  The 
specified  area  will  be  defined  and  limited  by 
the  scope  and  scale  of  notifiable  military 
activities  but  will  not  exceed  that  required  for 
an  army  level  military  activity. 

(74)  In  the  specified  area  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  inspecting  State  accompanied 
by  the  representatives  of  the  receiving  State 
will  be  permitted  access,  entry  and 
unobstructed  survey,  except  for  areas  or  sen- 
sitive points  to  which  access  is  normally 
denied  or  restricted,  military  and  other 
defence  installations,  as  well  as  naval  vessels, 
military  vehicles  and  aircraft.  The  number 
and  extent  of  the  restricted  areas  should  be 
as  limited  as  possible.  Areas  where  notifiable 
military  activities  can  take  place  will  not  be 
declared  restricted  areas,  except  for  certain 
permanent  or  temporary  military  installations 
which,  in  territorial  terms,  should  be  as  small 
as  possible,  and  consequently  those  areas  will 
not  be  used  to  prevent  inspection  of  notifiable 
military  activities.  Restricted  areas  will  not 
be  employed  in  a  way  inconsistent  with  the 
agreed  provisions  on  inspection. 

(75)  Within  the  specified  area,  the  forces 
of  participating  States  other  than  the  receiv- 
ing State  will  also  be  subject  to  the  inspection 
conducted  by  the  inspecting  State. 

(76)  Inspection  will  be  permitted  on  the 
ground,  from  the  air  or  both. 

(77)  The  representatives  of  the  receiving 
State  will  accompany  the  inspection  team, 
including  when  it  is  in  land  vehicles  and  an 
aircraft  from  the  time  of  their  first  employ- 
ment until  the  time  they  are  no  longer  in  use 
for  the  purposes  of  inspection. 

(78)  In  its  request,  the  inspecting  State 
will  notify  the  receiving  State  of: 
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(78.1)  •  the  reasons  for  the  request; 

(78.2)  •  the  location  of  the  specified 
area  defined  by  geographical  co-ordinates; 

(78.3)  •  the  preferred  point(s)  of  entry 
for  the  inspection  team; 

(78.4)  •  mode  of  transport  to  and  from 
the  point(s)  of  entry  and,  if  applicable,  to  and 
from  the  specified  area; 

(78.5)  •  where  in  the  specified  area  the 
inspection  will  begin; 

(78.6)  •  whether  the  inspection  will  be 
conducted  from  the  ground,  from  the  air  or 
both  simultaneously; 

(78.7)  •  whether  aerial  inspection  will 
be  conducted  using  an  airplane,  a  helicopter 
or  both; 

(78.8)  •  whether  the  inspection  team 
will  use  land  vehicles  provided  by  the  receiv- 
ing State  or,  if  mutually  agreed,  its  own 
vehicles; 

(78.9)  •  information  for  the  issuance  of 
diplomatic  visas  to  inspectors  entering  the 
receiving  State. 

(79)  The  reply  to  the  request  will  be  given 
in  the  shortest  possible  period  of  time,  but 
within  not  more  than  twenty-four  hours. 
Within  thirty-six  hours  after  the  issuance  of 
the  request,  the  inspection  team  will  be  per- 
mitted to  enter  the  territory  of  the  receiving 
State. 

(80)  Any  request  for  inspection  as  well  as 
the  reply  thereto  will  be  communicated  to  all 
participating  States  without  delay. 

(81)  The  receiving  State  should  designate 
the  point(s)  of  entry  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
specified  area.  The  receiving  State  will  ensure 
that  the  inspection  team  will  be  able  to  reach 
the  specified  area  without  delay  from  the 
point(s)  of  entry. 

(82)  All  participating  States  will  facilitate 
the  passage  of  the  inspection  teams  through 
their  territory. 

(83)  Within  48  hours  after  the  arrival  of 
the  inspection  team  at  the  specified  area,  the 
inspection  will  be  terminated. 

(84)  There  will  be  no  more  than  four 
inspectors  in  an  inspection  team.  While  con- 
ducting the  inspection  the  inspection  team 
may  divide  into  two  parts. 

(85)  The  inspectors  and,  if  applicable, 
auxiliary  personnel,  will  be  granted  during 
their  mission  the  privileges  and  immunities  in 
accordance  with  the  Vienna  Convention  on 
Diplomatic  Relations. 

(86)  The  receiving  State  will  provide  the 
inspection  team  with  appropriate  board  and 
lodging  in  a  location  suitable  for  carrying  out 
the  inspection,  and,  when  necessary,  medical 
care;  however  this  does  not  exclude  the  use 
by  the  inspection  team  of  its  own  tents  and 
rations. 

(87)  The  inspection  team  will  have  use  of 
its  own  maps,  own  photo  cameras,  own 
binoculars  and  own  dictaphones,  as  well  as 
own  aeronautical  charts. 

(88)  The  inspection  team  will  have  access 
to  appropriate  telecommunications  equipment 
of  the  receiving  State,  including  the  oppor- 
tunity for  continuous  communication  between 
the  members  of  an  inspection  team  in  an  air- 
craft and  those  in  a  land  vehicle  employed  in 
the  inspection. 


(89)  The  inspecting  State  will  specify 
whether  aerial  inspection  will  be  conducted 
using  an  airplane,  a  helicopter  or  both.  Air- 
craft for  inspection  will  be  chosen  by  mutual 
agreement  between  the  inspecting  and  receiv- 
ing States.  Aircraft  will  be  chosen  which  pro- 
vide the  inspection  team  a  continuous  view  of 
the  ground  during  the  inspection. 

(90)  After  the  flight  plan,  specifying, 
inter  alia,  the  inspection  team's  choice  of 
flight  path,  speed  and  altitude  in  the  specified 
area,  has  been  filed  with  the  competent  air 
traffic  control  authority  the  inspection  air- 
craft will  be  permitted  to  enter  the  specified 
area  without  delay.  Within  the  specified  area, 
the  inspection  team  will,  at  its  request,  be 
permitted  to  deviate  from  the  approved  flight 
plan  to  make  specific  observations  provided 
such  deviation  is  consistent  with  paragraph 
(74)  as  well  as  flight  safety  and  air  traffic 
requirements.  Directions  to  the  crew  will  be 
given  through  a  representative  of  the  receiv- 
ing State  on  board  the  aircraft  involved  in  the 
inspection. 

(91)  One  member  of  the  inspection  team 
will  be  permitted,  if  such  a  request  is  made, 
at  any  time  to  observe  data  on  navigational 
equipment  of  the  aircraft  and  to  have  access 
to  maps  and  charts  used  by  the  flight  crew  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  exact  location 
of  the  aircraft  during  the  inspection  flight. 

(92)  Aerial  and  ground  inspectors  may 
return  to  the  specified  area  as  often  as 
desired  within  the  48-hour  inspection  period. 

(93)  The  receiving  State  will  provide  for 
inspection  purposes  land  vehicles  with  cross 
country  capability.  Whenever  mutually 
agreed  taking  into  account  the  specific 
geography  relating  to  the  area  to  be 
inspected,  the  inspecting  State  will  be  permit- 
ted to  use  its  own  vehicles. 

(94)  If  land  vehicles  or  aircraft  are  pro- 
vided by  the  inspecting  State,  there  will  be 
one  accompanying  driver  for  each  land  vehi- 
cle, or  accompanying  aircraft  crew. 

(95)  The  inspecting  State  will  prepare  a 
report  of  its  inspection  and  will  provide  a 
copy  of  that  report  to  all  participating  States 
without  delay. 

(96)  The  inspection  expenses  will  be 
incurred  by  the  receiving  State  except  when 
the  inspecting  State  uses  its  own  aircraft 
and/or  land  vehicles.  The  travel  expenses  to 
and  from  the  point(s)  of  entry  will  be  borne  by 
the  inspecting  State. 

(97)  Diplomatic  channels  will  be  used  for 
communications  concerning  compliance  and 
verification. 

(98)  Each  participating  State  will  be 
entitled  to  obtain  timely  clarification  from 
any  other  participating  State  concerning  the 
application  of  agreed  confidence-  and 
security-building  measures.  Communications 
in  this  context  will,  if  appropriate,  be 
transmitted  to  all  other  participating  States. 

(99)  The  participating  States  stress  that 
these  confidence-  and  security-building 
measures  are  designed  to  reduce  the  dangers 
of  armed  conflict  and  misunderstanding  or 
miscalculation  of  military  activities  and 
emphasize  that  their  implementation  will  con- 
tribute to  these  objectives. 


(100)  Reaffirming  the  relevant  objectives 
of  the  Final  Act,  the  participating  States  are 
determined  to  continue  building  confidence, 
to  lessen  military  confrontation  and  to 
enhance  security  for  all.  They  are  also  deter- 
mined to  achieve  progress  in  disarmament. 

(101)  The  measures  adopted  in  this  docu- 
ment are  politically  binding  and  will  come  into 
force  on  1  January  1987. 

(102)  The  Government  of  Sweden  is 
requested  to  transmit  the  present  document 
to  the  follow-up  meeting  of  the  CSCE  in 
Vienna  and  to  the  Secretary-General  of  the 
United  Nations.  The  Government  of  Sweden 
is  also  requested  to  transmit  the  present 
document  to  the  Governments  of  the  non-  ■ 
participating  Mediterranean  States.  m 

(103)  The  text  of  this  document  will  be 
published  in  each  participating  State,  which 
will  disseminate  it  and  make  it  known  as 
widely  as  possible. 

(104)  The  representatives  of  the  par- 
ticipating States  express  their  profound 
gratitude  to  the  Government  and  people  of 
Sweden  for  the  excellent  arrangements  made 
for  the  Stockholm  Conference  and  the  warm 
hospitality  extended  to  the  delegations  which 
participated  in  the  Conference. 


ANNEX  I 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Madrid  mandate,  the 
zone  of  application  for  CSBMs  is  defined  as 
follows: 

"On  the  basis  of  equality  of  rights, 
balance  and  reciprocity,  equal  respect  for  the 
security  interests  of  all  CSCE  participating 
States,  and  of  their  respective  obligations 
concerning  confidence-  and  security-building 
measures  and  disarmament  in  Europe,  these 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures 
will  cover  the  whole  of  Europe  as  well  as  the 
adjoining  sea  area^  and  air  space.  They  will  be 
of  military  significance  and  politically  binding 
and  will  be  provided  with  adequate  forms  of 
verification  which  correspond  to  their 
content. 

"As  far  as  the  adjoining  sea  area^  and  air 
space  is  concerned,  the  measures  will  be 
applicable  to  the  military  activities  of  all  the 
participating  States  taking  place  there 
whenever  these  activities  affect  security  in 
Europe  as  well  as  constitute  a  part  of 
activities  taking  place  within  the  whole  of 
Europe  as  referred  to  above,  which  they  will 
agree  to  notify.  Necessary  specifications  will 
be  made  through  the  negotiations  on  the 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures  at 
the  Conference. 

"Nothing  in  the  definition  of  the  zone 
given  above  will  diminish  obligations  already 
undertaken  under  the  Final  Act.  The 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures  to 
be  agreed  upon  at  the  Conference  will  also  be 
applicable  in  all  areas  covered  by  any  of  the 
provisions  in  the  Final  Act  relating  to 
confidence-building  measures  and  certain 
aspects  of  security  and  disarmament." 
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ANNEX  II 


Chairman's  Statement 

It  is  understood  that,  taking  into  account  the 
agreed  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  agreed 
confidence-  and  security-building  measures 
and  the  provisions  contained  in  them  concern- 
ing the  timeframes  of  certain  advance 
notifications,  and  expressing  their  interest  in 
an  early  transition  to  the  full  implementation 
of  the  provisions  of  this  document,  the  par- 
ticipating States  agree  to  the  following: 

The  annual  calendars  concerning  military 
activities  subject  to  prior  notification  and 
forecast  for  1987  will  be  exchanged  not  later 
than  15  December  1986. 

Communications,  in  accordance  with 
agreed  provisions,  concerning  military 
activities  involving  more  than  40,000  troops 
planned  for  the  calendar  year  1988  will  be 
exchanged  by  15  December  1986.  Par- 
ticipating States  may  undertake  activities 
involving  more  than  75,000  troops  during  the 
calendar  year  1987  provided  that  they  are 
included  in  the  annual  calendar  exchanged  by 
15  December  1986. 

Activities  to  begin  during  the  first  42 
days  after  1  January  1987  will  be  subject  to 
the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  of  the 
CSCE.  However,  the  participating  States  will 
make  every  effort  to  apply  to  them  the  provi- 
sions of  this  document  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible. 

This  statement  will  be  an  annex  to  the 
Document  of  the  Stockholm  Conference  and 
will  be  published  with  it. 


ANNEX  III 


Chairman's  Statement 

It  is  understood  that  each  participating  State 
can  raise  any  question  consistent  with  the 
mandate  of  the  Conference  on  Confidence- 
and  Security-Building  Measures  and  Disarma- 
ment in  Europe  at  any  stage  subsequent  to 
the  Vienna  CSCE  Follow-up  Meeting. 

This  statement  will  be  an  annex  to  the 
Document  of  the  Stockholm  Conference  and 
will  be  published  with  it. 


ANNEX  IV 


Chairman's  Statement 

It  is  understood  that  the  participating  States 
recall  that  they  have  the  right  to  belong  or 
not  to  belong  to  international  organizations, 
to  be  or  not  to  be  a  party  to  bilateral  or 
multilateral  treaties  including  the  right  to  be 
or  not  to  be  a  party  to  treaties  of  alliance; 
they  also  have  the  right  of  neutrality.  In  this 
context,  they  will  not  take  advantage  of  these 


rights  to  circumvent  the  purposes  of  the 
system  of  inspection,  and  in  particular  the 
provision  that  a  participating  State  will  be 
obliged  to  accept  on  its  territory  within  the 
zone  of  application  for  CSBMs,  more  than 
three  inspections  per  calendar  year. 

Appropriate  understandings  between  par- 
ticipating States  on  this  subject  will  be 
expressed  in  interpretative  statements  to  be 
included  in  the  journal  of  the  day. 

The  statement  will  be  an  annex  to  the 
Document  of  the  Stockholm  Conference  and 
will  be  published  with  it. 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  22,  1986* 

Today  in  Stockholm,  the  United  States 
and  34  other  governments  adopted  an 
accord  that  will,  if  faithfully  imple- 
mented, reduce  the  risk  of  war  in 
Europe,  where  there  is  the  greatest  con- 
centration of  military  forces  of  the  East 
and  the  West.'^  I  welcome  this  positive 
outcome  at  the  CDE  conference.  It  will 
contribute  to  greater  security  in  Europe 
and  to  improved  East-West  relations. 

This  accord  also  sends  messages  that 
should  be  welcomed  by  people  through- 
out the  world.  It  demonstrates  that  East 
and  West,  with  seriousness  of  purpose 
and  hard  work,  can  establish  common 
ground  on  which  to  build  a  more  secure 
future.  It  also  demonstrates  that  the 
nations  of  the  West,  around  whose  pro- 
posals the  Stockholm  accord  was  built, 
constitute  a  powerful  force  for  peace. 

The  set  of  militarily  significant  and 
verifiable  measures  adopted  by  the 
Stockholm  CDE  conference  marks  a 
substantial  advance  over  those  in  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act.  These  measures  will 
make  military  activities  more  predictable 
and  inhibit  opportunities  for  political 
intimidation.  In  particular,  the 
Stockholm  accord  commits  the  35 
nations  to  notify  one  another  of  military 
activities  above  certain  levels,  to  invite 
observers,  to  forecast  activities  a  year  in 
advance,  and  to  allow  inspectors  to  verify 
compliance  with  those  commitments. 
This  is  the  first  East-West  accord  in 
which  the  Soviet  Union  has  agreed  to 
inspection  of  military  activities  on  its 
territory.  Although  these  inspection  pro- 
visions are  very  different  from  those  we 
would  require  to  verify  agreements 
which  reduced  or  limited  forces,  they  are 
appropriate  to  the  Stockholm  confidence- 
and  security-building  measures  and  offer 
us  the  opportunity  to  gain  experience  in 
conducting  inspections. 


The  Stockholm  document,  of  course, 
must  become  more  than  promises  on 
paper.  Implementation  of  its  commit- 
ments will  be  the  true  measure  of  its 
contribution  to  European  security.  For 
its  part,  the  United  States  will  meet  its 
commitments  fully.  Soviet  compliance, 
especially  with  the  verification  provi- 
sions, will  be  an  important  gauge  of  the 
possibilities  for  future  progress  in  con- 
ventional arms  control. 

By  advancing  the  principle  of  open- 
ness in  the  military-security  field,  this 
CDE  accord  can  also  contribute  to  prog- 
ress in  the  broader  Helsinki  CSCE  proc- 
ess. The  accord  achieved  at  Stockholm 
on  security  issues  makes  all  the  more 
imperative  balanced  progress  on  human 
rights  and  fundamental  freedoms.  At  the 
Vienna  CSCE  follow-up  meeting,  which 
begins  in  November,  the  U.S.  delegation 
will  press  for  fulfillment  of  all  CSCE 
commitments  and  for  balanced  progress 
across  the  full  CSCE  agenda. 

These  accomplishments  are  also  a 
testimony  to  the  skill,  dedication,  and 
energy  of  our  negotiators.  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate Ambassador  Robert  L.  Barry 
and  his  negotiating  team  on  a  job  well 
done. 


AMBASSADOR  BARRY'S 

STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  22,  1986 

The  United  States  wishes  today  to  join 
others  in  welcoming  the  document  which 
the  Stockholm  conference  has  just 
adopted.  We  believe  the  confidence-  and 
security-building  measures  adopted  here 
can  make  an  important  contribution  to  a 
more  stable  and  secure  Europe  and  to  an 
improved  East- West  relationship. 

As  you  know,  my  delegation  has 
been  among  those  which  have  demanded 
that  we  produce  substance  here  and  not 
generalities.  We  have  tried  hard  to  meet 
the  stringent  standards  of  the  Madrid 
mandate.  We  are  satisfied  that  we  have 
met  these  standards  and  produced  a 
mandatory  regime  which  could  serve  as 
a  first  step  in  a  more  demanding  arms 
control  and  security  process. 

Because  of  our  general  concerns 
about  compliance  with  international 
commitments,  my  government  will 
follow  the  implementation  of  the 
Stockholm  regime  with  particular  atten- 
tion. We  have  all  much  to  learn  about 
confidence-building,  and  the  measures 
adopted  here  will  provide  a  test  case  as 
we  consider  how  best  to  proceed  in  the 
future. 
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Far  from  exhausting  the  potential  of 
confidence-  and  security-building 
measures,  Stockholm  is,  we  think,  a 
beginning.  We  should  expand  upon  what 
we  have  done  here.  I  think  particularly 
of  measures  in  the  area  of  information 
exchange.  The  conference  has  not 
achieved  nearly  as  much  here  in  this 
area  as  we  thought  desirable  and  possi- 
ble. It  seems  to  us  self-evident  that  an 
agreed  understanding  of  what  forces  are 
routinely  stationed  in  Europe,  with  what 
combat  capability,  is  a  fundamental 
requirement  of  true  stability.  Equally, 
the  establishment  of  an  information  base 
is  a  requirement  of  any  serious  effort  to 
reduce  the  strength  of  these  same 
forces.  We  have  not  even  begun  to 
establish  such  an  information  base  here 
in  Stockholm. 

We  have,  on  the  other  hand,  taken 
what  we  regard  as  an  important,  even 
historic,  step  in  the  area  of  verification. 
With  acceptance  of  inspection,  we  have 
established  the  principle  that  any  state 
with  doubts  about  whether  the  military 
activities  of  another  are  in  compliance 
with  commitments  has  the  right  and  is 
assured  the  means  of  going  into  the  ter- 
ritory of  that  other  state  to  see  for  itself 
what  is  going  on.  There  is  no  right  of 
refusal  of  the  inspection  adopted  here, 
whether  explicit  or  implicit.  We  will 
follow  implementation  of  the  inspection 
provision  with  particular  care.  Because 
we  are  experimenting  with  challenge 
inspection  for  the  first  time,  we  will  no 
doubt  have  to  perfect  the  instrument  we 
have  built  here.  We  must  also  recognize 
that  any  inspection  regime  intended  to 
verify  actual  reductions  in  forces  would 
have  to  be  more  rigorous  and  more 
demanding. 

In  this  regard,  I  would  note  that  my 
government  remains  convinced  that  the 
use  of  aircraft  from  neutral  and 
nonaligned  states  would  produce  a  more 
credible  and  effective  form  of  aerial 
inspection  than  the  use  of  aircraft  from 
the  state  being  inspected.  Unfortunately, 
the  East  rejected  this  idea  and  the  offers 
of  those  states  which  said  they  were 
prepared  to  help  bring  this  valuable  idea 
to  fruition.  This  proposal  remains  on  the 
table  for  the  future. 

The  United  States  also  believes  that 
the  successful  outcome  to  the  Stockholm 
conference  should  provide  a  positive 
political  impulse  to  other  arms  control 
and  security  negotiations  and  to  the 
East-West  relationship  as  a  whole. 

In  a  few  days,  the  Vienna  follow-up 
meeting  will  begin  weighing  the 
accomplishments  and  failures  of  the 
CSCE  process  since  Madrid.  Our  work  in 
Stockholm  will  weigh  on  the  positive  side 


of  that  balance,  but  there  will  be  much 
on  the  negative  side  as  well.  It  will  be 
the  task  of  the  Vienna  meeting  to  draw 
conclusions  about  the  future,  but  the 
United  States  will  continue  to  be  among 
those  which  require  balanced  progress  in 
all  areas. 

Throughout  the  Stockholm  con- 
ference. President  Reagan  has  taken  a 
personal  interest  in  developments  here. 
The  first  foreign  policy  decision  he  took 
in  January  1981  was  for  the  United 
States  to  participate  in  the  Stockholm 
conference.  He  has  spoken  frequently 
about  the  conference  and  importance  he 
attaches  to  its  successful  conclusion  both 
in  public  and  in  private  conversations 
with  me. 

Let  me  recall  President  Reagan's 
statement  of  January  21,  1986,  that  "the 
Stockholm  conference .  .  .  can  contribute 
to  security  in  the  larger  sense,  that 
which  encompasses  political  economic, 
cultural,  and  humanitarian  matters- 
human  rights— as  well  as  strictly  military 


matters.  The  attainment  of  this  broader 
concept  of  security  is  the  fundamental 
objective  of  the  United  States."  We 
believe  that  our  work  here  in  Stockholm 
will  advance  that  overall  objective. 


^In  this  document,  the  term  notifiable 
means  subject  to  notification  [text  in  original]. 

^See  Annex  I  [text  in  original]. 

'In  this  context,  the  term  land  forces 
includes  amphibious,  airmobile  and  airborne 
forces  [text  in  original]. 

■'As  defined  in  the  provisions  on  Prior 
Notification  of  Certain  Military  Activities 
[text  in  original]. 

5"In  this  context,  the  notion  of  adjoining 
sea  area  is  understood  to  refer  also  to  ocean 
areas  adjoining  Europe"  [quoted  text  in 
original].  Whenever  the  term  "the  zone  of 
application  for  CSBMs"  is  used  in  this  docu- 
ment, the  above  definition  will  apply  [text  in 
original]. 

^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  29,  1986. 

^The  35  delegations  at  the  CDE  agreed  to 
"stop  the  clock"  on  Sept.  19  so  that  the  adop- 
tion of  the  CDE  document  would  be  in 
technical  compliance  with  the  adjournment 
date  set  by  the  conference  in  Dec.  1985.  ■ 


Nuclear  and  Space  Arms  Negotiations 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  31,  1986' 

The  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
will  begin  a  new  round  of  discussions  on 
arms  control  in  Geneva  on  September 
18.  An  interagency  arms  control  group 
has  been  meeting  during  the  past  several 
weeks  to  prepare  for  this  round  of  talks. 
The  United  States  considers  this  new 
round  to  be  important  in  the  process  of 
reaching  an  agreement  for  meaningful 
arms  control  leading  to  total  elimination 
of  nuclear  weapons.  The  September 
discussions  come  at  a  critical  juncture  in 
the  process. 

The  recent  exchanges  between  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  have  served  to  underscore 
the  seriousness  of  the  discussions.  We 
are  pleased  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
moved  from  a  position  of  limiting  the 
expansion  of  the  arms  race  to  a  discus- 
sion of  reducing  the  nuclear  arsenals  on 
both  sides.  The  United  States,  for  its 
part,  has  assigned  major  priority  to  seek- 
ing areas  in  which  the  two  sides  can 
make  progress.  We  believe  our  most 
recent  proposals  are  serious,  concrete, 
and  detailed.  They  provide  the  impetus 
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for  disucssions  with  the  Soviet  Union 
that  can  significantly  contribute  to  an 
agreement  in  the  future. 

The  interagency  discussions  in 
preparation  for  resumption  of  the 
Geneva  talks  will  continue  during  the 
coming  weeks.  No  final  decisions  have 
been  made  and  will  not  be  approved  by 
the  President  until  nearer  the  time  that 
talks  resume. 

We  believe  the  principle  of 
confidentiality  is  essential  to  the  suc- 
cessful outcome  of  these  discussions.  We 
are  committed  to  preserving  this  princi- 
ple and,  therefore,  will  have  no  comment 
on  the  discussions  that  take  place  within 
our  government  or  at  the  table  in 
Geneva.  We  deplore  those  in  this 
Administration  who  make  this  informa- 
tion public.  Breaching  the  principle  of 
confidentiality  serves  to  undermine  the 
opportunity  for  a  successful  outcome  in 
arms  control.  Quite  frankly,  we  must 
question  their  motives.  Their  actions  ill- 
serve  the  President,  the  American 
people,  and  the  cause  of  world  peace. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  8,  1986. 
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MBFR  Talks  End  39th  Round 


WESTERN  STATEMENT, 
JULY  3,  1986 

Ambassador  Robert  D.  Blackwill,  head 
of  the  U.S.  delegation,  dehvered  an  end- 
of-round  plenary  statement  today  on 
behalf  of  the  West.  He  addressed  the 
question  of  verification  which  he 
described  as  a  key  issue,  and  he 
reviewed  Eastern  statements  in  this 
regard,  taking  stock  of  where  the 
negotiations  now  stand  as  a  result. 

In  his  remarks,  he  pointed  out  that 
during  the  last  7  weeks,  Eastern 
representatives,  like  those  on  the 
Western  side,  have  devoted  a  significant 
portion  of  their  attention  to  addressing 
and  affirming  the  importance  their 
governments  attach  to  verification. 
Indeed,  a  theme  found  in  nearly  every 
Eastern  statement  in  this  round  has 
been  the  need  for  reliable  verification, 
specifically  for  the  type  of  agreement 
under  discussion  here  in  Vienna. 

Only  2  weeks  ago,  the  East 
characterized  a  well-functioning  system 
of  verification  as  an  important  condition 
of  confidence.  And  even  earlier,  on  May 
22,  the  East  acknowledged  that  one 
should  provide  for  necessary,  justified, 
and  proven  measures  of  verification. 

In  fact,  the  East  opened  the  39th 
round  by  discussing  the  goal  of  reliable 
verification  of  the  no-increase  commit- 
ment; while  on  June  12,  it  addressed,  at 
length,  the  objective  interconnection 
between  verification  and  disarmament. 
Last  week,  the  East  affirmed  that  War- 
saw Pact  statements  reflect  readiness 
and  flexibility  also  in  the  area  of  verifica- 
tion and  acknowledged  the  importance 
of  this  problem. 

This  Eastern  chorus  pledging 
allegiance  to  verification— an 
unprecedented  but  welcome  turn  of 
events  in  this  negotiation— parallels  in 
many  respects  Warsaw  Pact  pronounce- 
ments elsewhere  since  the  conclusion  of 
the  38th  round.  Indeed,  on  the  very  day 
the  38th  round  ended,  Warsaw  Pact 
foreign  ministers  declared:  "They  are 
guided  by  the  need  for  effective  verifica- 
tion in  all  areas  of  arms  limitation  and 
reduction  and  disarmament."  One  month 
later,  General  Secretary  Gorbachev 
highlighted  the  "question  of  dependable 
verification  at  every  stage  of  the  proc- 
ess" of  conventional  arms  control. 


And,  as  everyone  knows,  the 
Political  Consultative  Committee  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact  last  month  made  an  appeal 
in  its  Budapest  communique  for  "imple- 
mentation of  effective  verification  in  all 
areas  and  stages  of  the  reduction  of 
armaments  and  disarmament  by  both 
national  technical  means  and  interna- 
tional procedures,  including  on-site 
inspection." 

One  would  have  anticipated  in  light 
of  these  fine-sounding  statements— and 
particularly  the  passages  from  the  June 
1 1  Budapest  communique— that  during 
this  round,  the  two  sides  would  be  well 
on  their  way  to  resolving  the  verification 
issue.  One  would  have  thought  that  such 
far-reaching— and,  in  the  last  case  at 
least,  unqualified— declarations  would  be 
accompanied  either  by  new,  concrete 
measures  to  substantiate  them  or  at  a 
minimum  by  a  willingness  to  proceed  on 
the  basis  of  the  ideas  of  others. 

Unfortunately,  this  new,  positive 
rhetoric  on  effective  verification  has 
been  matched  not  at  all  by  Eastern 
deeds  at  the  negotiating  table.  Instead, 
the  Warsaw  Pact  position  remains 
frozen  in  the  minimalist  proposals  which 
it  had  tabled  years  ago. 

Each  week  since  the  December  1985 
Western  move,  the  East  has  had  positive 
things  to  say  about  verification.  But 
week  after  week— and  now  round  after 
round— the  Warsaw  Pact  remains  rigid 
in  its  position  on  this  subject.  Indeed,  it 
has  actually  hardened  and  retracted 
elements  of  its  previous,  already  unfor- 
tunate, stance  with  the  tabling  of  its 
February  20  draft  agreement  and  its 
subsequent  explanation. 

During  the  course  of  this  round,  the 
Warsaw  Pact  added  a  dubious 
element— the  realities  of  the  present 
international  situation— for  justifying  its 
refusal  to  accept  Western  verification 
proposals.  One  can  only  surmise  that, 
after  the  West  had  irrefutably 
demonstrated  how  its  verification 
package  met  the  earlier  Eastern- 
postulated  criteria  of  corresponding  to 
the  content,  substance,  and  purpose  of 
the  agreement  under  consideration,  the 
East  felt  a  need  to  come  up  with  a  more 
open-ended  requirement,  which  it  alone 
would  be  in  a  position  to  judge. 


In  the  meantime,  30  weeks  have 
passed  since  the  West's  move  of 
December  5,  1985,  and  the  East  has  not 
moved  one  millimeter  on  the  substantive 
issues  of  verification.  Twenty-two  weeks 
have  gone  by  since  the  West  put  forward 
its  detailed  table  of  associated  measures 
which  contains  its  verification  proposals. 
Yet  the  West  still  has  not  received  a  con- 
sidered reply  to  any  of  its  ideas  on  this 
score— notwithstanding  almost  daily 
Warsaw  Pact  claims  to  the  contrary. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  there  has  not 
been  discussion  on  specific  measures. 
Again  in  this  round,  the  East  has 
stressed  the  significance  of  entry/exit 
points  as  a  verification  position  of  all 
participants  that  in  the  Eastern  and 
Western  part  of  the  area  of  reduction, 
permanent  exit  and  entry  points  be 
established  with  observers  of  the  other 
side.  Yet  the  West  is  chided  for 
dramatizing  things  where  there  is 
nothing  to  be  dramatized.  This  seems  to 
suggest  that  exempting  approximately 
half  a  million  Soviet  forces  which  rotate 
each  year  in  and  out  of  the  area  of 
reductions  is  a  trivial  matter.  Who  in  the 
world  could  believe  that? 

Clearly  not  the  Warsaw  Pact  in  the 
past.  In  July  1983  and  subsequently,  the 
East  held  the  position  that  all  Soviet 
troops— including  those  on  semiannual 
rotation— would  pass  through  exit/entry 
points.  Only  with  the  tabling  of  the 
February  20  draft  agreement  did  it 
become  clear  that  the  Warsaw  Pact  was 
abandoning  this  logical  course, 
retreating  to  its  current  stance  of 
entry/exit  point  tokenism.  The  West 
hopes  that  the  East  will  return  to  its 
1983  position  with  the  acknowledgment 
that  it  is  not  a  concession  to  the  West. 

The  East  this  round  confirmed  that, 
together  with  other  measures,  the 
exchange  of  relevant  information  will 
make  it  possible  in  a  reliable  way  to 
monitor  the  observance  of  the  no- 
increase  commitment.  But  the  East  to 
date  has  failed  to  explain  how  the  highly 
aggregated  data  it  is  willing  to  exchange 
would  be  relevant  to  verifying  com- 
pliance to  this  obligation.  How  then. 
Ambassador  Blackwill  asked,  is  one,  in  a 
reliable  way,  to  monitor  the  observance 
of  the  no-increase  commitment? 
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Clearly  to  be  relevant  for  verifica- 
tion purposes,  information  must  be 
disaggregated.  The  East  seems  to 
acknowledge  this  point— at  least  in  part. 
It  has  agreed  to  break  down  the  original 
figures  it  presented  in  1976  from  the 
simple  categories  of  total  Warsaw  Pact 
ground  forces  and  its  combined  ground 
and  air  forces  in  the  area  of  reductions. 
Since  1980,  it  envisages  providing 
figures  on  a  national  basis  for  the  total 
number  of  ground  forces  in  major  forma- 
tions, the  total  number  of  ground  forces 
outside  such  formations,  and  the  total 
figure  for  air  forces.  But  further  disag- 
gregation down  to  a  useful  level— i.e., 
the  battalion  level— is  obviously  called 
for.  Ambassador  Blackwill  asked:  Why 
does  the  East  resist  this  step? 

Finally,  the  Warsaw  Pact  this  round 
has  acknowledged  the  importance  of 


on-site  inspections  for  the  verification 
regime  under  discussion.  On  May  15,  the 
East  made  two  important  points  in  this 
regard.  First,  the  East  does  not  exclude 
the  possibility  that  unclear  situations 
may  arise  which  might  feed  suspicions  of 
a  violation  of  treaty  obligations  and 
might  justify  a  request  for  an  on-site 
inspection.  The  East  went  on  to  note 
that  for  those  who  are  complying  with 
their  obligations,  it  will  be  easy  to  refute 
a  suspicion  by  allowing  an  on-site  inspec- 
tion. And,  indeed,  this  procedure  would 
be  what  verification  of  compliance  with 
the  no-increase  commitment  really 
means. 

Yet  while  affirming  the  importance 
and  utility  of  on-site  inspection,  the  East 
continues  to  demand  that  the  request  for 
an  inspection  be  well-founded— i.e.,  con- 
tain all  relevant  information  and  also  all 


MBFR  Negotiators  Reconvene 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  25,  1986» 

Representatives  of  NATO  and  the 
Warsaw  Pact  resume  the  mutual  and 
balanced  force  reduction  (MBFR)  talks 
today  in  Vienna.  It  has  long  been 
NATO's  goal  to  reach  a  verifiable  agree- 
ment that  would  reduce  and  limit  con- 
ventional forces  in  the  crucial  region  of 
central  Europe.  This  round  of  talks 
offers  an  opportunity  to  make  progress 
toward  that  end. 

For  its  part,  NATO  has  made  every 
effort  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  success. 
On  December  5,  1985,  in  order  to 
achieve  a  breakthrough  in  these  negotia- 
tions, the  West  tabled  a  proposal  that 
accepted  the  framework  the  Warsaw 
Pact  had  proposed  for  a  time-limited, 
first-phase  agreement  calling  for  initial 
reductions  by  U.S.  and  Soviet  ground 
forces,  followed  by  a  no-increase  commit- 
ment on  all  forces  of  the  two  alliances  in 
the  area.  Underscoring  further  its  desire 
to  achieve  tangible  progress  in  Vienna, 
the  West  at  the  same  time  changed  its 
long-held  position  that  there  should  be 
agreement  on  the  numbers  of  forces  of 
both  sides  in  central  Europe  before 
initial  reductions  were  taken— a  major 
compromise  step  in  the  East's  direction. 

The  Eastern  response  to  this  signifi- 
cant move  has  not  contributed  to  prog- 
ress in  the  talks.  Despite  public  claims 
by  Warsaw  Pact  leaders  that  they  were 
willing  to  incorporate  reasonable 
verification  measures  in  an  agreement. 


the  Warsaw  Pact,  in  the  draft  MBFR 
agreement  it  tabled  on  February  20, 
1986,  again  proposed  inadequate  and 
unacceptable  measures  for  ensuring 
compliance.  Moreover,  the  East  actually 
took  a  step  backward  from  its  1983 
verification  position  and  would  now 
exempt  the  half  million  Soviet  troops  on 
annual  rotation  into  and  out  of  central 
Europe  from  any  requirement  to  pass 
through  monitoring  points. 

Despite  this  lack  of  movement  by  the 
East  in  the  previous  two  negotiating 
sessions,  the  United  States  and  its  allies 
remain  hopeful  that  success  can  be 
achieved  at  the  Vienna  negotiating  table. 
We  look  to  the  Soviet  Union  to  seriously 
respond  to  the  important  compromise 
proposal  tabled  by  the  West  last 
December. 

The  President  has  instructed  the 
U.S.  delegation,  under  Ambassador 
Robert  Blackwill,  in  conjunction  with 
other  NATO  delegations,  to  continue  to 
make  every  effort  to  demonstrate  how 
the  Western  position  in  MBFR  would 
enhance  peace  and  stability  in  central 
Europe.  All  NATO  nations  hope  that  the 
East  is  capable  of  mustering  the  political 
will  necessary  to  do  its  part  to  advance 
the  Vienna  negotiations.  It  is  time  for 
the  Warsaw  Pact  to  demonstrate  that  it 
is,  indeed,  committed  to  meaningful  and 
verifiable  reductions  in  conventional 
forces. 


possible  evidence  supporting  its  validity. 
Moreover  the  East  in  a  further  step  back 
from  its  1983  position  on  inspections 
now  would  give  the  inspected  side  the 
right  of  veto  regardless  of  whether  the 
request  is  well-founded  or  not.  Finally, 
even  if  eventually  granted,  the  delays 
built  into  the  Eastern  approach  effec- 
tively rule  out  mounting  an  inspection  on 
short  notice  and  thus  in  most  cases  rob 
the  measure  of  its  utility. 

In  summation.  Ambassador 
Blackwill  noted  that  the  Eastern 
approach  to  verification  this  round 
seems  akin  to  the  proverbial  messenger 
who  bears  good  news  and  bad  news— 
with  the  former  inevitably  being  can- 
celled by  the  latter. 

The  good  news,  he  said,  is  that  the 
East  is  now  championing  verification. 
The  bad  news,  however,  is  that  the  East 
appears  willing  to  accept  effective 
verification  only  when  there  are  no  ten- 
sions between  the  sides  and  when  no 
doubts  exist  as  to  intentions,  force 
levels,  and  military  activities. 

The  good  news  is  that  the  East 
accepts  the  idea  of  entry/exit  points.  The 
bad  news,  however,  is  that  virtually  none 
of  the  approximately  500,000  Soviet 
troops  rotating  in  and  out  of  central 
Europe  every  year  will  pass  through 
them. 

The  good  news  is  that  the  East 
agrees  that  an  information  exchange 
would  make  possible  reliable  verification 
of  the  no-increase  commitment.  The  bad 
news,  however,  is  that  the  East  refuses 
to  provide  the  relevant  information, 
disaggregated  to  a  manageable  level. 

Finally,  the  good  news  is  that  the 
East  believes  on-site  inspections  can 
clarify  unclear  situations.  The  bad  news, 
however,  is  that  the  Warsaw  Pact  drains 
the  words  "on-site  inspection"  of  their 
very  meaning.  Even  to  request  an 
inspection  under  the  Eastern  approach 
one  must  justify  it  with  evidence  that  is 
sufficient  to  prove  a  violation  without 
recourse  to  inspection.  Even  then  the 
inspected  side  may  turn  down  the 
request.  And  if  it  does  not,  the  inspec- 
tion is  likely  to  be  so  delayed  as  to  be 
worthless. 

Against  this  background,  as  well  as 
other  developments,  the  West  has  a 
right  to  wonder  whether  the  East  has 
any  intention  to  agree  to  a  serious 
verification  regime.  The  West  has  a 
right  to  wonder  whether  the  East  is 
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serious  about  this  negotiation.  It  has  a 
right  to  wonder  whether  the  East  will 
ever  manifest  the  political  will  to  come 
to  an  agreement  on  conventional  force 
reductions  and  limitations. 

For  its  part,  the  West  wants  an 
agreement  here  in  Vienna.  It  would  like 
it  now.  Being  the  only  extant  negotiation 
addressing  conventional  force  reductions 
and  limitations  in  Europe,  this  forum  is  a 
test  of  the  earnest  of  those  who,  like 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  on  April 
18,  appeal  for  cutting  the  "Gordian 
knot"  and  for  moving  on  to  an  accord. 


As  was  noted  by  the  Western  side  at 
the  opening  of  this  round,  the  best 
means  of  demonstrating  the  sincerity  of 
the  East's  commitment  to  substantial 
reductions  and  limitations  on  conven- 
tional armed  forces  in  central  Europe 
and  to  reliable  verification  at  every  stage 
is  for  the  Warsaw  Pact  to  deal  positively 
and  constructively  with  the  serious  West- 
ern proposal  tabled  here  in  December. 
The  West  continues  to  wait  for  that 
Eastern  response.  Ambassador 
Blackwill's  last  question  was:  Where  is 
it?H 


U.S.  and  Soviet  Approaches 
to  Arms  Control 


by  Edward  L.  Rowny 

Address  before  the  Council  on 
Foreign  Affairs  in  Baltimore  on 
September  19,  1986.  Ambassador  Rowny 
is  special  adviser  to  the  President  and 
the  Secretary  of  State  on  arms  control 
matters. 

This  week  marks  two  crucial  events:  the 
meeting  between  Secretary  Shultz  and 
Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze  and  the 
opening  of  the  sixth  round  of  the  nuclear 
and  space  arms  talks  in  Geneva. 

True  to  form,  the  Soviets  have  been 
playing  "hard  to  get."  They  insist  that 
"something"  must  come  out  of  a  sum- 
mit, and  "something"  means  an  arms 
control  agreement  on  their  terms. 
Equally  true  to  form,  the  Soviets  are 
pressing  for  a  single-issue  summit.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  wisely  insists  that  any  sum- 
mit must  deal  with  the  four  pillars  on 
which  the  U.S. -Soviet  relationship  is 
built:  bilateral  affairs,  regional  issues, 
human  rights,  and  arms  control.  Addi- 
tionally, as  the  President  has  stated,  the 
Soviet  treatment  of  American  journalist 
Nicholas  Daniloff  continues  to  limit 
severely  what  is  achievable  in  our 
bilateral  relations.  We  hope  that  the 
Soviet  Union  will  resolve  this  case 
promptly  before  it  does  even  more 
damage  to  the  relationship  between  our 
two  countries. 

It  is  obvious  that  a  summit,  if  it 
takes  place,  will  have  arms  control  as  an 
important  item  on  the  agenda.  At  last 
year's  summit,  the  President  and 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  agreed  to 
two  arms  control  goals: 

•  A  50%  reduction  in  the  strategic 
arsenals  of  the  superpowers;  and 


•  An  interim  agreement  on 
intermediate-range  nuclear  forces. 

In  the  two  rounds  of  talks  in  Geneva 
following  that  summit,  the  Soviets  failed 
to  follow  up  the  pledge  made  at  that 
summit.  There  was  little  progress 
toward  these  goals.  The  Soviets  were 
unwilling  to  engage  in  genuine  give-and- 
take  at  the  negotiating  table.  More 
recently,  however,  the  Soviets  have 
begun  to  show  signs  of  seriousness,  even 
though  fundamental  differences  between 
the  sides  still  remain. 

As  I  said,  the  sixth  round  of  the 
nuclear  and  space  arms  talks  began 
yesterday  in  Geneva.  It  will  be  the  task 
of  the  negotiators  to  continue  to  see  if 
the  differences  that  remain  between  us 
and  the  Soviets  can  be  resolved.  For  our 
American  negotiators,  this  means  a 
great  deal  of  work  lies  ahead  of  them— 
more  hard  work  than  usual.  Their  job  is 
already  excruciatingly  difficult  because 
the  Soviet  negotiators,  in  marked  con- 
trast to  the  Americans,  indulge  in  an 
almost  mind-numbing  repetition  of  past 
positions.  This,  needless  to  say,  leaves 
little  room  for  the  kind  of  free,  explor- 
atory discussions  that  are  essential  to 
addressing  the  basic  differences  in  our 
conceptual  approaches  to  the  problem  of 
arms  reductions.  Hopefully,  the  talks 
that  Paul  Nitze,  [special  adviser  to  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  State  on 
arms  control  matters],  Max  Kampelman, 
[head  of  U.S.  delegation  on  arms  control 
negotiations  and  U.S.  negotiator  on 
defense  and  space  arms],  myself,  and 
others  have  had  with  Soviet  arms  control 
experts  in  Moscow  and  Washington  in 
recent  weeks  will  pay  some  dividends. 


Fundamental  Differences 

As  we  consider  our  goals  for  this  round 
of  arms  talks  and  as  we  look  down  the 
road  to  a  possible  summit,  it  is  important 
to  remind  ourselves  of  the  fundamentals 
underlying  our  relations  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  United  States,  as  a  demo- 
cratic republic,  stands  at  a  disadvantage 
in  some  respects  in  its  relations  with  a 
totalitarian  state  like  the  Soviet  Union. 
For  those  of  us  who  have  studied  U.S.- 
Soviet relations,  this  is  no  great 
revelation— de  Tocqueville  pointed  it  out 
almost  200  years  ago.  Unlike  ours,  the 
Soviet  system  of  government  does  not 
provide  for  an  independent  legislature 
and  judiciary  which  provide  checks  and 
balances  to  the  powers  of  the  executive 
branch.  Soviet  leaders  are  self-selected. 
They  impose  their  will  from  the  top 
downward  through  the  hierarchies  of 
their  government  and  the  Communist 
Party.  Unlike  Soviet  citizens,  our 
citizens  elect  their  leaders.  They  have 
direct  and  powerful  access  to  the  actions 
of  their  leaders  through  the  voting 
process.  The  fundamental  difference 
between  our  system  and  that  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  is  that  Soviet  leaders  are  not 
subject  to  popular  recall. 

While  de  Tocqueville  was  writing 
about  America,  another  Frenchman,  the 
Marquis  de  Custine,  was  writing  about 
Russia.  His  book.  Journey  for  Our 
Time,  shows  that  the  government  of  the 
modern-day  Soviet  Union  is  not  funda- 
mentally different  from  the  govern- 
mental system  of  Russia  under  the  czars. 
His  concluding  thought  is  even  more 
applicable  today  than  then.  He  wrote:  "I 
don't  blame  the  Russians  for  being  what 
they  are,  I  blame  them  for  pretending  to 
be  what  we  in  the  West  are." 

The  Soviets  have  recently,  with  a 
flurry  of  news  conferences  and  television 
appearances,  taken  greater  pains  to 
mimic  our  freedom  of  speech  and  free 
press.  I  heard  a  Soviet  spokesman  on 
American  television  refer  the  other  day 
to  "Izvestiya,  the  government 
newspaper,"  as  if  every  other  paper  in 
the  U.S.S.R.  were  not  government 
owned  and  controlled.  This  activity  is 
but  a  thin  veneer,  covering  the  rough 
surface  of  a  system  of  government  which 
Orwell  characterized  by  such  terms  as 
"doublethink"  and  "nonspeak." 

Strict  Soviet  discipline  enforces  a 
unified  position  among  the  U.S.S.R.'s 
negotiators,  government,  and  party 
officials.  There  is  no  open  political  oppo- 
sition in  the  Soviet  Union  to  place 
pressure  on  the  government  to  make 
negotiating  moves  toward  our  positions. 
Despite  the  facade  of  openness  that  the 
Soviets  have  been  putting  on  under 
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Gorbachev,  there  are  still  no  cracks  in 
the  Soviet  monolith,  only  surface 
fissures. 

Contrast  this  with  the  situation  that 
exists  in  the  United  States.  Government 
officials,  independent  think  tanks,  and 
the  man  on  the  street  have  access  to  a 
press  that  is  neither  owned  nor  con- 
trolled by  the  government.  A  wide 
variety  of  views  can  be  and,  in  fact,  are 
expressed.  Acts  of  the  government  can 
be,  and  are,  criticized  or  praised.  The 
pressure  that  these  differences  of 
opinion  put  on  our  elected  officials,  who 
depend  for  their  mandate  on  the  consent 
of  those  they  govern,  is  substantial.  This 
clash  of  views  is  the  essence  of  a  free 
society.  But  it  also  offers  the  Soviets  an 
opportunity  to  inject  themselves  into  our 
internal  debate.  But  we  need  to  be 
reminded  that  the  Soviet  system  is  not 
like  ours.  It  is  a  mistake  to  believe  that 
Soviet  leaders  are  subject  to  the  same 
pressures  that  are  placed  on  our  leaders. 

Soviet  Negotiating  Tactics 

My  7  years  as  a  negotiator  on  the  SALT 
II  [strategic  arms  limitation  talks] 
delegation  and  my  2  years  as  chief 
START  [strategic  arms  reduction  talks] 
negotiator  have  given  me  a  special 
insight  into  the  tactics  the  Soviets  use  to 
exploit  American  pluralism.  There  is  a 
great  difference  between  what  Soviet 
leaders  say  in  public  and  what  they  allow 
to  happen  at  the  negotiating  table.  For 
public  consumption,  the  Soviets  profess 
that  they  are  flexible.  They  have  a 
special  talent  for  recycling  their  more 
shopworn  offers  and  reintroducing  them 
as  if  they  constituted  new  and  substan- 
tive concessions.  The  theory  is  that  they 
will  compromise  because  they  say  they 
will.  But  in  practice,  we  can  only  reach  a 
deal  with  them  when  we  have  something 
significant  to  give  up.  Protected  by  the 
confidentiality  of  the  conference  room, 
Soviet  negotiators  adhere  to  their  posi- 
tions with  the  stubbornness  of  an  army 
mule.  At  the  table,  they  are  anything  but 
flexible. 

The  reason  for  this  approach  is  clear. 
Where  the  Soviets  see  splits  in  American 
public  opinion  on  arms  control,  they  see 
the  possibility  of  exploiting  them  to  their 
benefit.  If  the  U.S.  Congress  can  cause 
the  Administration  to  concede  key 
aspects  of  its  negotiating  position,  then 
why  should  they,  the  Soviets  reason, 
expend  any  of  their  own  precious 
negotiating  capital  to  achieve  their  ends? 
The  Soviets  do  not  deal  in  bargaining 
chips.  They  do  not  make  concessions  in 
the  spirit  of  give-and-take  or  as  a  sign  of 
good  will.  Rather,  they  consider  uni- 


lateral concessions  to  be  the  mark  of 
contemptible  weakness.  They  do,  how- 
ever, like  to  appeal  to  the  notions  of 
good  will  and  reciprocity  through  the 
Western  press,  radio,  and  TV.  They 
know  that  through  our  media,  they  can 
strike  in  us  a  responsive  chord. 

In  the  same  vein,  Soviet  negotiators 
readily  accept  whatever  concessions  we 
offer  them  with  no  thoughts  that  they 
are  obliged  to  reciprocate.  Our  unilateral 
concessions  do  not  make  the  Soviets  any 
more  tractable.  If  anything,  they  dig 
their  heels  in  deeper,  insisting  that  we 
take  their  views  "into  account"  on  other 
issues.  The  Soviet  negotiating  strategy 
is,  to  put  it  simply,  one  of  obstinance. 
"What's  mine  is  mine,  and  what's  yours 
is  negotiable' '  is  more  than  a  saying  for 
the  Soviets;  it  describes  their  negoti- 
ating style.  Moreover,  they  truly 
believe— again,  as  George  Orwell 
wrote— that  to  be  equal  they  must  be 
"more  equal." 

Our  method  to  counter  this  strategy 
is  arduous  but  necessary  if  arms  control 
is  to  serve  its  ultimate  purpose  of  con- 
tributing to  our  national  security.  We 
must  learn  to  be  just  as  tough  as  they 
are.  We  have  to  revive  the  spirit  of  the 
Yankee  horse  trader.  And  above  all,  we 
must  be  patient. 

The  Soviets  simply  do  not  negotiate 
in  a  spirit  of  problemsolving.  Those  of  us 
who  have  negotiated  with  the  Soviets  do 
not  expect  them  to.  We  have  come  to 
understand  that,  whereas  we  would  like 
to  work  out  solutions,  the  Soviets  would 
rather  compete.  Americans,  without  the 
benefit  of  direct  negotiating  experience 
with  the  Soviets,  tend  to  believe  that  the 
sheer  weight  of  logic  will  lead  both  us 
and  the  Soviets  toward  mutually 
beneficial  agreements.  This  tendency  is 
understandable;  it  is  part  of  our 
heritage.  But  it  only  complicates  the 
formidable  tasks  confronting  the 
American  negotiator.  Soviet  negotiators 
study  our  democratic  system;  they  get  to 
know  its  strengths  and  weaknesses  and 
how  to  exploit  them.  Because  they 
recognize  the  strength  of  commitment 
we  have  to  our  ideals,  they  know  too 
well  that  our  pluralistic  society  is 
susceptible  to  influence— and  sometimes 
outright  manipulation— for  their  tactical 
gain. 

Recent  Congressional  Actions 

With  this  background  in  mind,  I  would 
like  now  to  turn  to  an  issue  that  is 
especially  important  today— namely, 
recent  congressional  actions. 


The  Reagan  Administration,  like 
other  administrations  before  it,  is  fully 
cognizant  of  the  deep  desires  of  the 
American  people  for  an  improvement  in 
U.S. -Soviet  relations.  Our  people  would 
like  to  reduce  expenditures  for  defense. 
And,  above  all,  they  would  like  to  see  a 
reduction  in  the  threat  of  nuclear  war. 
From  my  vantage  point— close  up— I  can 
assure  you  that  President  Reagan  fully 
shares  these  desires  of  the  American 
people.  He  has  worked  throughout  his 
term  of  office  to  see  them  realized. 

But  President  Reagan  also  recog- 
nizes, more  clearly  than  most,  that  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  United  States  is  faced 
with  a  tough  and  determined  adversary. 
Accordingly,  he  decided  at  the  outset  of 
his  presidency  that  it  was  first  necessary 
to  restore  the  military  strength  of  the 
United  States,  degraded  by  years  of  an 
unanswered  Soviet  buildup.  We  tend  to 
forget  what  a  courageous  decision  this 
was  in  the  early  1980s  when  we  were 
faced  with  double-digit  inflation  and  high 
unemployment.  In  the  past  5V2  years, 
President  Reagan  has  done  much  to 
reestablish  America's  reputation  as  a 
decisive  international  power.  He  has 
demonstrated  a  willingness  to  oppose 
the  encroachments  of  Soviet  military 
power  and  to  meet  intimidation  with 
forceful  resistence.  This  has  not  been  an 
easy  course.  But  its  reward  has  been 
greater  security  for  the  United  States 
and  its  allies. 

The  President's  course  on  arms  con- 
trol has  been  equally  courageous.  Unwill- 
ing to  sign  onto  a  scheme  that  licensed  a 
major  buildup  of  strategic  weapons  in 
the  guise  of  real  arms  control.  President 
Reagan  declared  that  SALT  could  no 
longer  serve  as  a  basis  for  U.S.  strategic 
arms  policy.  He  did  this  despite  the 
realization  that  this  decision  would  open 
him  to  the  criticism  that  he  was 
"against"  arms  control.  Yet  the  Presi- 
dent has  never  shied  away  from  negotia- 
tions that  could  contribute  to  lessening 
the  threat  of  nuclear  weapons.  What  he 
is  "for"  is  an  agreement  that  increases 
strategic  stability.  He  is  "for"  an  agree- 
ment that  provides  for  real  reductions, 
not  cosmetic  limitations,  in  the  levels  of 
offensive  nuclear  arms.  President 
Reagan's  approach  to  arms  control  is 
sound  and  forwardlooking.  He  does  not 
favor  reaching  "any  agreement."  We 
could  enter  into  this  kind  of  agreement 
tomorrow.  What  we  want  is  a  "good 
agreement"— one  that  is  equitable, 
verifiable,  and  serves  the  interests  of 
both  sides. 

We  are  now  at  the  point  where  this 
approach  can  bear  fruit.  It  may  produce 
the  first  real  agreed  decrease  in  the  level 
of  offensive  nuclear  arms  in  history. 
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As  President  Reagan  well  knows, 
arms  control  for  arms  control's  sake  is 
not  good  policy.  If  this  were  the  case, 
the  substance  of  the  agreement  would 
not  be  as  important  as  the  fact  of  the 
signing.  But  we  all  know  this  isn't  the 
case.  First  of  all,  signing  an  arms  control 
agreement  will  not,  of  itself,  reconcile 
the  fundamental  political  differences 
remaining  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  More  importantly, 
arms  control  deals  with  real  weapons 
and  real  questions  of  military  strategy. 
These  things  have  to  do  with  whether  or 
not  the  world  is  a  more  or  less  danger- 
ous place.  Ignoring  these  basic  con- 
siderations can  lead  to  agreements  that 
are  little  more  than  political  placebos. 
President  Reagan  realizes  that  agree- 
ments made  in  the  absence  of  improve- 
ments in  the  U.S. -Soviet  relationship  will 
not  be  long  lived.  Arms  control  agree- 
ments alone,  however  valuable  on  their 
own  merits,  do  not  constitute  improved 
U.S. -Soviet  relations. 

Arms  control  is  essentially  and 
inexorably  tied  to  developments  in 
military  strategy  and  in  weapons 
technology,  and  not  only  to  the  sheer 
number  of  weapons  in  stockpiles.  A 
ready  example  of  this  link  comes  from 
the  SALT  I  accords.  The  head  of  our 
SALT  I  delegation.  Ambassador  Gerard 
Smith,  stated  that  the  failure  to  conclude 
a  comprehensive,  indefinite  agreement 
limiting  strategic  offensive  arms  could 
be  considered  grounds  for  withdrawal 
from  the  Interim  Agreement's  counter- 
part for  strategic  defenses,  the  Anti- 
Ballistic  Missile  (ABM)  Treaty.  Unlike 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  United  States  is  in 
complete  compliance  with  the  legal 
obligations  it  assumes  under  the  ABM 
Treaty.  My  example  merely  serves  to 
illustrate  an  important  point.  The  lack  of 
a  comprehensive  agreement  on  offensive 
forces  could  call  into  question  the 
basis— in  politics  as  well  as  in  military 
strategy— of  the  ABM  Treaty's  virtual 
ban  of  strategic  defensive  systems.  It  is 
easy  to  see  that  the  goal  of  deep  and 
stabilizing  reductions  in  offensive 
arms— a  goal  President  Reagan  has 
endorsed  for  5V2  years  now— is  today  of 
even  greater  importance. 

Much  in  strategy,  military  tech- 
nology, and  arms  control  has  changed  in 
the  past  10  years.  The  Soviets  have  con- 
tinued to  mount  a  massive  and  unwar- 
ranted military  buildup  in  the  face  of 
considerable  unilateral  U.S.  restraint  in 
its  own  defense  programs  during  the 
same  period.  They  have,  thus,  broken 
the  promise  of  reciprocal  self-restraint 
that  many  in  the  United  States  thought 


SALT  implied.  As  if  to  add  insult  to 
injury,  the  Soviets  systematically 
violated  SALT  as  well.  These  things 
were  clear  in  the  President's  mind  when 
he  entered  office,  and  they  were  clear  in 
his  mind  when  he  laid  down  his  challenge 
to  the  scientific  community  to  develop 
reliable  defenses  against  Soviet  ballistic 
missiles.  But  unhappily,  considering 
their  recent  votes  on  arms  control  and 
the  defense  bill,  these  things  have 
apparently  not  been  uppermost  in  the 
collective  mind  of  the  Congress. 

As  an  example,  let  us  take  a  look  at 
chemical  weapons.  The  United  States 
last  produced  chemical  weapons  in  1969. 
Every  chemical  weapon  in  the  U.S. 
inventory  is,  therefore,  at  least  17  years 
old.  The  Soviets  never  halted  production 
as  we  did,  and  they  now  have  a  modern, 
effective  stock  of  lethal  chemical 
weapons  as  an  integral  part  of  their 
military  forces.  In  this,  we  see  another 
clear  link  between  arms  control  and  the 
dynamics  of  military  deterrence.  The 
legal  ban  on  chemical  warfare  of  the 
Geneva  Protocol  does  not  have  the 
strength  on  its  own  to  prevent  the  use  of 
chemical  weapons.  The  ability  of  the 
United  States  to  deter  the  use  of 
chemical  weapons  against  ourselves  and 
our  allies  depends  heavily  on  the  United 
States  maintaining  an  effective  chemical 
deterrent.  However,  the  Congress  very 
nearly  prevented  this  necessary  modern- 
ization in  their  mid-August  funding 
votes. 

The  House  also  recently  voted  to 
impose  a  1-year  moratorium  on  all  but 
the  smallest  underground  nuclear  tests. 
The  Administration  continues  to  support 
the  long-term  goal  of  a  comprehensive 
test  ban.  But  it  is  neither  in  the  interest 
of  the  United  States  and  our  allies  nor  in 
the  interest  of  sound  arms  control  to 
partake  in  the  exercise  the  House  has 
prescribed.  Moreover,  for  as  long  as  we 
need  to  rely  upon  nuclear  deterrence, 
continued  testing  is  essential  to  ensure 
the  reliability  and  safety  of  our  nuclear 
deterrent.  Indeed,  it  is  no  small  irony 
that  those  who  oppose  strategic  defenses 
and  who  take  refuge  in  the  strategy  of 
deterrence  by  the  threat  of  nuclear 
retaliation  have  now  chosen  to  support  a 
proposal  that  would  undermine  the 
reliability  of  the  nuclear  stockpile 
necessary  to  that  strategy's  continuing 
credibility.  If  the  Soviets  are  serious 
about  the  types  of  verification  they 
bandy  about  on  television,  they  should 
work  toward  effective  verification  of 
existing  treaties  on  nuclear  testing. 

In  yet  another  unfortunate  vote,  the 
House  moved  to  force  the  Administra- 
tion to  adhere  to  the  flawed  SALT  II 


agreement  by  passing  a  resolution 
barring  funding  for  any  weapon  that 
would  exceed  its  limits.  SALT  II,  had  it 
ever  been  ratified  by  the  Senate,  would 
have  expired  by  now.  One  wonders  what 
is  the  point  of  reincarnating  SALT  in  the 
way  the  House  proposes.  In  effect,  some 
in  the  House  have  said  to  the  Soviet 
Union  that  SALT  II  was  good  enough. 
We  can  only  anticipate  that  the  Soviets 
will  use  this  action  to  pull  the  rug  out 
from  under  our  START  negotiators  in 
Geneva. 

Many  Congressmen  no  doubt 
sincerely  intend  their  actions  as  signs  to 
the  Soviets  that  the  United  States  is 
"serious"  about  arms  control.  However, 
it  is  my  judgment  that  their  actions  will 
not  have  the  intended  effects.  There  is 
no  incentive  for  the  Soviets  to  sign  an 
agreement  reducing  strategic  offensive 
arms  when  the  Congress  has  as  much  as 
told  them  directly  that  an  agreement 
allowing  arms  to  be  significantly 
increased  is  satisfactory  to  the  American 
people. 

But  by  far  the  most  distressing  con- 
gressional actions  have  come  in  cutting 
the  funding  the  President  has  requested 
for  the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative— 
what  the  media  commonly  refer  to  as 
Star  Wars  and  we  refer  to  as  SDL  The 
Soviets  spend  over  $1  billion  a  year  on 
military  laser  research  alone,  which  is 
only  one  of  many  strategic  defensive 
technologies  they  are  investigating.  If 
the  Soviets  spend  this  much  on  this  one 
aspect  of  strategic  defense,  one  can  only 
conclude  that  the  amount  the  Soviets 
spend  on  their  entire  strategic  defense 
program  is  far  greater.  The  Soviet 
strategic  defense  program  represents  a 
much  larger  commitment  of  plant  space, 
capital,  and  manpower  than  does  the 
American  effort.  Thus,  the  Soviets  can 
hardly  have  an  objection  to  strategic 
defenses  in  principle. 

The  Soviets  are,  of  course,  con- 
cerned about  the  Strategic  Defense  Initi- 
ative. Their  chief  concern  is  that  we  will 
be  more  successful  in  our  research  than 
they  have  been  in  theirs.  This  concern 
has  driven  them  to  their  wits'  end  in  a 
campaign  to  undercut  popular  support  in 
the  West  for  SDL  They  raise  the  specter 
of  the  "militarization  of  space,"  in  full 
knowledge  that  space  was  militarized  the 
day  they  flew  the  first  intercontinental 
ballistic  missile  (ICBM)  through  it  in 
1957.  And  they  act  as  if  their  own  long- 
running  strategic  defense  program 
didn't  exist. 

But  SDI  funding  provides  far  more 
than  spinoffs.  It  is  vital  in  its  own  right 
if  we  are  to  determine  whether  it  is 
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possible  to  realize  President  Reagan's 
goal  of  a  deterrent  to  war  that  is  safer 
and  more  stable  than  simply  relying  on 
the  threat  of  retaliation  with  offensive 
weapons.  Indeed,  the  most  important 
goal  of  SDI  is  to  answer  the  question:  is 
it  technically  possible  to  create  a  deter- 
rent that  is  strictly  defensive?  As  such, 
SDI  is  one  major  element  in  a  compre- 
hensive U.S.  defense  policy  that  sends  to 
the  Soviet  leadership  an  important 
message.  The  message  is  that  the 
existing  strategic  situation  is  not  suffi- 
ciently stable— it  is  not  safe  enough.  It 
sends  the  Soviets  the  message  that  the 
President  is  determined  to  see  what  can 
be  done  to  remedy  the  current  short- 
comings of  deterrence.  We  want  to 
develop  a  defense  that  defends  us. 

SDI  research  is  more  than  just  a 
hedge  against  the  Soviets'  own  con- 
siderable research  and  development 
efforts  in  strategic  defense  technology. 
As  the  President  has  made  clear,  it  is 
not  a  bargaining  chip  to  be  traded  away 
in  a  so-called  grand  compromise.  The 
possibilities  that  SDI  holds  out  to  us  are 
far  too  important  to  cheapen  by  these 
descriptions.  Common  sense  and  basic 
morality  dictate  that  we  do  all  we 
reasonably  can  to  solve  the  ethical 
paradox  which  now  faces  us:  namely, 
that  in  order  to  defend  ourselves,  we 
must  rely  on  the  offensive  use  of  nuclear 
weapons.  I  firmly  believe  that  SDI  will 
provide  us  with  the  necessary  tools  to 
enhance  deterrence  and  reduce  the  risk 
of  nuclear  war. 

SDI  can  contribute  to  more  than  just 
a  stable  and  safer  peace;  it  will  yield 
numerous  benefits  improving  the  quality 
of  everyday  life.  Research  conducted 
under  the  mantle  of  SDI  has  already  pro- 
duced the  galium  arsenide  computer 
chip,  which  may  prove  to  be  a  much 
cheaper  and  far  superior  alternative  to 
silicon  chips.  The  optical  switches  SDI 
scientists  are  developing  may  supplant 
computer  chips  in  many  applications. 
And  SDI  laser  research  promises  to  pro- 
vide doctors  with  new  tools  for  com- 
bating cancer.  A  complete  list  of  spinoffs 
would  be  much  longer.  But  according  to 
one  estimate  in  a  recent  article  in  The 
New  York  Times,  the  several  billion 
dollars  per  year  spent  on  SDI  will  have  a 
payoff  of  $5-$20  trillion  for  the  civilian 
economy. 

Public  opinion  polls  show  that  the 
goal  of  developing  strategic  defensive 
technologies  has  the  support  of  the 
American  public.  And  I  believe  the 
public  supports  the  President's  firm, 
open,  and  responsive  approach  in  dealing 
with  the  Soviets.  Ronald  Reagan  sees 
the  relationships  and  priorities  among 


the  interests  of  national  security, 
defense  policy,  and  arms  control  with  a 
presidential  perspective.  He  recognizes 
that  the  supreme  interest  is  national 
security.  Arms  control  can  serve  that 
interest,  as  can  defense  policy.  But  any 
arms  control  agreement  we  reach  must 
meet  the  acid  test  of  whether  or  not  it 
enhances  our  national  security. 

In  my  discussions  with  Members  of 
Congress,  my  message  has  been  simple. 
The  Soviets  that  we  see  eye-to-eye 
across  the  negotiating  table  know  what 
their  leaders  are  doing  and  know  what 
they  want.  Looking  at  what  we  do,  the 
Soviets  see  mixed  signals.  They  see  our 
internal  debate  not  as  a  sign  of  a  healthy 
democracy  but  as  a  symptom  of 
weakness  and  disarray.  For  the  Soviets, 
budgetary  constraint  is  not  so  much  a 
reason  as  an  excuse  not  to  pay  for  SDI. 
The  Soviets  are  not  cutting  the  funding 
for  their  own  strategic  defense  program, 
which  is  paid  for  from  an  economic  base 
far  smaller  than  ours  in  an  economy  that 
is  weak  by  comparison.  In  short,  our 
Soviet  counterparts  believe  they  need 
not  negotiate  with  us  if  their  objectives 
can  be  achieved  by  simply  waiting  us 
out,  by  playing  on  our  own  irresolute- 
ness.  One  Soviet  put  it  to  me  quite 
bluntly.  He  said  the  United  States  is  try- 
ing to  make  a  virtue  out  of  impotence. 
This  is  hardly  the  image  of  ourselves 
that  we  want  to  promote  in  the  minds  of 
Soviet  negotiators. 

Conclusion 

My  long  years  spent  negotiating  with  the 
Soviets  tell  me  that  if  we  are  to  get  what 
we  want  out  of  arms  control— if  it  is  to 


contribute  to  the  stability  of  deterrence 
and  enhance  our  security— then  our 
negotiators  have  to  have  the  firm  sup- 
port of  the  American  people.  Without 
this  support,  our  negotiators  have  little 
to  help  them  in  their  struggle  to  move 
the  immovable  object,  their  Soviet 
counterpart. 

I  hope  my  words  today  lend  some 
understanding  and  context  to  the  special 
challenges  we  confront  as  a  democracy 
facing  a  system  that  is,  to  its  very  core, 
different  from  ours.  The  greatest  con- 
tribution Americans  can  make  to  help 
our  negotiators  in  Geneva  is  to  show 
firmness  of  purpose  and  determined 
patience.  This  is  especially  important 
now  in  these  crucial  weeks  which  lie 
ahead  of  us.  Our  arms  control  positions 
are  sound.  They  are  flexible  enough  to 
accommodate  legitimate  Soviet  inter- 
ests. The  United  States  is  now  in  a 
strong  position  to  work  out  with  the 
Soviet  Union  the  first  decrease  in  the 
levels  of  offensive  nuclear  arms  ever.  A 
good  deal,  one  that  is  equitable  and 
verifiable,  is  within  our  reach  only  if  the 
Soviets  are,  in  fact,  as  serious  as  they 
say  they  are— as  serious  as  we  are— 
about  reaching  an  agreement.  Mean- 
while, our  resolution  here  at  home  will 
serve  to  reinforce  the  words  of  our 
negotiators.  Firmness  and  patience  will 
also  reinforce  the  words  of  our  Presi- 
dent as  he  prepares  to  meet  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  face-to-face  for  the 
second  tirrie.  ■ 


Verifying  Nuclear  Testing  Limitations: 
Possible  U.S.-Soviet  Cooperation 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
AUG.  14,  1986> 

In  response  to  the  requirements  of  Section 
1003  of  the  FY  1986  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act  (P.L.  99-145),  I  am  pleased 
to  transmit  this  unclassified  interagency 
study  of  possible  avenues  of  cooperation 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  in  the  development  of  verification 
capabilities  consistent  with  national  security 
restrictions. 

The  requirement  under  Section  1003 
involves:  "limited  exchanges  of  data  and 
scientific  personnel,"  in  general,  and  "joint 
technological  effort  in  the  area  of  seismic 
monitoring,"  in  particular.  Upon  review  of  a 


number  of  possible  scientific  disciplines,  it 
was  concluded  that  in  terms  of  this  study, 
nuclear  testing  issues  appear  to  offer  the 
most  promising  avenues  for  such  "scientific" 
cooperation  and  data  exchange.  Therefore, 
the  attached  study  focuses  its  examination  on 
matters  relating  to  the  verification  of  limita- 
tions in  nuclear  testing. 

While  the  attached  study  focuses  on 
nuclear  testing  limitations,  it  should  be  noted 
that  in  other  arms  control  areas  as  well,  the 
Administration  believes  that  exchanges  of 
information  would,  in  addition  to  various 
monitoring  provisions  including  types  of 
on-site  inspections,  play  an  important  role  in 
establishing  a  verification  framework. 
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In  START  [strategic  arms  reduction 
talks]  and  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces],  for  example,  areas  of  possible 
exchange  of  information  might  include  the 
declaration  of  missile  and  launcher  facilities, 
the  numbers  of  missiles  and  launchers  at  such 
facilities,  and  information  on  the  destruction 
of  missiles  and  launchers  that  are  in  excess  of 
agreed  treaty  limits.  In  the  negotiations  on 
Mutual  and  Balanced  Force  Reductions 
(MBFR),  we  have  asked  for  an  exchange  of 
information,  to  be  updated  annually,  on  the 
structure  of  forces  subject  to  MBFR  limita- 
tions. At  the  Stockholm  Conference  on 
Confidence-  and  Security-Building  Measures 
[and  Disarmament]  in  Europe  (CDE),  we 
believe  it  important  to  have  an  exchange  of 
information  both  on  overall  force  structures 
and  on  specific  forces  participating  in  military 
activities.  In  chemical  weapons  arms  control, 
we  believe  it  important,  among  other  things, 
to  have  a  preliminary  bilateral  exchange  of 
data  on  chemical  weapons  stockpiles  and  on 
production  facilities  as  a  confidence-building 
measure  prior  to  the  entry  into  force  of  a  con- 
vention banning  such  weapons. 

The  prospects  for  progress  in  arms  con- 
trol may  be  significantly  enhanced  if  a  regime 
of  cooperation  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  in  the  development  of 
verification  capabilities  consistent  with 
national  security  restrictions  can  be  estab- 
lished. The  attached  interagency  study 
describes  some  possible  avenues  of  coopera- 
tion that  could  produce  benefits  in  the  near 
term  in  the  nuclear  testing  limitations  area. 

As  indicated  in  the  attached  study,  the 
United  States  has  long  sought  a  meeting  with 
the  Soviets  to  present  our  concerns  about  the 
verification  provisions  of  the  Threshold  Test 
Ban  Treaty  (TTBT)  and  the  Peaceful  Nuclear 
Explosions  Treaty  (PNET).  The  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  recently  agreed 
to  have  experts  meet  to  discuss  issues  related 
to  nuclear  testing. 

This  meeting  of  experts,  which  took  place 
in  Geneva  July  25- August  1,  allowed  the 
United  States  to  present  its  ideas  and  con- 
cerns to  the  Soviet  Union  and  to  hear  Soviet 
views.  At  the  meeting,  the  United  States 
presented  its  views  of  verification  improve- 
ments in  existing  agreements,  which  we 
believe  are  needed  and  achievable  at  this 
time.  A  follow-on  meeting  of  U.S.  and  Soviet 
experts  is  scheduled  for  September.  We  hope 
the  Soviet  Union  will  join  in  a  constructive 
dialogue. 

Ronald  Reagan 


INTERAGENCY  STUDY 

Possible  Avenues  for  Cooperation 
With  the  Soviet  Union  en  the 
Development  of  Capabilities  for 
Verifying  Compliance  With  Nuclear 
Testing  Limitations 


I.  Introduction 

Section  1003  of  the  FY  1986  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Authorization  Act 
(S.  1160)  calls  for  an  interagency  study 


of  "limited  exchanges  of  data  and  scien- 
tific personnel"  in  general  and  "joint 
technological  effort  in  the  area  of 
seismic  monitoring"  in  particular.  After 
reviewing  a  number  of  possible  scientific 
discipHnes,  it  was  concluded  that  nuclear 
testing  issues  appear  to  offer  the  most 
promising  avenues  for  scientific  coopera- 
tion and  data  exchange.  This  study, 
therefore,  focuses  on  matters  relating  to 
the  verification  of  limitations  in  the  area 
of  nuclear  testing. 

II.     Background 

Effective  means  of  verification  are  of 
critical  importance  to  arms  control.  Our 
national  security  requires  that  we  be 
able  to  assess  with  confidence  com- 
pliance with  any  negotiated  arms  control 
agreements.  Today,  most  of  our  major 
arms  control  agreements  are  monitored 
through  what  is  known  as  national 
technical  means  of  verification  (NTM). 
While  NTM  has  the  primary  benefit  of 
being  under  the  control  of  the  verifying 
party,  there  are  some  particular 
applications— such  as  for  strategic  and 
intermediate-range  nuclear  forces,  con- 
ventional and  chemical  forces,  and 
nuclear  testing— in  which  cooperative 
means  of  verification  may  be  beneficial 
or  even  necessary. 

Cooperative  means  can  include 
various  onsite  inspection  and  data 
exchange  measures  or  direct  measure- 
ment schemes  such  as  would  apply  to 
determining  the  yields  of  underground 
nuclear  tests.  Onsite  inspection  by 
observers  and  instruments  may  be  able 
to  play  a  role  in  deterring  violations  at 
agreed  locations  or  "declared  sites."  The 
utility  of  onsite  inspection  is  largely  a 
function  of  its  frequency  and  duration 
and  whether,  and  at  what  costs,  the 
activities  monitored  can  be  conducted  at 
other  times  and  places.  Other  considera- 
tions with  regard  to  onsite  inspection 
include  the  question  of  how  the  party 
being  monitored  calculates  the  risk  of 
violations  being  uncovered  and  whether 
they  could  avoid  any  single  inspection 
that  would  detect  a  violation.  Thus,  the 
past  record  of  the  inspected  party  is  a 
vital  consideration. 

Data  exchanges  may  be  beneficial  to 
provide  a  benchmark  for  assessing  com- 
pliance. If,  however,  the  verifying  party 
does  not  possess  a  means  of  independ- 
ently validating  the  data  it  receives, 
large  uncertainties  could  still  prevail, 
diminishing  the  utility  of  the  exchange. 
Nevertheless,  as  the  amount  of  data 
exchanged  is  increased,  the  uncertainty 
should  decrease  while  the  difficulty  of 
concealing  illegal  activities  increases. 


Direct  measurements  have  the 
benefit  of  allowing  the  verifying  party  to 
control  the  means  of  monitoring.  Direct 
measurement  is  not  perfect  because  it  is 
limited  by  the  accuracy  of  the  instru- 
ments used  and,  as  is  the  case  for  all 
monitoring  methods,  the  ability  of  the 
inspected  party  to  manipulate  the 
evidence.  Furthermore,  direct  measure- 
ment will  not  detect  violations  conducted 
at  times  and  places  when  direct 
measurement  equipment  is  not  engaged 
and  normally  will  not  detect  violations 
when  special  efforts  are  undertaken  to 
conceal  prohibited  activities.  However, 
even  considering  these  limitations,  direct 
measurement  is  much  more  definitive 
than  any  remote  sensing  method  for 
determining  the  yields  of  Soviet  nuclear 
tests. 

The  Treaty  Between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Union  of 
Soviet  Socialist  Republics  on  the  Limita- 
tion of  Underground  Nuclear  Weapon 
Tests  (Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty- 
TTBT)  prohibits  U.S.  and  Soviet 
underground  nuclear  weapon  tests  with 
yields  greater  than  150  kilotons  (kt).  The 
TTBT  is  a  treaty  signed  by  both  parties 
but  ratified  by  neither.  Both  the  U.S. 
and  the  U.S.S.R.  have  separately  stated 
that  they  would  abide  by  the  yield  limita- 
tion. Furthermore,  since  neither  party 
has  made  its  intentions  clear  not  to 
become  a  party,  both  signatories  are 
obligated  by  international  law  to  refrain 
from  acts  that  would  defeat  the  object 
and  purpose  of  the  treaty.  At  present, 
however,  the  United  States  cannot  effec- 
tively verify  Soviet  compliance  with  the 
treaty.  Moreover,  the  implementation  of 
the  verification  measures  set  forth  in  the 
Protocol  to  the  treaty  (exchange  of  yield, 
date,  time,  depth,  and  coordinates  for 
two  nuclear  weapon  tests  for  calibration 
purposes  from  each  geophysically 
distinct  testing  area  and  information  on 
the  geology  of  the  testing  areas),  which 
would  become  effective  upon  ratification, 
will  not  provide  this  capability,  since 
there  is  no  way  for  the  United  States  to 
independently  verify  the  data 
exchanged,  nor  would  the  data,  if 
validated,  be  sufficient  to  ensure  effec- 
tive verification. 

Today,  we  monitor  Soviet  tests  with 
seismic  equipment  located  outside  the 
U.S.S.R.  In  three  presidential  reports  to 
Congress  on  Soviet  noncompliance,  the 
uncertainty  in  yield  derived  from  seismic 
measurements,  when  taken  into  account, 
resulted  in  findings  of  only  "likely  viola- 
tion," even  though  the  seismic  evidence 
indicates  that  a  number  of  Soviet  tests 
have  central  yield  values  above  the  150 
kt  threshold.  "Central  yield"  is  defined 
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as  the  yield  corresponding  to  mean  value 
of  seismic  body  wave  magnitudes  for  a 
particular  nuclear  test.  While  we  judge 
that,  at  present,  there  is  approximately  a 
factor  of  two  uncertainty  in  the  yield 
estimates  derived  by  seismic  methods, 
there  are  reasons  to  suggest  the  uncer- 
tainty could  be  actually  smaller  (or  con- 
ceivably larger).  A  factor  of  two  uncer- 
tainty means,  for  example,  that  a  Soviet 
test  for  which  we  derive  a  "central 
yield"  value  of  150  kt  may  have,  with  a 
95%  probability,  a  yield  as  high  as  300  kt 
or  as  low  as  75  kt. 

As  already  mentioned,  the  verifica- 
tion provisions  contained  in  the  Protocol 
of  the  unratified  TTBT  would  not  reduce 
this  level  of  uncertainty  to  an  acceptable 
level.  The  U.S.  Government  has,  there- 
fore, continued  its  longstanding  effort  to 
obtain  a  means  of  monitoring  that  would 
substantially  reduce  our  verification 
uncertainty.  The  history  of  the  search 
for  verifiable  nuclear  testing  limitations 
will  provide  a  backdrop  for  an  under- 
standing of  the  complicated  and  some- 
times frustrating  search  for  possible 
avenues  of  cooperation  with  the  Soviet 
Union  in  the  development  of  verification 
capabilities. 

III.     Historic  Perspective  On 
Nuclear  Testing  Limitations 

One  of  the  earliest  proposals  for  nuclear 
testing  limitations  was  presented  in 
terms  of  a  comprehensive  test  ban  as 
part  of  a  broader  disarmament  proposal 
made  by  the  Soviets  in  the  UN  Disarma- 
ment Commission  in  May  1955.  How- 
ever, there  was  no  movement  in  this 
area  for  the  next  3  years.  Early  in  the 
spring  of  1958,  President  Eisenhower 
suggested  to  Soviet  Premier  Khrushchev 
that  a  group  of  technical  experts  meet  to 
determine  what  specific  control  meas- 
ures would  be  required  to  ensure  com- 
pliance with  a  nuclear  test  ban.  After 
several  exchanges,  Khrushchev  agreed, 
and  the  Geneva  Conference  of  Experts 
To  Study  the  Possibility  of  Detecting 
Violations  of  a  Possible  Agreement  on 
the  Suspension  of  Nuclear  Tests  was 
formed.  Technical  discussions  between 
experts  from  the  U.S.S.R.,  Poland, 
Czechoslovakia,  Romania,  the  United 
Kingdom,  France,  Canada,  and  the 
United  States  began  in  July  1958. 

On  August  21,  1958,  the  Conference 
of  Experts  adopted  a  final  report  for 
consideration  by  governments.  The 
report  recommended  a  worldwide 
system  of  land  control  posts,  shipborne 
posts,  and  regular  and  special  air- 
sampling  flights  to  monitor  an  agree- 
ment banning  nuclear  weapon  tests  in 


the  atmosphere,  underwater,  and  under- 
ground. Their  report  was  accepted  as 
the  technical  basis  for  political  negotia- 
tions by  the  United  States,  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  the  U.S.S.R.,  and  the 
Geneva  Conference  on  the  Discontin- 
uance of  Nuclear  Weapon  Tests  began 
on  October  31,  1958.  The  technical  basis 
of  the  international  control  system  was 
provided  mainly  by  the  reports  of  the 
1958  Conference  of  Experts  and  a  1959 
technical  working  group  of  the  Geneva 
conference  on  the  detection  of  high- 
altitude  tests.  These  reports  recom- 
mended a  worldwide  network  of  160-170 
land  control  posts,  10  shipborne  posts, 
regular  and  special  aircraft  flights,  and 
space  satellites.  The  United  States 
believed,  however,  that  there  was  a 
serious  risk  that  small  underground 
explosions  might  remain  undetected  or 
be  incorrectly  identified  as  earthquakes. 

The  experts'  report  was  technically 
limited  in  two  respects:  (1)  it  did  not 
cover  tests  at  more  than  30-50 
kilometers  above  the  earth's  surface, 
and  (2)  it  did  not  have  the  benefit  of  the 
new  seismic  data  obtained  from  the 
Hardtack  underground  test  series  car- 
ried out  by  the  United  States  after  the 
report  was  submitted.  The  new  seismic 
data,  submitted  by  the  American  delega- 
tion in  Geneva  in  June  1959,  showed 
that  the  proposed  control  system  would 
have  been  less  effective  for  detecting 
and  identifying  underground  tests  than 
the  experts  had  believed. 

At  the  request  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment, the  President's  Special  Assistant 
for  Science  and  Technology  appointed  a 
Panel  on  Seismic  Improvement,  headed 
by  Dr.  Lloyd  Berkner,  to  study  the  new 
seismic  data.  The  Berkner  panel's  report 
recommended  a  number  of  new  tech- 
niques and  proposed  a  research  program 
to  improve  the  capability  of  the  verifica- 
tion system,  described  in  the  Geneva 
Conference  of  Experts'  report,  to  detect 
and  identify  underground  tests.  The 
panel  recommendations  were  the  basis 
for  much  of  the  succeeding  research  in 
seismology  and  resulted  in  the  develop- 
ment of  new  concepts  in  seismic  sta- 
tions, instrument  arrays,  computational 
techniques,  and  research  into  the  phe- 
nomenology associated  with  seismic 
waves  from  explosions  and  earthquakes. 

In  the  political  negotiations,  the 
United  States  tried  unsuccessfully  to 
persuade  the  Soviet  Union  to  enter  new 
technical  discussion  on  the  detection  of 
high-altitude  tests  and  the  new  seismic 
data.  The  Soviets  took  the  position  that 
technical  questions  had  been  settled  at 
the  1958  Conference  of  Experts  and  any 


needed  improvements  in  the  control 
system  could  be  made  by  the  Control 
Commission  after  the  treaty  came  into 
operation. 

The  participants  at  the  Geneva  Con- 
ference on  the  Discontinuance  of 
Nuclear  Weapon  Tests  agreed  with  the 
principle  that  onsite  inspection  would  be 
necessary  to  clarify  the  source  of  uniden- 
tified seismic  events.  The  United  States 
believed  that  there  could  be  up  to  100 
unidentified  events  per  year  of  which 
approximately  20  would  require  inspec- 
tion of  the  site.  There  was  disagreement 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviets  on  the  number  of  onsite  inspec- 
tions that  would  be  permitted.  The 
Soviets  wanted  to  limit  each  party  to 
two  to  three  onsite  inspections  per  year, 
when  it  was  considered  necessary.  (Note: 
the  Soviets,  in  effect,  reserved  for 
themselves  a  veto  over  onsite  inspection 
requests.)  Although  the  issues  of 
numbers  and  mandatory  versus  volun- 
tary onsite  inspection  were  never 
resolved,  the  fact  that  the  Soviets 
agreed  in  principle  to  the  need  for  onsite 
inspection  was  widely  hailed  and  was 
seen  as  setting  a  precedent  for  future 
arms  control  agreements.  It  was  hoped 
that  interim  measures  could  be  achieved 
that,  with  time,  could  lead  to  a  more 
comprehensive  agreement  between  the 
sides.  The  Soviets  took  the  position  that 
verification  was  less  essential  than 
reaching  an  agreement.  The  United 
States  and^the  United  Kingdom  held 
that  strict  means  of  verification  were 
required,  that  further  study  should  be 
undertaken  to  assure  that  any  agree- 
ment could  be  verified,  and  that  this 
should  be  done  before  an  agreement  was 
signed. 

On  April  18,  1961,  the  United  States 
and  the  United  Kingdom  submitted  a 
complete  draft  treaty  to  the  Geneva  con- 
ference.^ This  proposal  was  based  on  one 
made  by  President  Eisenhower  in 
February  1960.  The  Anglo-American 
draft  treaty  included  a  commitment  to 
cease  tests  in  the  atmosphere,  under- 
water, at  high  altitudes,  and  under- 
ground (above  seismic  magnitude  4.75), 
and  a  control  regime  for  detection  and 
identification.  Although  the  general 
characteristics  of  the  international  con- 
trol system  proposed  in  the  Anglo- 
American  draft  treaty  had  long  been 
accepted  by  both  sides,  the  Soviet  Union 
shifted  its  position  on  several  vital 
verification  features.  For  example, 
although  the  Soviets  had  agreed  to  15 
seismic  stations  within  the  U.S.S.R., 
they  insisted  that  they  would  operate 
these  sites.  Again,  even  though  the  need 
for  onsite  inspection  was  recognized  by 
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the  Soviets,  the  number  of  inspections 
proposed  by  the  Soviets  and  the  condi- 
tions under  which  they  could  be  con- 
ducted were  not  satisfactory  to  the 
United  States  and  the  United  Kingdom. 

Throughout  the  test  ban  negotiations 
at  Geneva  from  October  1958  to  August 
30,  1961,  the  United  States  and  the 
United  Kingdom  faithfully  observed  a 
voluntary  suspension  of  nuclear  weapons 
tests,  even  though  there  existed  no 
means  of  knowing  with  certainty,  in  the 
absence  of  an  effective  and  workable 
international  control  system,  that  the 
Soviet  Union  was  not  increasing  its 
nuclear  capability  by  clandestine  tests. 
In  August  1961,  the  Soviet  Union 
announced  that  it  was  resuming  nuclear 
weapons  tests  and  did  so  on  September 
1,  1961.  The  United  States  immediately 
condemned  the  Soviet  action  and  reaf- 
firmed its  support  for  an  agreement  to 
end  nuclear  weapons  tests  under  effec- 
tive safeguards.  On  September  3,  Presi- 
dent Kennedy  and  Prime  Minister 
Macmillan  proposed  that  the  Soviets 
agree  "not  to  conduct  nuclear  tests 
which  take  place  in  the  atmosphere  and 
produce  radioactive  fallout."  They  stated 
that  they  were  willing  to  rely  upon 
existing  means  of  detection,  "which  they 
believe  to  be  adequate,"  and  they  did  not 
suggest  any  additional  controls.  The 
Soviets  at  first  rejected  this  offer. 

Negotiations  continued  in  various 
fora  until  finally,  in  1963,  Soviet  interest 
in  a  ban  that  did  not  deal  with 
underground  tests  emerged,  even 
though  they  had  rejected  the  U.S. /U.K. 
offer  previously.  As  a  result,  the  United 
States,  United  Kingdom,  and  the 
U.S.S.R.  agreed  to  the  more  limited  goal 
of  banning  nuclear  tests  in  all  media 
except  underground.  This  led  to  the  1963 
Treaty  Banning  Nuclear  Weapon  Tests 
in  the  Atmosphere,  in  Outer  Space  and 
Under  Water,  usually  referred  to  as  the 
Limited  Test  Ban  Treaty  (LTBT). 

While  discussions  continued  in  the  18 
nation  Committee  on  Disarmament, 
there  was  little  further  movement 
toward  limiting  underground  nuclear 
tests  until  the  1974  summit  meeting 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
U.S.S.R.  While  the  Soviets  had  orig- 
inally called  for  negotiations  on  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban,  they  agreed  to  con- 
sider a  threshold  treaty  for  underground 
nuclear  testing.  The  threshold  was  to 
have  been  in  terms  of  yield  or  possibly 
seismic  wave  magnitude.  The  LFnited 
States  initially  proposed  limiting  tests  to 
a  certain  value  in  body  wave  magnitude, 
but  because  body  wave  magnitude  for  a 
particular  value  of  yield  varies  with  test 
site  location,  the  focus  of  the  discussions 


was  changed  to  yields.  While  this 
resolved  the  problem  of  the  variability  of 
body  wave  magnitude  measurements,  it 
introduced  the  problems  associated  with 
the  accuracy  of  seismic  techniques  for 
the  determination  of  yield.  The  TTBT 
was  signed  by  the  United  States  and  the 
U.S.S.R.  in  July  1974. 

The  TTBT  and  its  associated  Pro- 
tocol contain  provisions  for  the  exchange 
of  geophysical  data  and  announcing  the 
yields  of  two  explosions  for  calibration 
purposes  in  each  geophysically  distinct 
area  (provisions  which  have  not  been 
implemented  because  the  treaty  has  not 
been  ratified).  However,  the  treaty  pro- 
vides no  mechanism  by  which  one  party 
could  independently  validate  the 
accuracy  of  the  data  provided  by  the 
other  party.  Seismic  techniques  are 
inadequate  to  verify  effectively  the 
yields  of  Soviet  tests.  Prior  to  the  sign- 
ing of  the  TTBT,  U.S.  policy,  as  well  as 
seismic  research,  had  concentrated  on  a 
comprehensive  test  ban.  Seismic 
research  had  been  aimed  at  the  problems 
of  detecting  and  identifying  low-yield 
nuclear  tests  with  relatively  less  empha- 
sis on  determining  yield. 

While  progress  has  been  made  in 
understanding  the  natural  processes  that 
affect  yield  estimation  based  on  remote 
seismic  measurement,  the  uncertainties 
in  the  yield  estimation  process  cannot  be 
sufficiently  reduced  without  direct 
measurement  of  yields  at  the  Soviet  test 
sites.  The  Soviets,  and  some  critics  of 
existing  U.S.  policy  in  this  country,  have 
asserted  that  adequate  verification  will 
result  from  the  exchange  of  data  called 
for  in  the  treaty.  However,  these  data 
will  be  of  limited  value  for  verification 
purposes  unless  they  can  be  independ- 
ently verified  by  the  United  States. 
Even  if  the  data  were  accurate  and  could 
be  verified,  they  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  effectively  verify  Soviet  compliance 
with  the  150  kt  threshold  of  the  TTBT, 
because  the  limited  data  to  be  exchanged 
would  not  reduce  the  uncertainty  in  the 
seismic  yield  estimation  process  to 
acceptable  levels. 

The  question  of  peaceful  nuclear 
explosions  (PNEs)  was  also  addressed 
during  1971-74  and  continued  until  the 
Treaty  on  the  Limitation  of  Under- 
ground Nuclear  Explosions  for  Peaceful 
Purposes,  usually  referred  to  as  the 
Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions  Treaty 
(PNET),  was  signed  in  1976.  Since  each 
individual  nuclear  explosion  could  not  be 
greater  than  150  kt,  additional  monitor- 
ing measures  had  to  be  negotiated  for 
explosions  conducted  at  locations  other 
than  at  the  designated  weapons  test 


sites  and  for  salvos  of  explosions  whose 
aggregate  yield  exceeded  150  kt.  Provi- 
sions were  included  for  onsite 
measurements  of  each  explosion  by 
downhole  instrumentation,  similar  in 
result  to  the  current  CORRTEX  [Con- 
tinuous Reflectrometry  for  Radius  ver- 
sus Time  Experiment]  equipment,  if  the 
aggregate  yield  was  planned  to  exceed 
150  kt.  Seismic  instruments  were  also  to 
be  allowed  in  the  test  area  if  the 
aggregate  yield  was  planned  to  exceed 
500  kt.  It  is  worth  noting  that  even  if 
the  PNE  Treaty  were  in  force,  the  onsite 
measures  would  not  have  been  imple- 
mented up  to  now  because  the  Soviets 
apparently  have  not  planned  group 
explosions  over  any  particular  treaty- 
specified  threshold  which  would  trigger 
onsite  inspection  or  installation  of  U.S. 
devices  on  Soviet  territory. 

Technical  discussions  on  nuclear 
testing  issues,  principally  related  to  a 
comprehensive  test  ban  (CTB),  have 
been  held  with  the  Soviets  in  the 
multilateral  arena  in  Geneva.  The  United 
States  presented  papers  at  the  Con- 
ference of  the  Committee  on  Disarma- 
ment (CCD)  at  least  as  far  back  as  1971 
and  again  in  1973  and  1976.  These 
papers  discussed  capabilities  for 
discriminating  between  explosions  and 
earthquakes,  data  from  arrays  of 
seismometers  and  networks  of  such  sta- 
tions, and  various  other  seismology 
topics.  There  was,  however,  not  much 
expert  discussion  of  these  U.S.  contribu- 
tions until  the  Ad-Hoc  Group  of  Scien- 
tific Experts  was  formed  in  1976. 

One  of  the  tasks  of  the  Ad-Hoc 
Group  of  Scientific  Experts  was  to 
describe  a  network  of  seismic  stations 
that  would  provide  data  to  the  members 
for  use  in  monitoring  a  CTB.  Initially  the 
Swedes,  among  others,  attempted  to 
establish  a  deliberative  body  within  the 
CCD  to  conduct  verification  analyses. 
The  United  States  did  not  want  to  rely 
on  such  a  multinational  group  for 
verification  decisions.  As  an  alternative, 
the  CCD,  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
United  States,  formulated  a  plan  for  the 
exchange  of  seismic  data  and  for 
conducting  studies  relating  to  those 
data.  The  Ad-Hoc  Group  of  Scientific 
Experts  selected  an  optimum  network  of 
seismic  stations  from  CCD  member 
states  and  evaluated  its  capability  to  pro- 
vide data  adequate  for  verification.  An 
elaborate  set  of  data  parameters  was 
agreed  upon  for  reporting  in  a  bulletin 
format.  The  World  Meteorological 
Organization  telegraph  system  was 
adopted  for  the  exchange  of  these  data 
bulletins.  The  exchange  of  complete 
seismograms,  using  digital  techniques 
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and  satellite  transmission,  has  been 
explored.  Studies  and  experiments  on 
these  transmission  techniques  continue 
at  the  present  time.  It  is  significant, 
however,  that  throughout  this  period  in 
which  testing  limitations  have  been  of 
such  concern,  at  no  time  have  there  been 
any  joint  projects  of  bilateral  exchanges 
of  data  except  for  some  limited  discus- 
sions during  the  actual  trilateral  CTB 
negotiations. 

In  the  summer  of  1977,  about  1  year 
after  the  conclusion  of  the  PNE  phase  of 
the  threshold  treaty,  the  United  States, 
the  United  Kingdom,  and  the  U.S.S.R. 
began  negotiations  toward  a  comprehen- 
sive test  ban.  Initially,  the  United  States 
and  the  U.S.S.R.  had  different  views 
concerning  the  proposed  duration  of  the 
treaty— the  United  States  wanted  a 
treaty  of  unlimited  duration  while  the 
U.S.S.R.  wanted  a  3-year  treaty  that 
would  continue  depending  on  the  actions 
of  others,  specifically  France  and  China. 
By  the  summer  of  1978,  the  United 
States  revised  its  position  and  proposed 
a  CTB  of  only  3  years  duration. 

Initially,  the  questions  of  seismic  sta- 
tions (numbers,  kinds,  and  locations) 
were  fairly  open  on  both  sides.  As  the 
negotiations  on  the  number  of  seismic 
stations  proceeded,  the  Soviets  hardened 
their  position  on  in-country  seismic 
stations— demanding  that  they  had  to  be 
nationally  manned.  The  Soviets  con- 
stantly raised  their  concern  about 
unmanned  stations  or  "black  boxes." 
The  United  States  eventually  proposed 
10  seismic  stations  in  the  Soviet  Union 
in  conjunction  with  a  3-year  treaty.  The 
U.S.S.R.  said  they  would  accept  10  sta- 
tions in  the  U.S.S.R.  provided  that  there 
would  be  10  stations  in  the  United 
States  and  10  stations  in  the  United 
Kingdom  and  its  territories.  This  created 
a  serious  impasse.  The  United  States 
and  the  United  Kingdom  felt  that  one 
station  in  the  limited  territory  of  the 
United  Kingdom  would  be  sufficient,  but 
the  Soviets  would  not  budge.  They  took 
the  position  that  equal  participation 
required  equal  responsibilities.  They  fur- 
ther indicated  that  if  10-10-10  was  not 
satisfactory,  any  other  set  of  equal 
numbers  would  be  acceptable.  While  the 
Soviets  had  apparently  agreed  in  con- 
cept to  both  onsite  inspection  and 
incountry  seismic  stations,  these  issues 
were  still  unresolved  when  the  negotia- 
tions were  suspended  in  November  1980. 

The  United  States  has  not  resumed 
the  trilateral  CTB  talks  since  they 
recessed  in  November  1980  because 
under  present  circumstances  a  CTB 
would  be  against  the  security  interests 
of  the  United  States  and  its  allies  and 


would  not  be  effectively  verifiable.  In  the 
existing  environment,  the  security  of  the 
United  States  and  our  allies  depends  on 
a  credible  U.S.  nuclear  deterrent.  In 
such  a  situation,  where  we  must  rely 
upon  nuclear  weapons  to  deter  aggres- 
sion, nuclear  testing  will  be  required.  A 
comprehensive  test  ban  remains  a  long- 
term  objective  of  the  U.S.  arms  control 
policy,  but  such  a  ban  must  be  viewed  in 
the  context  of  a  time  when  we  do  not 
need  to  depend  upon  nuclear  deterrence 
to  ensure  international  security  and 
stability,  and  when  we  have  achieved 
deep,  broad,  and  verifiable  arms  reduc- 
tions, improved  verification  capabilities, 
expanded  confidence-buOding  measures, 
and  a  greater  balance  in  conventional 
forces. 

The  verification  of  a  comprehensive 
test  ban,  and  especially  any  testing 
moratorium  such  as  proposed  by  the 
Soviet  Union,  remains  a  major  problem. 
In  the  context  of  the  verification  pro- 
cedures discussed  (but  not  agreed)  in  the 
CTB  trilateral  negotiations,  there  would 
still  be  significant  uncertainty  about  our 
ability  to  verify  Soviet  compliance,  that 
is,  to  detect  and  identify  with  sufficient 
certainty  a  potentially  significant  level  of 
clandestine  testing.  Our  concerns  are 
heightened  by  likely  Soviet  violations  of 
the  TTBT  and  by  Soviet  violation  of  the 
Limited  Test  Ban  Treaty,  the  LTBT. 

IV.  Opportunity  for 
Cooperative  Measures 

There  are  two  distinct  problem  areas 
that  can  be  addressed  jointly  by  the 
United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  The  first 
deals  with  sufficiently  accurate  yield 
measurements  that  would  allow  effective 
verification  of  yield  thresholds  such  as 
the  150  kt  limit  of  the  TTBT.  Solution  of 
this  problem  area  would  provide  the 
basis  for  moving  forward  on  ratification 
of  the  TTBT  and  the  PNET.  The  second 
deals  with  the  ability  to  detect  and  iden- 
tify low-yield  nuclear  tests.  This  requires 
solution  of  the  problem  of  detecting  and 
identifying  low-yield  tests  not  only 
underground  but  also  underwater,  in  the 
atmosphere,  and  in  outer  space.  Pro- 
grammed capabilities  will  greatly 
enhance  our  ability  to  detect  and  identify 
low-yield  nuclear  tests  within  the 
atmosphere,  although  there  may  remain 
some  uncertainty  regarding  the  country 
conducting  such  tests  if  they  are  con- 
ducted over  remote  areas.  With  these 
technological  advances  in  hand  and  at  a 
time  when  we  do  not  need  to  depend 
upon  nuclear  deterrence  to  ensure  inter- 
national security  and  stability  and  when 


we  have  achieved  deep,  broad,  and 
verifiable  arms  reductions,  expanded 
confidence-building  measures,  and  a 
greater  balance  in  conventional  forces, 
the  conditions  would  exist  for  proceeding 
toward  a  treaty  that  would  ban  low-yield 
nuclear  tests. 

a.  Verification  of  Yield  Thresholds. 

As  noted  above,  the  provisions  of  the 
TTBT  provide  no  mechanism  for  reduc- 
ing the  level  of  uncertainty  of  yield 
estimation  to  an  acceptable  level.  (We 
believe  that  no  method  of  yield  estima- 
tion based  only  on  information  derived 
solely  from  seismic  measurements  or 
seismic  theory  can  reduce  the  uncer- 
tainty to  an  acceptable  level.)  Uncertain- 
ties in  the  yield  estimation  process  can- 
not be  sufficiently  reduced  without 
directly  measuring  the  yield  of  Soviet 
tests  with  instruments  which  are  funda- 
mentally much  more  accurate  than 
seismic  methods. 

The  President  has  stated  that  he  is 
prepared  to  move  forward  on  ratification 
of  the  TTBT  and  PNET  if  the  Soviets 
would  agree  to  the  use  of  an  effective 
verification  system  incorporating  the 
CORRTEX  method. 

The  most  productive  joint  Soviet- 
U.S.  discussions  of  monitoring  measures 
would  be  those  which  would  involve  the 
technology  and  implementation  pro- 
cedures for  direct  yield  measurement. 
The  United  States  believes  that  it  has 
identified  in  CORRTEX  a  measurement 
technique  which  will  reduce  the  uncer- 
tainty in  yield  measurement  to  an 
acceptable  level  and  will  do  so  without 
danger  of  compromising  other  sensitive 
information  about  the  nature  or  perfor- 
mance of  the  nuclear  device  whose  yield 
is  to  be  measured. 

CORRTEX  is  a  hydrodynamic  yield 
measurement  technique  that  measures 
the  rate  of  propagation  of  the  under- 
ground shock  wave  from  an  explosion. 
This  technique  uses  an  electric  coaxial 
cable  located  in  the  device  emplacement 
hole  or  in  a  nearby,  parallel  "satellite" 
hole.  When  the  nuclear  device  is  deto- 
nated, a  shock  wave  propagates  through 
the  ground,  crushing  and  shortening  the 
cable.  The  rate  by  which  the  cable  length 
changes  is  recorded  by  measuring  the 
changing  transit  times  of  low  energy  elec- 
trical pulses  sent  down  to  and  reflected 
from  the  cable  end.  This  rate  is  a 
measure  of  the  propagation  velocity  of 
the  explosive  shock  wave  through  the 
ground  which  is,  in  turn,  a  measure  of 
the  yield  of  the  nuclear  explosion. 

The  electronic  device  that  provides 
the  timing  signals  is  a  battery-powered, 
suitcase-sized  unit  that  may  be  remotely 


36 


Department  of  State  Bulletin 


ARMS  CONTROL 


controlled.  All  equipment  for  power, 
recording,  and  data  reduction  can  be 
contained  in  a  small  trailer. 

CORRTEX  has  been  shown  to  be 
accurate  to  within  15%  (with  95%  con- 
fidence) of  more  direct,  radiochemical 
yield  measurements  for  tests  with  yields 
greater  than  50  kt.  This  is  based  on  its 
use  at  the  Nevada  test  site  in  over  100 
tests  with  the  sensing  cable  in  the  device 
emplacement  hole  and  four  tests  with 
the  sensing  cable  in  a  satellite  hole.  The 
accuracy  of  the  technique  is  believed  to 
be  relatively  independent  of  the  geologic 
medium  provided  the  satellite  hole 
measurements  are  made  in  the  "strong 
shock"  region  near  the  nuclear  explo- 
sion. At  greater  separation  distances, 
the  medium  becomes  more  important.  A 
satellite  hole  separation  distance  of  14 
meters  (46  feet)  is  appropriate  for  a  test 
near  150  kt. 

CORRTEX  is  expected  to  be  initially 
accurate  to  within  30%  (with  95%  con- 
fidence) of  the  actual  yield  at  Soviet  test 
sites  for  tests  above  50  kt.  An  accuracy 
of  30%  of  the  actual  yield  means,  for 
example,  that  a  test  that  produces 
CORRTEX  measurements  estimated  to 
be  associated  with  a  "central  value" 
yield  of  150  kt,  could,  with  a  95%  prob- 
ability, have  a  yield  as  high  as  195  kt 
(150  kt  plus  30%  of  150  kt)  or  as  low  as 
105  kt  (150  kt  minus  30%  of  150  kt). 

The  Soviets  were  exposed  to  tech- 
nology similar  to  CORRTEX  during  the 
PNET  discussions.  At  that  time,  they 
indicated  that  they  possessed  similar 
technology.  Therefore,  a  technical  basis 
has  already  been  established  for  the 
necessary  discussions.  The  United  States 
is  prepared,  as  evidenced  by  the  Pres- 
ident's March  1986  offer,  to  demonstrate 
to  Soviet  technical  experts  how  we 
would  emplace  CORRTEX  instruments, 
how  measurements  are  recorded,  and 
how  the  data  are  analyzed.  In  any 
cooperative  technical  effort,  the  Soviet 
experts  would  have  the  opportunity  to 
examine  the  CORRTEX  data  from  a 
Soviet  nuclear  test  in  order  to  determine 
for  themselves  that  no  sensitive  informa- 
tion, not  relevant  to  TTBT  verification, 
has  been  compromised.  For  their  part, 
the  Soviets  would  be  permitted  to  bring 
any  equipment  they  deemed  necessary  to 
measure  the  yield  of  the  test. 

Successful  implementation  of  a 
direct-yield  measurement  regime  for 
verification  of  the  TTBT  and  the  PNET 
will  establish  the  principle  of  onsite 
inspection  at  declared  facilities— in  this 
case  the  site  of  nuclear  tests.  Joint 
Soviet-U.S.  discussions  to  establish 
direct  yield  measurements  will  necessar- 
ily require  negotiation  of  all  the  logistical 


aspects  of  such  onsite  presence,  includ- 
ing the  size  and  composition  of  the 
technical  teams  who  would  make 
measurements;  agreement  on  the  quan- 
tity of  equipment  which  can  be  brought 
into  the  country;  identification  of 
allowed  instrumentation;  inspection  of 
equipment  by  the  party  whose  test  is  to 
be  measured;  establishment  of  housing, 
feeding,  and  transportation  arrange- 
ments for  the  team  making  measure- 
ments; and  procedures  for  sharing  and 
transferring  data  from  the  country  in 
which  the  test  is  to  be  performed. 

Though  not  exhaustive,  the  above 
issues  that  would  require  negotiation  are 
indicative  of  the  long  list  of  issues  which 
must  be  addressed  in  making  the  transi- 
tion from  an  agreement  in  principle  to 
onsite  inspection  implementation.  Any 
one  of  these  elements,  if  not  properly 
resolved,  could  frustrate  the  ultimate 
objective  of  the  inspection  regime.  While 
not  as  glamorous  as  some  aspects  of 
arms  control,  the  negotiation  of  such 
technical  and  logistical  details  is  critical 
and  may  be  extremely  time  consuming. 
Therefore,  early  joint  Soviet-U.S.  discus- 
sion of  these  issues  can  have  a  major 
impact  on  timely  ratification  of  the 
TTBT  and  PNET. 

b.  Detection  and  Identification  of 
Low-Yield  Nuclear  Tests.  The  second 
problem  area,  detection  and  identifica- 
tion of  low-yield  nuclear  tests,  is  even 
more  difficult  because  the  solution 
requires  effective  monitoring  in  all 
environments— underground,  under- 
water, in  the  atmosphere,  and  in  outer 
space.  Consequently,  verification  of  any 
limitation  of  low-yield  nuclear  tests 
would  require,  at  a  minimum,  the  utiliza- 
tion of  several  techniques. 

For  example,  detection  and  identifi- 
cation of  low-yield  nuclear  tests  will 
necessitate  installation  of  an  in-country 
seismic  network  and  the  implementation 
of  onsite  inspections.  In  addition, 
regional  seismology  (operating  distances 
up  to  2,000  kilometers  from  the  source) 
will  be  a  critical  technology  for  the 
detection  of  underground  tests. 
Measurement  techniques  for  the  collec- 
tion and  detection  of  atmospheric 
nuclear  explosion  debris  will  still  require 
some  refinement  when  working  at  or 
near  levels  of  naturally  occurring 
background  radiation.  Further  develop- 
ment of  hydroacoustic  techniques  could 
contribute  to  detection  of  small  nuclear 
tests  in  remote  ocean  areas. 

Recognizing  the  full  scope  of  the 
problem  of  detecting  and  identifying 
low-yield  nuclear  tests  in  all  environ- 


ments, which  must  be  solved,  this  paper 
will  address  only  one  part  of  the 
problem— monitoring  low-yield 
underground  nuclear  tests— because  this 
is  the  area  where  the  United  States 
believes  that  cooperation  with  the 
U.S.S.R.  would  be  the  most  productive. 

The  requirements  for  in-country 
monitoring  stations  have  been  discussed 
with  the  Soviets  in  many  fora  since  the 
late  1950s  (see  the  "Historical  Perspec- 
tive" section).  There  remain  several 
areas  in  which  seismic  monitoring  can  be 
profitably  addressed  by  Soviet  and  U.S. 
technical  experts.  Further  work  may 
strengthen  the  basis  for  seismic  detec- 
tion and  identification  of  low-yield 
nuclear  tests  in  advance  of  the  achieve- 
ment of  the  other  criteria  which  must  be 
met  before  the  United  States  could  con- 
sider a  comprehensive  test  ban  to  be  in 
its  national  interest. 

It  is  assumed  that  whatever  the  level 
of  detection  of  seismic  events,  there  will 
be  some  events  detected  whose  origin 
(e.g.,  nuclear  test,  earthquake,  chemical 
explosion)  will  be  uncertain— unidentified 
(i.e.,  unresolved  as  to  their  origin) 
events.  While  improvements  in  seismic 
monitoring  devices  could  be  expected  to 
provide  additional  data  that  could  iden- 
tify some  of  the  events  that  cannot  be 
identified  at  current  sensitivity  levels, 
the  net  effect  of  improvements  in  sen- 
sitivity will  be  to  increase  the  number  of 
unidentified  events. 

Onsite  inspection,  as  a  concept,  is 
also  used  to  describe  inspections  con- 
ducted to  remove  ambiguity  when  infor- 
mation from  other  sources  indicates  that 
a  potential  violation  of  a  treaty  in  force 
may  have  already  occurred.  However, 
onsite  inspection  will  only  be  useful 
when  the  precise  location  of  the 
ambiguous  event  can  be  determined. 
Onsite  inspection  could  contribute  to 
identification  of  the  source  of  surface  or 
near-surface  explosions,  where  surface 
disturbances  would  clearly  indicate  the 
location.  For  small  underground  explo- 
sions, it  would  be  nearly  impossible  to 
locate  the  source  with  sufficient  preci- 
sion to  permit  the  verifying  party  to  drill 
into  the  cavity  created  by  the  test  to 
sample  the  explosion  debris. 

The  basic  elements  which  could  be 
addressed  in  joint  discussions  include  the 
fundamental  science  of  the  transmission 
of  seismic  waves  within  the  Soviet 
Union;  the  types  of  equipment  which 
would  need  to  be  permanently  installed 
for  the  measurement  of  seismic  data;  the 
equipment  which  would  need  to  be 
installed  for  the  recording  and  transmis- 
sion of  seismic  data  to  national  data 
analysis  centers;  and  the  numerical  data- 
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processing  techniques  which  would  be 
used  for  identifying  the  source  of  a 
seismic  event  based  on  the  character- 
istics of  the  seismic  data.  These  issues 
are  described  in  more  detail  below: 

•  Seismic  Wave  Transmission:  The 
United  States  is  actively  pursuing  the 
seismic  research  which  would  be  critical 
to  the  detection  and  identification  of  low- 
yield  (below  10  kt)  nuclear  tests.  Of  par- 
ticular significance  is  research  on  high- 
frequency  seismic  waves.  Instruments 
capable  of  detecting  high-frequency 
seismic  waves  have  been  developed  and 
an  experimental  seismic  array  contain- 
ing such  equipment  is  in  operation.  To  be 
confident  that  high-frequency  seismic 
waves  can  be  useful  for  detection  and 
identification  of  low-yield  nuclear  tests, 
two  issues  need  further  study:  the 
availability  of  sufficiently  quiet,  low 
background  seismic  noise  sites  within 
the  Soviet  Union  at  which  seismic  sta- 
tions could  be  located  and  knowledge  of 
the  transmission  characteristics  of  high- 
frequency  seismic  waves  within  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  degree  to  which  seismic  wave 
energy  is  absorbed  and  scattered  as  a 
seismic  wave  travels  away  from  a 
nuclear  explosion  in  the  United  States 
has  been  studied  extensively,  and  much 
of  this  work  has  been  published  in  the 
scientific  literature.  Similar  information 
is  not  available  for  explosions  within  the 
Soviet  Union.  A  joint  U.S. -Soviet  effort 
could  seek  to  determine  the  degree  to 
which  high-frequency  seismic  wave 
energy  is  absorbed  and  scattered  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  Such  an  effort  would 
establish  a  more  realistic  basis  for  the 
utility  of  high-frequency  seismic  waves 
for  detection  and  identification  of  low- 
yield  nuclear  tests.  While  data  obtained 
from  outside  the  Soviet  Union  are 
useful,  Soviet-U.S.  cooperation  in  obtain- 
ing and  evaluating  data  from  within  the 
Soviet  Union  is  essential. 

•  Seismic  Equipment  and  Data 
Handling:  During  the  trilateral  CTB 
negotiations  of  1977-80,  the  United 
States  described  to  the  Soviet  Union 
tamper-proof,  remotely  operated  seismic 
stations  which  would  record  and  trans- 
mit seismic  data  for  analysis  in  the 
United  States.  The  United  States  has 
continued  research  on  such  stations. 
Modification  in  these  stations  would  be 
required  to  provide  the  capability  to 
record  and  transmit  data  on  high- 
frequency  seismic  waves.  Joint  Soviet- 
U.S.  efforts  could  resume  on  the  criteria 
for  the  location  and  operation  of  such 
stations  to  include  characterization  of 
the  sites  which  would  have  to  be  avail- 


able to  ensure  accurate  instrument 
operation.  Such  an  effort  would  have  to 
include  data  gathering  from  potential 
sites  for  remote  stations  in  the  Soviet 
Union  and  should  include  installation  of 
research  instruments  to  validate  that 
such  instruments  can  operate  reliably,  to 
include  data  transmission,  throughout 
the  broad  range  of  environmental  condi- 
tions within  the  Soviet  Union. 

•  Seismic  Wave  Analysis:  The 
effectiveness  of  any  low-yield 
underground  nuclear  test  verification 
regime  based  upon  the  analysis  of 
seismic  waves  will  ultimately  depend  on 
the  ability  to  identify  a  nuclear  explosion 
by  distinguishing  between  nuclear  explo- 
sions and  other  sources  of  seismic 
energy,  e.g.,  chemical  explosions  and 
earthquakes.  The  object  must  be  to 
minimize  the  number  of  recorded  seismic 
events  whose  source  is  ambiguous.  A 
joint  Soviet-U.S.  effort  could  seek  to 
identify  analytic  techniques  which  would 
positively  identify  the  origin  of  recorded 
seismic  signals.  Such  a  joint  study  can- 
not be  done  in  the  abstract  but  should  be 
tested  against  real  data  which  would  be 
typical  of  that  which  would  be  recorded 
by  instruments  located  at  the  prospec- 
tive location  of  seismic  stations.  No 
analytic  technique  can  hope  to  eliminate 
all  ambiguous  events,  but  it  would  be 
very  helpful  if  the  two  sides  could  agree 
on  which  technique  can  be  the  most 
effective. 

V.  Current  Status 

We  have  sought  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions in  the  past  several  years  to  engage 
the  U.S.S.R.  in  discussions  on  verifica- 
tion improvements  in  the  nuclear  testing 
area  but  thus  far  without  success.  In 
1983  the  U.S.  Government  sought  on 
three  separate  occasions  to  engage  the 
Soviet  Union  in  a  discussion  of  essential 
verification  improvements  for  the  TTBT 
and  the  PNET.  In  September  1984  the 
President  proposed  in  his  address  to  the 
UN  General  Assembly  that  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  find  a  way 
for  Soviet  experts  to  come  to  the  U.S. 
nuclear  test  site  and  for  U.S.  experts  to 


go  to  theirs  to  measure  directly  the 
yields  of  nuclear  weapons  tests.  In  July 

1985  the  President  expanded  his  offer 
with  an  unconditional  invitation  for 
Soviet  experts  to  go  to  the  U.S.  nuclear 
test  site  to  measure  the  yield  of  a  U.S. 
nuclear  test  with  any  instrumentation 
devices  they  deemed  necessary.  There 
was  no  requirement  for  a  reciprocal  visit 
by  U.S.  experts  to  a  Soviet  test  site.  In 
December  1985  President  Reagan  pro- 
posed to  General  Secretary  Gorbachev 
that  U.S.  and  Soviet  experts  on  nuclear 
testing  limitations  meet  in  February 

1986  to  discuss  our  respective  verifica- 
tion approaches  and  to  address  initial 
tangible  steps  to  resolve  this  issue. 

Most  recently,  on  March  15,  1986, 
the  President  urged  the  Soviet  Union  to 
join  the  United  States  in  discussion  on 
finding  ways  to  reach  agreement  on 
essential  verification  improvement  of  the 
TTBT  and  PNET.  In  this  respect  he  pro- 
vided details  to  the  Soviet  Union  on  the 
U.S.  CORRTEX  hydrodynamic  measure- 
ment system  and  proposed  that  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  send  Soviet  scien- 
tists to  our  Nevada  test  site  during  the 
third  week  of  April  1986  to  fully 
examine  CORRTEX.  At  that  time,  the 
Soviets  could  also  monitor  a  U.S.  nuclear 
test.  Finally,  the  President  indicated 
that,  if  the  Soviet  Union  will  join  us  in 
an  agreement  for  effective  verification, 
including  the  use  of  CORRTEX,  the 
United  States  would  be  prepared  to 
move  forward  on  ratification  of  the 
TTBT. 

The  Soviets  have  stated  that  they 
have  developed  and  have  available  a 
system  that  is  used  to  obtain  data  similar 
to  that  obtained  by  CORRTEX.  Aside 
from  this  assertion,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
not  responded  to  any  of  the  above  U.S. 
initiatives,  which  were  aimed  at  con- 
structively addressing  our  mutual 
concerns. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Aug.  18,  1986. 

2  See  Geneva  Conference  on  the  Discontin- 
uance of  Nuclear  Weapons  Tests:  History  and 
Analysis  of  Negotiations  (Department  of 
State  publication  7258,  1961).  ■ 
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U.S.  and  East  Asia-Pacific  Relations: 
The  Challenges  Ahead 


by  Gaston  J.  Sigur,  Jr. 

Address  at  the  Mansfield  Center  for 
Pacific  Affairs  in  Helena,  Montana,  on 
July  i,  1986.  Mr.  Sigur  is  Assistant 
Secretary  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
Affairs. 

It  occurs  to  me  that  this  is  an  espe- 
cially appropriate  place  to  be  on  our 
nation's  birthday.  For  one  thing, 
Ambassador  [to  Japan]  Mansfield  is  an 
outstanding— almost  legendary— public 
servant  and  patriot  of  this  great  coun- 
try, and  I'm  very  pleased  to  appear  at 
this  Pacific  Affairs  Center  which  bears 
his  name.  For  another  thing,  Montana 
represents  as  well  as  any  state  that 
spirit  of  pioneer  drive  and  determination 
which  made  this  nation  great— indeed, 
which  broadened  this  nation  to  the  full 
extent  of  its  continental  boundaries.  Fur- 
thermore, I  detect  a  significant  parallel 
between  the  pioneering  spirit  of  our 
American  West  and  that  sense  of 
entrepreneurship  and  dynamism  which  is 
rapidly  transforming  the  East  Asian  and 
Pacific  region  into  a  leading  center  of 
global  commerce.  That,  after  all,  is  the 
area  of  the  world  with  which  we  are  con- 
cerned here  today.  It  is  an  alluring 
region  of  unlimited  potential,  striving  to 
meet  the  challenges  of  modernization, 
much  the  same  as  Montana  and  her 
sister  states  of  the  West  100  years  ago. 

Our  American  pioneers  viewed  that 
migratory  movement  westward  as  a 
"manifest  destiny"  of  the  19th  century. 
In  somewhat  the  same  way  today,  there 
is  broad  recognition  of  a  steady  shifting 
of  the  locus  of  economic  and  political 
dynamism  toward  the  Asian-Pacific 
arena  in  this  age.  Indeed,  Ambassador 
Mansfield  has  been  something  of  a  proph- 
et in  this  respect,  being  among  the 
first  to  refer  to  the  21st  century  as  "the 
century  of  the  Pacific."  We  owe  him, 
and  others  of  vision  like  him,  a  debt  of 
gratitude  for  helping  us  reorient  our 
thinking  and  planning  toward  the  evolv- 
ing realities  of  our  time. 

But  while  the  nations  of  East  Asia 
and  the  Pacific  enjoy  vast  potential  for 
growth  and  accomplishment,  they  also 
face  many  serious  challenges  ahead. 
After  all,  prosperity  and  stability— 
comfort  and  tranquility— do  not  come 
easily.  The  early  Montana  settlers 
understood  that  hard  work,  determina- 
tion, and  cooperation  eventually  "pay 


off."  In  the  modern  age,  economic  suc- 
cess, security,  and  social  stability  still 
have  to  be  won  and  carefully  cultivated; 
they  are  not  guaranteed  to  anyone.  A 
century  ago,  it  was  the  will  to  succeed,  a 
sense  of  fair  play  and  teamwork,  the 
spirit  of  free  enterprise,  and  a  respect 
for  individual  rights  and  capabilities  that 
turned  the  rugged  western  frontier  into 
a  productive  regional  community.  These 
same  virtues  are  now  enabling  the 
Asian-Pacific  region  to  achieve  its  poten- 
tial. We  are,  in  fact,  witnesses  to  a 
modern-day  success  story  in  that  region, 
where  the  enterprising  developing  and 
industrializing  states  are  on  the  leading 
edge  of  phenomenal  achievements. 

Most  of  the  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
nations  already  have  met  the  challenges 
of  postwar  reconstruction  and  reconcilia- 
tion. Many  of  them  are  now  meeting  the 
tasks  of  modernization  and  industrializa- 
tion. One  of  them,  Japan,  already  has 
achieved  a  global  power  status  while 
others— like  the  Republic  of  Korea, 
Australia,  and  the  ASEAN  [Association 
of  South  East  Asian  Nations]  grouping- 
are  assuming  regional  leadership  roles 
and  providing  models  of  development  for 
their  neighbors.  Now  they  confront  the 
challenges  of  success:  how  to  sustain  it; 
how  to  protect  it;  how  to  manage  its 
social  and  political  consequences.  They 
are  seeking  to  manage  these  challenges 
effectively  as  they  advance  toward  even 
greater  accomplishments  in  the  years 
ahead. 

A  few  nations  of  the  region  have  not 
enjoyed  the  same  developmental  success. 
Among  them  are  North  Korea  and  Viet- 
nam. Their  backward  condition  may  be 
due  to  a  number  of  factors,  but  principal 
among  them  are  their  hostile  postures 
toward  their  neighbors  and  their 
discredited  economic  systems.  With  the 
encouragement  of  the  Soviet  Union,  they 
have  effectively  shut  themselves  off 
from  the  productivity  and  prosperous  liv- 
ing standards  enjoyed  by  the  other 
regional  states.  So  long  as  they  stagnate 
in  this  isolated  and  hostile  condition, 
they  remain  a  threat  to  the  progress  of 
the  rest  of  the  region. 

Fortunately,  the  traditional  bonds  of 
friendship  between  the  Asian-Pacific 
region  and  the  United  States  are  stronger 
than  ever  today.  A  natural  and  regular 
system  of  interaction  and  interdepend- 
ence has  evolved  between  us,  bilaterally 
and  multilate rally.  Increasingly,  we 
depend  upon  each  other  for  our  common 


success  and  prosperity.  Increasingly,  we 
seek  to  consult  and  to  coordinate  our 
activities  for  maximum  efficiency  and 
effectiveness.  Many  observations  have 
been  made  about  the  growing  sense  of 
"community"— with  a  small  "c"— which 
permeates  this  relationship.  No  nation  or 
group  of  nations  need  fear  this  natural 
phenomenon  for  it  portends  only  peace 
and  cooperation  among  those  who  are 
willing  to  contribute  to  regional  progress 
in  a  positive  way.  The  concept  features  a 
healthy  balance  of  individual  prerogative 
and  collective  responsibility,  for  the  sake 
of  the  common  good. 

Lest  we  become  too  complacent 
about  the  promise  of  our  common  effort, 
however,  it  bears  repeating  that  all  of  us 
must  be  vigilant  and  untiring  in 
nourishing  and  defending  the  fruits  of 
our  success.  As  I  look  ahead,  I  see  four 
fundamental  challenges  to  this  promising 
region  as  a  whole— and  I  certainly 
include  the  United  States  as  a  partner 
which,  together  with  others,  must 
prepare  to  meet  these  challenges  in  a 
common  effort. 

Sustaining  Economic  Growth  and 
Managing  Commercial  Problems 

Perhaps  the  primary  challenge,  in  the 
face  of  the  region's  relatively  prosperous 
record,  is  to  sustain  economic  growth 
and  manage  the  inevitable  commercial 
difficulties  that  occasionally  occur.  Most 
East  Asian  developing  countries  have 
relatively  low  per  capita  income  and 
rapidly  growing  populations.  For  this 
reason  their  leaders  view  rapid  economic 
growth  to  be  essential  to  both  national 
development  and  political  stability. 

Fortunately,  East  Asia  discovered 
early  on  what  the  rest  of  the  developing 
world  is  only  belatedly  coming  to  realize. 
Economic  growth  can  only  flourish  if 
economic  policies  encourage  it.  This 
means  monetary  stability,  fiscal 
restraint,  and  realistic  exchange  rates. 
Even  more  important,  governments 
must  also  institute  policies  which 
encourage  flexible,  market-oriented, 
private  enterpise  economies  open  to  free 
international  exchange  of  goods,  serv- 
ices, and  capital. 

This  may  seem  obvious  to  us  in  the 
United  States,  but  much  of  the  develop- 
ing world,  including  parts  of  East  Asia, 
remains  in  the  grip  of  statist,  inward- 
looking  economic  strategies.  Strongly 
entrenched  groups  sometimes  manage  to 
maintain  their  vested  interests  through 
protectionism  and  state  regulation.  We 
in  the  United  States  are  not  immune 
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from  this  affliction,  but  the  costs  are 
much  higher  for  those  countries  that 
have  so  httle  to  start  with. 

Failure  to  fend  off  these  pressures 
leads  to  clearly  demonstrable  conse- 
quences. The  empirical  fact  of  life  is 
that,  to  the  extent  developing  nations 
have  adopted  outward-looking,  market- 
oriented  policies,  they  have  attained 
robust  economic  growth.  On  the  other 
hand,  economic  stagnation  is  produced 
by  massive  extensions  of  government 
control  over  investment  and  other 
government-inspired  economic 
distortions. 

But  do  we  really  care  if  the  countries 
of  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific  institute 
effective  economic  policies?  The  answer 
is  "yes"  and  not  simply  for  altruistic 
reasons.  Recent  history  clearly  shows 
that  prosperous,  democratic,  outward- 
looking  nations  associate  themselves 
closely  with  the  United  States 
economically  and  strategically.  The 
reasons  are  not  hard  to  understand.  The 
Soviet  Union  and  its  allies  import  almost 
nothing  from  the  developing  world.  The 
developing  world,  in  turn,  has  little 
interest  in  importing  anything  the  Soviet 
Union  produces.  There  is  little  in  Soviet 
culture,  political  thought,  or  economic 
theory  that  has  any  attraction  what- 
soever for  these  developing  nations. 
Hardly  anyone  sees  communism  as  the 
wave  of  the  future  anymore.  The  United 
States,  on  the  other  hand,  can  offer  vast 
trade  prospects,  technology  transfer, 
foreign  investment,  educational  oppor- 
tunities, and  cultural  exchange. 

It  is  only  when  economic  growth 
falters  that  the  linkage  between  stability 
and  prosperity  is  tested.  The  Philippines 
is  a  recent  example  of  this.  Through 
government  mismanagement  and  cor- 
ruption, the  Philippine  economy  under 
Ferdinand  Marcos  was  driven  to  the 
brink  of  ruin.  As  economic  hardship 
increased,  the  communist  insurgency 
grew  rapidly.  Now  that  President 
Aquino's  new  government  holds  out  the 
prospect  of  economic  reform,  the 
insurgency  finds  itself  losing  support. 
There  was  a  time  when  insurgencies  also 
threatened  Thailand,  Malaysia,  and 
Indonesia.  This  is  now  a  distant  memory, 
unlikely  to  reoccur,  due  in  part  to  the 
remarkable  economic  progress  of  these 
three  countries. 

Given  our  stake  in  the  economic 
growth  of  our  Asian-Pacific  trading  part- 
ners, the  Administration  views  with 
dismay  attempts  in  Congress  to  try  to 
legislate  away  the  U.S.  trade  deficit, 
producing  in  the  process  great  damage 
to  ourselves  and  our  trading  partners. 


The  House  of  Representatives 
recently  passed  an  omnibus  trade  bill 
that  would  be  nothing  short  of  disastrous 
for  U.S.  interests.  There  is  no  question 
that  the  United  States  does  have  an 
enormous  trade  deficit— $148  billion  in 
1985.  What  Congress  wants  us  to 
believe,  however,  is  that  this  is  largely 
the  result  of  foreign  trade  barriers  and 
unfair  trade  practices  and  that  we  should 
erect  such  barriers  ourselves.  This  is  just 
not  so.  The  U.S.  trade  deficit  doubled 
from  1983  to  1985,  yet  foreign  trade  bar- 
riers are  no  higher  now  and,  in  fact,  are 
probably  lower  than  in  1983.  The  fact  is 
that  our  trade  deficit  increases  or 
decreases  as  a  result  of  a  variety  of  fac- 
tors, including  shifting  exchange  rates, 
differing  economic  growth  rates,  and  dif- 
fering savings  and  investment  rates. 

Japan  is  a  good  example  in  this 
regard.  In  1985  the  United  States  had  a 
$50-billion  trade  deficit  with  Japan.  The 
House  trade  bill  would,  among  a  great 
number  of  other  damaging  provisions, 
impose  a  blanket  surcharge  on  Japanese 
imports.  This  would  certainly  reduce  our 
imports  from  Japan.  It  would  also  pro- 
voke retaliation  and  inevitably  reduce 
our  exports,  leaving  both  countries 
worse  off.  It  is  axiomatic  in  economics 
that  protectionism  does  not  affect  the 
balance  of  trade,  but  rather  the  level  of 
trade. 

The  fact  is  that  Japan  is  our  largest 
agricultural  market  in  the  world  and  our 
second  largest  market  for  manufacturers 
after  Canada.  Japan  also  supplied  $75 
billion  in  capital  to  this  country  in  1985 
which  helped  to  finance  new  investment 
here  and  to  hold  down  interest  rates. 

I  mention  these  facts  in  order  to 
make  the  point  that  a  very  delicate  and 
complicated  web  of  economic  interrela- 
tionships ties  us  to  Japan  and  our  other 
trading  partners  in  East  Asia.  If  Con- 
gress attempts  to  alter  this  web  by 
simply  tearing  out  great  hunks  of  it,  we 
will  all  be  the  poorer  for  it.  Ultimately, 
by  weakening  the  economic  bonds  tying 
us  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  we  will  also 
damage  our  vital  security  interests. 

This  Administration  is  not  blind  to 
the  difficulties  our  exporters  face.  We 
will  continue  to  seek  the  removal  of 
unfair  trade  barriers  which  affect  a  wide 
variety  of  American  goods  and  services. 
As  necessary,  we  will  take  unilateral 
action  under  our  own  trade  laws  to 
remove  unfair  trade  practices.  And, 
most  importantly,  we  will  continue  to 
strengthen  the  world  trading  system  and 
promote  the  success  of  the  new  round  of 
multilateral  trade  negotiations  expected 
to  start  this  September. 


The  challenge  we  face  is  one  stem- 
ming from  the  extraordinary  success  of 
our  trading  partners  in  East  Asia.  Both 
the  United  States  and  East  Asian  coun- 
tries reap  enormous  benefits  from  our 
trading  relationship.  Our  goal  is  to 
strengthen  and  expand  this  relationship, 
and  to  manage  its  problems,  in  order  to 
safeguard  our  mutual  economic  and 
security  interests. 

Nurturing  Regular 
Coordination  and  Consultation 

A  second  "challenge"  which  we, 
together,  confront  is  to  nurture  ever 
more  regular  habits  of  coordination  and 
consultation  among  ourselves.  We've 
made  great  headway  on  intraregional 
dialogue  over  the  past  two  decades,  and 
the  pace  picked  up  considerably  under 
this  Administration.  I  returned  just  this 
week  with  the  Secretary  from  our 
regular  annual  conference  with  regional 
foreign  ministers  in  Southeast  Asia. 
Every  summer,  following  consultations 
among  the  ASEAN  foreign  ministers, 
they  are  joined  by  their  coimterparts 
from  the  United  States,  Japan,  Canada, 
Australia,  New  Zealand,  and  Western 
Europe  for  discussions  on  a  range  of 
matters  of  common  concern.  Of  special 
concern  in  recent  years,  the  Cambodian 
conflict  and  multilateral  economic 
cooperation  have  been  predominant 
agenda  items.  Together,  we  forge  a  con- 
sensus on  cooperative  approaches  to 
mitigate  threats  and  to  advance  multina- 
tional prosperity. 

In  similar  fashion,  the  United  States 
consults  frequently  with  its  traditional 
allies  in  the  region  on  a  range  of 
economic,  political,  and  security  topics  so 
that  we  all  remain  well-informed  on 
events  and  on  our  respective  policies. 
Following  last  November's  summit  con- 
ference in  Geneva,  for  example,  the 
United  States  provided  a  full  and 
immediate  readout  on  the  Reagan  and 
Gorbachev  talks  to  our  regional  allies. 
They,  in  turn,  have  been  most  forthcom- 
ing with  us  on  their  activities  and  policy 
positions. 

Such  routine  dialogue,  as  these 
examples  demonstrate,  serves  to 
strengthen  our  common  cause  and  to 
coordinate  our  efforts  for  policy  effec- 
tiveness. Mutual  comprehension,  max- 
imum trust,  and  minimal  surprise  are 
the  key  elements  of  a  strong  and  lasting 
friendship  among  the  nations  of  East 
Asia  and  the  Pacific. 

Comprehension  and  trust  between 
nations  depend  upon  much  more  than 
periodic  high-level  official  discussions,  of 
course.  They  depend  upon  a  web  of  con- 
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tacts  and  interaction  within  the  private 
sector  as  well.  Flourishing  commercial 
ventures  of  bilateral  and  multilateral 
character  have  supplemented  growing 
intraregional  trade  as  a  means  of  forging 
important  bonds  within  the  business 
community.  International  visitor  pro- 
grams and  academic  exchanges  are 
expanding  over  time,  spawning  a 
remarkable  intellectual  framework  for 
the  evolving  community  spirit.  The 
lesser  developed  countries  of  the  region 
are  benefiting  increasingly  from  voca- 
tional and  educational  assistance  pro- 
grams offered  by  the  more  advanced 
countries,  and  all  nations  gain  greater 
understanding  of  each  other  through 
various  cultural  and  artistic  exchanges. 

In  short,  we  are  doing  well  in  pro- 
moting habits  of  dialogue  among 
ourselves.  More  and  more  in  the  future, 
the  challenge  may  be  to  effectively  coor- 
dinate our  policies  and  economic  planning 
in  the  interest  of  greater  national  effi- 
ciency, policy  effectiveness,  and  the  wise 
use  of  limited  resources.  Toward  this 
end,  we  may  not  always  "see  eye  to 
eye,"  but  we  can  always  take  the  time  to 
sit  down  and  discuss  our  respective  con- 
cerns and  intentions. 

Protecting  Accomplishments 

Surely  one  of  the  most  important  tasks 
of  all  is  to  protect  and  secure  the 
accomplishments  which  already  have 
been  realized.  Success  always  attracts 
attention,  and,  unfortunately,  it  also 
attracts  the  envy  of  others  who  would 
maliciously  exploit  it  for  their  own 
advantage.  The  nations  of  East  Asia  and 
the  Pacific  must  be  particularly  vigilant 
in  the  years  ahead  and  protective  of 
their  hard-won  success  lest  it  be 
encroached  upon.  Too  often,  peace  and 
prosperity  foster  complacency. 

This  factor  underlines  the  impor- 
tance of  intimate  consultation  and  coor- 
dination between  us.  The  pioneers  of  the 
American  West  knew  well  the  value  of 
vigilance  and  the  strength  that  lies  in 
unity.  The  threats  of  the  rugged  frontier 
forged  a  genuine  sense  of  community,  as 
a  prerequisite  for  survival. 

In  the  Asian-Pacific  region,  peace 
and  stability  are  threatened  by  Vietnam 
and  North  Korea.  Both  have  systems 
which  reflect  stagnation  and  failure,  and 
perhaps  through  desperation  they  have 
chosen  the  route  of  threat  and  aggres- 
sion against  their  more  prosperous 
neighbors.  Had  they  chosen  instead  the 
course  of  economic  cooperation  and 
political  accommodation,  they,  too,  could 
be  participating  in  the  regional 
dynamism  that  is  outpacing  all  other 


parts  of  the  world.  Instead,  with  the  aid 
and  assent  of  the  Soviet  Union,  they 
have  embarked  on  a  self-defeating  path 
which  jeopardizes  the  progress  of  the 
region  as  well. 

The  Soviets  also  seek  to  peddle  their 
brand  of  "security"  and  "cooperation" 
in  the  region,  but  the  nations  aren't  buy- 
ing. They  are  not  about  to  exchange  a 
proven  system  of  stability  and  prosperity 
for  the  deceptive  charms  of  sweeping 
diversionary  "confidence-building 
measures,"  which  ignore  the  real 
sources  of  danger  to  the  region.  In  fact, 
it  is  the  nonproductive  policies  and 
belligerent  behavior  of  the  Soviet  Union 
which  have  resulted  in  its  conceptual 
exclusion  from  the  region,  not  some 
"capitalist  conspiracy"  to  block  its 
presence  and  participation. 

Among  the  greatest  threats  to  the 
region's  continued  success,  however,  are 
those  weaknesses  which  can  originate 
from  within  the  group,  that  is,  overt 
dissension,  shortsighted  unilateralism, 
and  protectionism.  This  is  why  regular 
consultations  are  so  important.  Trade 
tensions  and  protectionist  policies  can 
destroy  economic  progress  if  they  go 
unchecked.  "Nuclear  allergies," 
however  well-intentioned,  can  have  an 
insidious  effect  on  strategic  balance  and 
conflict  deterrence.  Alliance  fissures,  if 
permitted  to  expand,  can  destroy  the 
structure  of  mutual  commitments  and 
responsibility  upon  which  peace  is  built. 
And  failure  to  maintain  a  unified 
regional  position  on  fundamental  global 
issues  like  international  terrorism  and 
arms  control  can  lead  to  disintegration 
of  mutual  trust  as  well  as  our  common 
security.  Together,  the  free  market 
nations  have  led  the  way  in  creating  a 
strong,  secure,  and  prosperous  region; 
we  must  never  allow  weaknesses 
originating  from  within  to  cause  a 
reversal. 

Managing  Domestic  Pressures 

Still  another  great  challenge— one  which 
affects  the  newly  industrializing  coun- 
tries of  the  region  most  directly— is  to 
manage  adeptly  the  domestic  pressures 
that  inevitably  accompany  success. 
Historical  experience  has  shown  us  that 
modernization  and  prosperity  generate 
irrepressible  rising  expectations  among  a 
nation's  populace,  as  consumers  and— in 
developing  democracies— as  an  increas- 
ingly vocal  electorate.  For  the  sake  of 
social  stability  and  continued  progress, 
an  appropriate  degree  of  leadership 
responsiveness  is  necessary.  The  nature 
of  that  response  will  be  unique  to  the  cir- 


cumstances of  each  country— unique  to 
its  historical,  cultural,  and  political 
realities.  The  skill  with  which  govern- 
ments manage  this  task  will  be  reflected 
ultimately  in  the  extent  of  their  stability. 

Fortunately,  the  trend  seems  to  be 
toward  more  creative  and  responsive 
government  initiatives  in  many  of  the 
region's  modernizing  states.  Two  of  our 
traditional  allies,  the  Philippines  and 
Korea,  currently  are  engaged  in  con- 
stitutional reviews  which  may  incor- 
porate popular  systemic  reforms.  Others 
as  well  are  demonstrating  increasing 
sensitivity  to  the  viewpoints  of  various 
domestic  political  groups.  These  are 
healthy  developments,  and  we  commend 
those  responsible  for  proceeding  in  a 
manner  that  takes  into  account  the  need 
for  both  national  order  and  democratic 
progress. 

The  shared  fruits  of  economic  suc- 
cess, equitably  distributed,  should  be 
able  to  meet  the  rising  demands  of  con- 
sumers in  these  developing  states. 
Responsive  government  should  be  able 
to  satisfy  the  expectations  of  an 
enlightened  electorate.  And  the  combina- 
tion of  these  is  an  irrefutable  recipe  for 
even  greater  progress. 

Conclusion 

These  four  fundamental  challenges  to 
the  nations  of  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific 
region  are  formidable  but  by  no  means 
insurmountable.  They  do  not  daunt  us. 
Neither  the  United  States  nor  its  friends 
and  allies  in  the  region  shrink  from  the 
task  of  diligently  cultivating  the 
remarkable  growth  and  stability  we  have 
thus  far  enjoyed,  so  that  future  genera- 
tions may  live  in  comfort  and  peace.  We 
welcome  these  challenges  and,  together, 
will  face  them  head  on.  In  this  way,  we 
can  test  and  prove  the  full  dimension  of 
our  capabilities,  assess  our  weaknesses, 
and  strengthen  our  confidence. 

We  recognize,  of  course,  that  most 
of  the  challenges  are  the  consequent 
price  of  success.  Our  adversaries  in  the 
region— impoverished,  backward, 
isolated— contend  with  the  much  greater 
burdens  of  failure.  We  already  have 
demonstrated  the  power  of  free  market 
and  democratic  principles  in  the  develop- 
ing world.  Let  us  continue  to 
demonstrate,  through  creativity  and 
foresight,  the  durability  of  the  system 
adopted  by  our  friends  and  ourselves  as 
well.  ■ 
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U.S. -Japanese 
Relations 


Background 

Since  1952  when  the  U.S. -Japanese 
peace  treaty  went  into  effect,  Japan  has 
become  a  valued  U.S.  ally  and  a  major 
power  not  only  in  Asia  but  in  the  world. 
It  joined  the  United  Nations  in  1956  and 
became  a  member  of  the  Organization 
for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment (OECD)  in  1964.  Its  foreign  policy 
has  been  directed  toward  promoting 
peace  and  prosperity  by  working  closely 
with  the  West. 

Its  economy  has  expanded  at  an 
impressive  rate.  Along  with  North 
America  and  Western  Europe,  Japan  is 
one  of  the  three  major  industrial  com- 
plexes among  the  market  economies. 
Japan  receives  about  10%  of  our  total 
exports— a  larger  share  than  any  country 
except  Canada— and  we  buy  roughly  one- 
quarter  of  Japan's  total  exports.  Our 
combined  GNP  totals  about  one-third  of 
world  GNP. 

Global  Partnership 
With  the  United  States 

A  close  and  cooperative  relationship  with 
Japan  is  the  cornerstone  of  U.S.  policy 
in  Asia.  Our  bilateral  ties  have 
worldwide  ramifications,  and  our 
partnership  is  global.  The  United  States 
and  Japan  are  the  two  largest  providers 
of  refugee  relief.  In  1984  Japan  provided 
$7.5  million  in  aid  to  Afghan  refugees  in 
Pakistan.  Our  two  countries  have  pro- 
vided substantial  relief  for  Khmer 
refugees  and  have  consulted  with  other 
concerned  nations— particularly  the 
Association  of  South  East  Asian  Nations 
(ASEAN)— on  the  continuing  crisis  in 
Indochina.  We  both  help  promote 
China's  modernization  program. 

Japan's  more  active  foreign  policy 
contributes  significantly  to  efforts  to 
control  and  reduce  nuclear  weapons,  and 
Japan's  views  on  our  arms  reduction 
initiatives  are  highly  valued.  Together 
we  have  made  it  clear  to  the  U.S.S.R. 
that  an  agreement  on  intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces  that  would  shift  the 
threat  from  Europe  to  Asia  is  unaccept- 
able. Our  cooperation  also  extends  to 
many  other  areas:  energy,  technology 
transfer  to  developing  countries,  con- 
trolling strategic  exports,  and  medical— 
particularly  cancer— research. 

Relations  With  Other  Nations 

Japan's  traditional  interests  have  been 
in  Asia,  and  those  continue  to  be  of  vital 
importance  to  Tokyo.  Ties  between 


Beijing  and  Tokyo  have  developed 
rapidly  since  1978,  and  Japan  has  been 
aiding  the  Chinese  in  modernization  proj- 
ects. Today  Japan  is  the  leading  donor  of 
economic  aid  to  China.  Japan  maintains 
economic,  but  not  diplomatic,  relations 
with  Taiwan.  Korea  is  receiving  signifi- 
cant Japanese  economic  assistance  as  a 
result  of  a  historic  exchange  of  visits  in 
1983  and  1984  between  Prime  Minister 
Nakasone  and  President  Chun.  Japan 
has  long-term  interests  in  the  Persian 
Gulf,  which  supplies  most  of  its  oil. 
Tokyo  provides  large  amounts  of 
economic  aid  to  Egypt,  Turkey,  and 
Pakistan.  It  has  become  increasingly 
active  in  Africa  and  Latin  America 
through  multilateral  development  proj- 
ects. Relations  with  the  U.S.S.R.  have 
never  been  close,  in  part  because  the 
Soviets,  since  World  War  II,  have 
occupied  four  islands  known  as  the 
Northern  Territories. 

Free  Trade 

At  the  May  1985  Bonn  economic  sum- 
mit, the  United  States,  Japan,  the 
United  Kingdom,  Canada,  France,  West 
Germany,  and  Italy  committed  them- 
selves to  an  early  and  substantial  reduc- 
tion of  barriers  to  trade  and  to  continued 
efforts  to  resist  protectionism.  Prime 
Minister  Nakasone  unveiled  a  trade 
action  program  in  July  1985  to  help 
internationalize  Japan's  economy  and  to 
make  its  markets  free  in  principle,  with 
restrictions  the  exception.  After  the 
President  met  the  Prime  Minister  in 
January  1985,  intensive  bilateral 
negotiations  were  launched  to  remove 
Japanese  trade  barriers  in  the  telecom- 
munications, electronics,  forest  products, 
medical  equipment,  and  pharmaceuticals 
sectors  where  U.S.  products  are  clearly 
competitive.  These  talks  have  made 
important  progress  in  trade  liberaliza- 
tion. Such  efforts  help  reduce  stresses  in 
our  relationship  caused  by  the  persistent 
trade  deficit. 

Macroeconomic  Policies 

We  have  urged  Japan  to  correct  its  sav- 
ings/investment imbalance  which  over 
time  would  help  reduce  its  large  global 
current  account  surplus.  Japan  recog- 
nizes that  it  must  increase  domestic-led 
growth  to  stimulate  imports  and  help 
rectify  the  savings/investment 
imbalance;  it  announced  several  steps  in 
October  1985  and  is  studying  additional 
measures.  The  strong  dollar  has  helped 
cause  the  trade  imbalance  with  Japan. 
The  September  1985  statement  of  the 
Finance  Ministers  of  Japan,  the  United 
Kingdom,  France,  West  Germany,  the 
United  States,  and  the  Central  Bankers 
committed  five  major  industrialized 


countries  to  address  exchange  rate 
issues.  Since  then  the  dollar  has 
weakened  in  relation  to  the  yen,  and  the 
decline  eventually  may  help  increase  our 
exports  to  Japan. 

Assistance  to  Less  Developed 
Countries 

In  1984  Japan  became  second  only  to  the 
United  States  as  a  leading  donor  of 
overseas  development  assistance,  pledg- 
ing some  $4.3  billion.  Japan  has  pledged 
$40  billion  in  assistance  from  1986  to 
1992.  Both  Japan  and  the  United  States 
agreed  at  the  Bonn  summit  to  work  for 
new  trade  liberalization  negotiations  in 
the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade  (GATT),  emphasizing  expanded 
trade  with  less  developed  countries. 
Both  countries  are  studying  how  to  coor- 
dinate their  foreign  assistance  programs, 
and  the  United  States  supports  Japan's 
efforts  to  open  its  market  to  developing 
countries'  products. 

International  Political  and  Economic 
Coordination 

The  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Japanese 
Foreign  Minister  meet  often  to  consider 
global  issues.  The  United  States  and 
Japan  have  consulted  on  the  invasions  of 
Afghanistan  and  Cambodia  and  the 
imposition  of  martial  law  in  Poland. 
Economic  coordination  has  often  been 
accomplished  through  institutions  such 
as  the  International  Energy  Agency 
(lEA),  th,e  World  Bank,  and  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF). 

Mutual  Security 

Although  the  Japanese  Constitution  and 
government  poHcy  preclude  an  assertive 
military  role  in  international  relations, 
Japan's  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  through  the  1960  bilateral  Treaty 
of  Mutual  Cooperation  and  Security  has 
been  crucial  in  maintaining  peace  and 
stability  in  East  Asia.  U.S.  bases  and 
facilities  in  Japan  enable  the  United 
States  to  maintain  its  commitments  to 
Japan  and  other  allies  in  the  region. 
Japan  has  significantly  strengthened  its 
self-defense  capabilities.  It  will  under- 
take to  defend  its  sealanes  to  a  distance 
of  1,000  nautical  miles,  providing  a 
credible  deterrent  to  Soviet  adventurism 
in  Northeast  Asia.  Japan's  expanded 
defense  role  will  also  allow  us  more  flex- 
ibility in  responding  to  emergencies  in 
the  Southwest  Pacific  and  Indian  Ocean. 


Taken  from  the  GIST  series  of  Jan.  1986, 
published  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
Department  of  State.  Editor:  Harriet 
Cufley.  ■ 
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An  Agenda  for  the  New  GATT  Round 


hy  Clayton  Yeutter 

Address  before  the  U.S.  Chamber  of 
Commerce  on  September  10,  1986. 
Ambassador  Yeutter  is  U.S.  Trade 
Representative. 

Next  week,  one  of  the  most  momentous 
international  economic  conferences  of 
the  past  40  years  will  take  place  in 
Punta  del  Este,  Uruguay.  Secretary  of 
Commerce  Baldrige  and  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Lyng  will  join  me  in  a 
meeting  with  ministers  of  91  other  coun- 
tries to  launch  a  new  round  of 
multilateral  trade  talks  under  the 
auspices  of  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT). 

What  we  do  there  will  have  major 
repercussions  for  decades  to  come.  I  am 
not  exaggerating  when  I  say  that  the 
future  of  the  international  trading 
system  hinges  on  the  outcome  of  this 
ministerial  meeting. 

Nearly  40  years  ago,  representatives 
of  23  nations  met  in  Geneva  to  negotiate 
what  eventually  became  known  as  the 
GATT.  Imagine  what  those  negotiators 
saw  as  they  scanned  the  four  tumultuous 
decades  preceding  their  meeting.  In 
their  lifetimes,  they  had  witnessed  the 
two  most  destructive  wars  in  history;  a 
Great  Depression  that,  propelled  by  a 
plague  of  protectionism,  had  eroded  the 
very  fabric  of  their  societies;  the  rise  of 
aggressive  totalitarian  regimes, 
stimulated  in  large  part  by  economic 
unrest;  and  a  dramatic  increase  in 
economic  and  political  isolationism  that 
had  turned  their  world  into  chaos. 

The  lessons  of  that  earlier  period 
must  have  been  crystal  clear— that  the 
nations  of  the  world,  as  interdependent 
members  of  the  international  com- 
munity, need  rules  and  codes  of  conduct 
to  facilitate  their  economic  relationships. 

The  creators  of  GATT  applied  these 
lessons  as  they  developed  a  new  trading 
system.  The  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  became  a  set  of  prin- 
ciples and  disciplines  to  promote  global 
economic  growth  through  expanded 
trade.  The  signatories  promised  to 
disavow  the  protectionist  practices  of 
the  1930s  when  nations  had  tried  in  vain 
to  prosper  at  the  expense  of  each  other. 
Rejecting  the  beggar-thy-neighbor 
approach,  which  had  succeeded  only  in 
impoverishing  everyone,  the  GATT 
members  adopted  a  system  in  which  all 
nations  could  grow  and  prosper 
together. 


It  is  important  to  note  that  the 
GATT  members  called  themselves  con- 
tracting parties  and  still  do  so.  Each 
GATT  member  is  a  party  to  a  contract 
with  binding  obligations.  These  obliga- 
tions, which  require  each  nation  to 
forswear  protectionism,  are  the  founda- 
tion of  the  modern  international  trading 
system. 

As  we  survey  the  40  years  since  the 
GATT  was  founded  we  can  view  it  as  an 
enormous  achievement.  Membership 
grew  from  23  to  92  nations.  All  nations 
have  benefited  from  the  lower  tariffs 
and  reduced  trade  barriers  that  GATT 
generated,  and  international  trade 
expanded  dramatically.  As  trade 
increased,  so  did  economic  growth. 
Expanded  trade  has  provided  rising 
prosperity  for  developed  and  developing 
nations  alike.  Some  have  become 
prosperous  beyond  all  their  hopes. 

As  an  institution,  GATT  has 
arguably  done  more  over  the  past  40 
years  to  promote  the  cause  of  peace  and 
prosperity  than  any  other  international 
body.  Yet  like  all  institutions,  GATT 
must  change  or  risk  becoming  obsolete. 

When  GATT  was  founded,  the  major 
trade  problem  was  high  tariffs.  Seven 
rounds  of  trade  negotiations  have 


. .  MATT  must  address 
the  chaos  in  trade  in 
agriculture. 


lowered  tariff  barriers  substantially.  But 
new,  non-tariff  barriers  have  sprung  up 
to  take  the  place  of  high  tariffs,  and 
GATT  must  adapt  to  the  new  challenge 
these  measures  present. 

As  currently  constituted,  GATT  does 
not  address  many  of  the  realities  of 
modern  trade.  It  has  been  13  years  since 
we  launched  a  new  round  of  GATT  talks 
and  much  has  changed  in  the  interna- 
tional economy  since  then.  We  live  in  a 
world  that  is  becoming  more  sophisti- 
cated every  day.  Our  international 
institutions,  such  as  the  GATT,  must 
serve  that  world.  They  too  must  be 
sophisticated,  and  they  must  be  dynamic. 
If  they  remain  static  in  the  face  of 
change,  they  will  fade  into  oblivion. 


Protectionist  Trends 

Unfortunately,  we've  all  slipped 
somewhat  from  the  commitments  of  40 
years  ago.  Protectionist  practices  are 
resurfacing  throughout  the  world.  Part 
of  this  is  in  reaction  to  the  economic 
shocks  of  the  last  15  years— the  tremen- 
dous fluctuations  in  energy  prices,  the 
abandonment  of  fixed  exchange  rates, 
the  periods  of  soaring  inflation,  the  ups 
and  dovnis  of  interest  rates,  and  the 
enormous  debt  burdens  of  some  develop- 
ing nations. 

Yet,  to  be  candid,  much  of  this 
creeping  protectionism  is  simple  oppor- 
tunism. There  are  those  who  would 
prefer  not  to  compete  internationally, 
those  who  want  only  to  export,  and 
those  who  think  trade  barriers  will  give 
them  the  edge.  In  short,  the  beggar-thy- 
neighbor  approach  is  making  a 
comeback. 

This  is  an  alarming  trend.  It  has  a 
corrosive  effect  on  the  system  because 
one  protectionist  action  begets  another. 
It  is  naive  to  expect  otherwise  but 
sometimes  nations  engage  in  wishful 
thinking— and  in  self-destructive  actions. 
International  trade  as  measured  by 
GATT  rose  only  3%  in  1985,  down  con- 
siderably from  the  9%  growth  rate  of 
1984.  If  nothing  is  done  to  reverse  this 
trend,  the  trickle  toward  protectionism 
could  become  a  flood,  and  we  could 
return  to  the  Depression  days  of  the 
1930s. 

Already  in  the  United  States,  there 
is  a  reaction  against  GATT  because  some 
think  the  privileges  of  a  free  and  open 
trading  system  apply  only  to  our 
competitors— that  others  are  free  to 
trade  in  the  United  States  but  foreign 
markets  are  closed  to  us.  Many 
Americans  look  at  our  $150,000  million 
trade  deficit  and  at  the  growing  use  of 
subsidies,  nontariff  barriers,  and  other 
GATT-illegal  practices  throughout  the 
world  and  wonder  why  we  are  still  a 
signatory  to  the  GATT.  They  want  us  to 
take  matters  into  our  own  hands  and  roll 
back  imports  through  quota  programs  or 
require  specified  reductions  in  bilateral 
trade  deficits  through  the  use  of 
surcharges. 

Further,  those  U.S.  interests  that 
are  still  outward  looking  are  losing  faith 
in  the  ability  of  existing  rules  and  in- 
stitutions to  effectively  address  new 
issues  that  are  increasingly  important  in 
international  commerce— services, 
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investment,  intellectual  property  protec- 
tion, and  others  that  are  on  our  priority 
list  for  Punta  del  Este. 

The  difficulties  facing  today's 
trading  system  do  not  affect  America 
alone.  After  all,  farm  subsidies  and 
agricultural  import  barriers  are  not 
aimed  only  at  the  American  farmer. 
They  also  crush  less  fortunate  nations, 
many  of  which  have  economies  based 
almost  entirely  on  agriculture.  And  the 
lack  of  rules  on  services  does  not  affect 
American  exporters  only.  It  also 
prevents  many  less  developed  countries 
(LDCs)  from  achieving  their  full  poten- 
tial on  trade  in  services. 

If  other  nations  are  not  truly 
interested  in  strengthening  the 
multilateral  trading  system,  the  United 
States  will  have  no  choice  but  to  defend 
its  interests  bilaterally  and  plurilaterally, 
and  we  will  do  so  vigorously.  The  GATT 
as  we  know  it  today  would  disappear,  to 
be  replaced,  we  hope,  by  institutions  that 
would  better  accommodate  the  world's 
commercial  needs. 

The  stakes  riding  on  the  outcome  of 
our  meeting  in  Uruguay  next  week  are, 
indeed,  high.  We  can  either  agree  to 
work  together  as  a  world  community  to 
strengthen  and  modernize  the  interna- 
tional trading  system  for  the  benefit  of 


Worldwide  piracy  of 
intellectual  property  has 
reached  epidemic 
proportions. 


all  nations  or  we  can  agree  to  each  go 
our  own  way,  accepting  the  conse- 
quences of  that  scenario. 

For  us  a  new  round  to  improve  the 
world  trading  system  must  include 
meaningful  negotiations  on  agriculture 
and  the  new  issues— services,  intellectual 
property,  and  investment.  This  is  not  a 
time  for  caution.  It  is  a  time  for  leader- 
ship, a  time  to  strike  out  boldly  to  meet 
the  demands  of  a  dynamic  world. 

There  is  some  cause  for  optimism  if 
one  looks  at  how  far  we  have  come.  A 
year  ago,  many  observers  questioned 


whether  GATT  members  could  agree 
even  to  begin  talking  about  an  agenda 
for  a  new  round  of  trade  talks.  Yet  we 
were  able  to  establish  a  preparatory 
committee,  which  worked  dOigently  for  7 
months  to  produce  a  draft  declaration 
for  ministers'  consideration. 

The  negotiators  who  drafted  that 
text  represent  countries  of  all 
characterizations:  developed,  developing, 
and  newly  industrialized;  northern  and 
southern,  eastern  and  western.  Colombia 
and  Switzerland  deserve  particular 
credit  for  chairing  the  deliberations,  but 
all  40-plus  nations  that  participated 
should  share  the  accolades.  All  took 
political  risks  during  this  process  and  all 
will  have  to  take  additional  risks  if  we 
are  successfully  to  launch  a  new  round. 
Yet  if  a  general  spirit  of  cooperation 
prevails,  and  if  opponents  of  trade 
liberalization  are  not  permitted  to 
obstruct  progress,  a  historic  declaration 
can  emerge  from  Punta  del  Este. 

But  let  us  not  take  it  for  granted 
that  there  will  be  a  new  round.  Unfor- 
tunately, a  small  group  of  nations  con- 
tinues to  hold  the  interests  of  the  major- 
ity hostage  to  their  objectives,  which 
seem  to  me  contrary  to  their  own  self- 
interest.  For  reasons  known  only  to 
them,  these  nations  are  attempting  to 
keep  off  the  agenda  items  that  must  be 
included  if  we  are  to  strengthen  and 
improve  GATT.  This  is  not  a  tolerable 
outcome.  Nations  that  engage  in  3%  or 
4%  of  the  world's  trade  cannot  be 
allowed  to  jeopardize  the  future  of  the 
entire  world  trading  system.  No  one  has 
been  asked  to  commit  in  advance  to  the 
outcome  of  the  new  round  but  simply  to 
allow  those  who  wish  to  negotiate  to 
do  so. 

Negotiating  Agenda 

There  can  be  no  legitimate  objection  to  a 
comprehensive  negotiating  agenda.  But 
there  is  ample  reason  not  to  agree  to  a 
limited  agenda.  If  a  handful  of  countries 
block  the  rest  of  the  world  from 
negotiating  on  matters  of  great 
economic  importance  during  the  coming 
years— matters  that  will  advance  the 
cause  of  global  trade— the  United  States 
will  not  participate  in  the  new  round. 

Agriculture.  Clearly  GATT  must 
address  the  chaos  in  trade  in  agriculture. 
This  is  an  urgent,  critical  need.  Export 
subsidies  and  endless  barriers  to  imports 
have  created  massive  disruption  in  farm 
trade  and  brought  world  agriculture  to 
the  brink  of  crisis.  The  escalating  pat- 
tern of  protectionism  in  agriculture  must 
be  reversed.  Farmers  of  different  coun- 


tries are  no  longer  competing  against 
each  other  but  against  national 
treasuries. 

Our  agricultural  objectives  for  a  new 
round  are  clear.  We  want  to  phase  out 
import  restrictions  on  agricultural  prod- 
ucts, treat  agricultural  export  subsidies 
the  same  as  subsidies  for  industrial  prod- 
ucts, and  eliminate  other  barriers  to 
market  access  in  developed  and  develop- 
ing countries.  Agriculture  should  be 
negotiated  on  a  "fast  track"  basis 
because  the  crisis  in  agricultural  trade  is 
so  severe  that  we  cannot  afford  to  wait  5 
years  or  more  for  improvement. 

These  objectives  should  threaten  no 
one.  No  nation  would  gain  any  advan- 
tage over  another;  we  would  work 
together  to  put  an  end  to  costly,  confron- 
tational policies  that  hurt  us  all. 

Secretary  Lyng's  attendance  in 
Punta  del  Este  demonstrates  our 
government's  deep  commitment  to 
extending  GATT  rule  to  cover  trade  in 
agriculture.  President  Reagan  is  per- 
sonally committed  to  this  issue.  At  the 
economic  summit  in  Tokyo  last  May,  he 
raised  the  issue  of  trade  in  agriculture 
and  persuaded  the  other  heads  of  state 
of  the  need  for  immediate,  substantial 
improvement  in  the  conduct  of 
agricultural  trade. 

Services.  GATT  also  must  begin  to 
address  the  new  trade  challenges  of  the 
day.  The  definition  and  scope  of  trade 
have  been  transformed  in  recent  years, 
and  GATT  as  an  institution  must  keep 
pace.  For  example,  we  must  create  an 
institutional  framework  that  will  make 
trade  in  services  as  open  as  possible. 
Services  is  the  fastest  growing  sector  of 
the  U.S.  economy  and  is  likely  to  con- 
tinue to  be  so  in  the  future.  The  same  is 
true  for  many  other  nations,  yet  there 
are  no  principles  and  procedures  govern- 
ing trade  in  this  area. 

Our  objectives  here  also  are  clear. 
We  wish  to  develop  meaningful  interna- 
tional rules  with  respect  to  government 
actions  that  affect  services  trade.  This 
would  not  only  place  rules  for  trade  in 
services  on  an  equal  footing  with  rules 
for  trade  in  goods  but  also  would 
facilitate  trade  in  goods  by  guaranteeing 
that  essential  related  services,  such  as 
transportation,  communications,  and 
insurance,  are  readily  available  on  a 
competitive  basis. 

■rhese  objectives  also  should  threaten 
no  one.  Basic  rules  guaranteeing  non- 
discriminatory treatment  and  equitable 
access  would  simply  clarify  the  current 
jumbled  system  for  all  service  providers; 
they  would  provide  special  advantages  to 
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no  one.  Furthermore,  no  nation  would  be 
obligated  to  sign  a  services  code, 
although  it  would  clearly  be  seen  to  be 
desirable  to  do  so. 

Investment.  A  third  major  need  is  a 
set  of  rules  to  cover  investment.  GATT 
offers  virtually  no  discipline  in  this  area 
even  through  government  investment 
policies  can  severely  distort  trade  flows. 

Our  goal  here  is  to  provide  for  basic 
principles  governing  such  practices  as 
export  performance  requirements,  local 
content  rules,  and  other  investment 
regulations  that  distort  trade.  We  want 
to  inject  greater  certainty  into  what  is 
now  a  most  uncertain,  and  often 
intimidating,  economic  environment. 

This  objective  should  not  threaten 
other  nations;  indeed  it  should  be 
embraced  by  all— especially  the  develop- 
ing nations— as  a  major  priority.  Foreign 
investment,  when  responding  to  actual 
market  conditions  rather  than  distortive 
government  policies,  will  stimulate 
economic  growth.  There  is  an  urgent 
need  throughout  the  developing  world 
for  increased  foreign  investment,  par- 
ticularly among  nations  that  need  to 
reduce  their  reliance  on  debt  capital  but 
need  equity  capital  to  stimulate  growth. 
As  long  as  there  are  no  meaningful  rules 
in  this  area,  investment  in  those  coun- 
tries will  remain  a  risky  and  unattractive 
option. 

Intellectual  Property.  Finally, 
there  is  a  need  for  increased  protection 
for  intellectual  property  such  as  patents, 
trademarks,  and  copyrights.  Worldwide 
piracy  of  intellectual  property  has 
reached  epidemic  proportions.  The  world 
soon  may  be  in  danger  of  losing  the 
benefits  of  major  research  and  develop- 
ment efforts,  which  simply  will  not  be 
undertaken  if  theft  of  the  work  product 
prevents  companies  from  justifying  the 
research  expenditure. 

Our  objective  here  is  simply  to  imple- 
ment and  enforce  basic  standards  for 
intellectual  property  protection 
worldwide.  This  should  threaten  no  one 
except  the  pirates  who  attempt  to  profit 
from  their  theft  of  others'  intellectual 
property.  For  them  there  should  be  no 
sympathy  at  Punta  del  Este. 

These  issues— agriculture,  services, 
investment,  and  intellectual  property 
protection— are  all  mentioned  as  agenda 
items  in  the  draft  declaration  supported 
by  a  majority  of  countries.  We  are 
hopeful  that  all  nations  will  recognize 
that  having  these  items  on  the 
negotiating  agenda  is  in  their  own 
economic  interest  and  in  the  interest  of  a 
healthy  world  trading  system.  Without 


them,  there  will  be  no  standstill-rollback 
commitment,  no  reduction  in  tariff  and 
nontariff  barriers,  no  negotiation  on  a 
safeguards  code,  no  improvement  in  the 
GATT  dispute  settlement  mechanism, 
and  no  discipline  for  the  "gray  area" 
measures  that  so  plague  international 
trade  today. 

The  challenge  facing  us  in  Uruguay 
next  week  is  every  bit  as  large  as  that 
which  faced  the  founders  of  GATT 
almost  40  years  ago.  But  we  have  a 
tremendous  advantage  over  them. 
Whereas  they  saw  only  chaos  as  they 
looked  back  over  the  previous  40  years 
and  struggled  to  find  an' answer,  we 


have  their  success  as  an  example.  If  we 
fail  to  grasp  this  opportunity,  future 
generations  will  rightly  indict  us  for 
depriving  them  of  any  hope  for  rising 
world  prosperity. 

Surely  leadership  and  statesmanship 
did  not  disappear  when  the  creators  of 
GATT  retired  from  the  scene.  What  we 
must  all  do  is  summon  the  courage  to 
renew  our  common  commitment  to  a 
free  and  open  international  trading 
system. 

Next  week  in  Uruguay,  we  will 
discover  if  the  nations  of  the  world  have 
that  courage.  ■ 


GATT  Nations  Agree  to  Launch 
New  Round  of  Trade  Negotiations 


The  contracting  parties  to  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT)  met  in  ministerial  session  at 
Punta  del  Este,  Uruguay,  Septem- 
ber 15-20,  1986. 

Following  are  the  statement  by  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  Ambassador 
Clayton  Yeutter,  head  of  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion, on  September  15  and  the  text  of  the 
declaration  adopted  September  20  by  the 
7U  nations  attending  the  meeting. 


AMBASSADOR  YEUTTER, 
SEPT.  15,  1986 

This  week  GATT  faces  a  historic 
challenge.  Our  task  is  more  difficult  than 
any  that  has  confronted  world  trade 
since  the  very  creation  of  GATT  in  1947. 
What  we  do  in  Punta  del  Este  will  deter- 
mine whether  GATT  remains  a  func- 
tional, dynamic  institution  serving  the 
interests  of  its  members  or  declines  into 
a  static  and  passive  association  that  is 
irrelevant  to  the  needs  of  international 
trade. 

Our  task  may  be  daunting,  but  it  is 
one  from  which  we  must  not  shirk.  The 
world  trading  system  is  in  trouble.  All 
of  us,  to  one  degree  or  another,  have 
slipped  from  the  GATT  ideals  of  free  and 
open  trade.  Some  have  slipped  con- 
siderably, making  protectionism 
dangerously  more  commonplace.  Many 
now  overlook  the  tremendous  benefits 
that  these  ideals  made  possible  during 
the  last  40  years.  The  expansion  of  trade 
can  enable  more  individuals  to  partici- 


pate in  the  world  economy,  thereby 
improving  their  quality  of  life  and 
standard  of  living. 

Rather  than  allow  permanent 
damage  to  the  world  trading  system,  we 
must  reaffirm  the  basic  principles 
established  by  the  founders  of  GATT. 
Such  a  reaffirmation  must  recognize  the 
realities  of  international  trade  today. 
This  means  extending  GATT  principles 
to  all  major  areas  of  trade.  For  too  long, 
GATT  rules  and  disciplines  have  not 
applied  to  many  of  the  most  important 
sectors  of  the  world  economy,  leading  to 
global  trade  distortion  and  economic 
disequilibrium  that  can  no  longer  be 
tolerated. 

The  United  States,  with  a  trade 
deficit  approaching  $200  billion,  is  the 
major  victim  of  this  disequilibrium. 
President  Reagan  has  forcefully  resisted 
a  tide  of  domestic  protectionism  in  the 
face  of  this  gigantic  trade  deficit  but  he 
cannot  do  so  forever.  GATT  members 
need  to  work  together  to  move  the  world 
back  toward  economic  equilibrium— to 
the  benefit  of  all.  If  other  countries  are 
not  interested  in  doing  so,  the  United 
States  will  have  no  choice  but  to  defend 
its  own  interests  in  its  own  way.  We  are 
prepared  to  do  so  if  we  must. 

The  United  States  advocates  a  new 
round  because  we  believe  the  GATT  can 
be  responsive  to  the  rapidly-changing 
requirements  of  international  commerce. 
We  are  prepared  to  modernize  it  for  the 
benefit  of  every  country.  This  will 
require  a  firm  commitment  by  all  GATT 
member  countries  to  work  together 
toward  a  common  goal. 
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The  vast  majority  of  GATT  members 
have  already  demonstrated  such  a  com- 
mitment. The  process  for  launching  a 
new  round  was  begun  by  the  unanimous 
consensus  of  the  contracting  parties  last 
November.  During  the  first  7  months  of 
this  year,  the  preparatory  committee 
met  to  draft  an  agenda  for  the  new 
round.  Out  of  those  meetings  came  the 
text  upon  which  we  will  base  our  discus- 
sion for  the  final  ministerial  declaration. 
This  text  resolved  a  number  of  issues, 
leaving  others  to  be  decided  here.  It  was 
a  significant  accomplishment.  It  leaves 
me  confident  that  the  decision  to  launch 
a  new  round  is  wdthin  our  grasp. 

The  negotiators  who  drafted  that 
text  represent  countries  of  all  character- 
izations: developed,  developing,  and 
newly  industrialized;  northern  and 
southern,  eastern  and  western.  Colombia 
and  Switzerland  deserve  particular  men- 
tion for  chairing  the  deliberations,  but  all 
40  or  so  participating  nations  deserve 
credit. 

The  diverse  composition  of  the  draft- 
ing group  demonstrates  conclusively  that 
support  for  a  new  round  is  widespread 
and  not  limited  to  one  nation  or  group  of 
nations.  It  also  disproves  the  assertion 
that  there  is  a  GATT  conflict  between 
the  less  developed  countries  (LDCs)  and 
the  developed  nations.  Indeed  the 
developing  nations  provided  much  of  the 
leadership  that  went  into  drafting  the 
declaration  which  received  the  most  sup- 
port at  the  Geneva  preparatory  meeting. 

The  contribution  of  the  developing 
countries  to  the  preparatory  committee 
process  is  only  the  most  recent  example 
of  how  important  the  LDCs  have  become 
to  world  trade.  The  United  States 
welcomes  the  growth  and  increasing 
stature  of  the  developing  nations.  We 
buy  nearly  two-thirds  of  the  goods  sent 
from  the  LDCs  to  the  developed  coun- 
tries, and  we  look  forward  to  increasing 
our  exports  to  LDC  markets.  We  believe 
the  United  States  can  only  benefit  as 
developing  countries  become  more 
prosperous. 

By  deciding  to  meet  here  in  Punta 
del  Este,  the  GATT  has  demonstrated 
that  the  LDCs  are  full  partners  in  the 
GATT  process  and  just  as  committed  to 
GATT  principles  as  the  developed 
nations.  Mr.  Chairman  [Uruguayan 
Foreign  Minister  Enrique  Iglesias],  I 
thank  you  for  your  nation's  generous 
offer  to  host  this  meeting,  and  I  know 
your  able  leadership  will  ensure  its 
success. 

Uruguay  is  just  one  of  the  many 
developing  nations  that  understands  it 


too  has  a  tremendous  stake  in  the  expan- 
sion of  world  trade.  They  know  that  pro- 
tectionism threatens  developing  nations 
far  more  than  it  does  the  United  States. 
We  are  large  enough  and  self-sufficient 
enough  to  adjust  to  closed  markets, 
thereby  limiting  the  damage.  Resurgent 
protectionism  would  slow  our  economic 
expansion  and  reduce  our  standard  of 
living,  but  it  would  not  devastate  our 
economy  as  it  would  smaller  and  more 
export-dependent  nations. 

The  new  round  will  not  only  help 
LDCs  by  reversing  protectionist  trends, 
it  will  also  provide  many  opportunities 
for  expanding  trade.  The  U.S.  position 
on  such  issues  as  agriculture,  services, 
investment,  and  intellectual  property  is 
well-known,  but  not  so  widely  recognized 
is  the  support  we  enjoy  from  progressive 
LDCs  that  realize  they  will  also  benefit 
from  inclusion  of  these  issues  in  the  new 
round. 

For  example  it  is  clear  that  the  main 
victims  of  agricultural  protectionism  are 
smaller,  agrarian  economies  that  cannot 
compete  with  massive  export  subsidies 
nor  penetrate  import  barriers  that  the 
GATT  currently  permits.  The 
agricultural  language  in  the  draft 
ministerial  declaration  offers  hope  for 
change  that  will  benefit  not  just  U.S. 
farmers  but  others  around  the  globe. 

Similarly  the  lack  of  rules  for  trade 
in  services  does  not  restrict  the  United 
States  only.  Many  LDCs  that  are  compe- 
titive in  services  or  hope  to  evolve  into 
service  economies  find  significant 
markets  closed  to  them  by  their  neigh- 
bors' protectionist  policies.  A  services 
code  guaranteeing  nondiscriminatory 
treatment  and  equitable  access  would 
threaten  no  nation,  expecially  since  none 
will  be  forced  to  sign  such  a  code. 
Furthermore  services  facilitate  trade  in 
goods.  The  two  are  complementary  and, 
as  international  commerce  becomes 
more  sophisticated,  will  forever  be 
interrelated— in  all  countries. 

As  for  investment,  the  lack  of  basic 
principles  penalizes  LDCs  by  creating 
uncertainty  and  risk  for  investors.  There 
is  an  urgent  need  throughout  the 
developing  world  for  increased  foreign 
investment,  particularly  among  nations 
that  need  to  reduce  their  reliance  on 
debt  capital  but  need  equity  capital  to 
stimulate  growth.  As  long  as  there  are 
no  meaningful  rules  in  this  area,  invest- 
ment in  these  countries  will  remain  risky 
and  unattractive. 

Finally,  we  need  better  rules  on 
intellectual  property,  not  simply  for  the 
sake  of  the  developed  world  but  also  for 
the  LDCs,  which  benefit  from  research 


and  development  wherever  it  is  con- 
ducted. The  concept  of  protecting 
intellectual  property  is  not  new,  but  it  is 
time  to  recognize  that  the  issue  affects 
trade  and  ought  to  be  addressed  by  the 
GATT.  The  current  lack  of  protection  for 
intellectual  property  virtually  guarantees 
that  only  the  developed  nations  can 
afford  to  invest  heavily  in  vital  research, 
which  will  keep  the  LDCs  from  progress- 
ing as  rapidly  as  they  could  otherwise. 

We  regard  the  issues  of  agriculture, 
services,  investment,  and  intellectual 
property  as  critical  to  the  future  of  all 
GATT  members.  We  cannot  envision— 
nor  agree  to— comprehensive  new  trade 
negotiations  that  do  not  include  these 
four  issues  on  the  agenda.  Without 
them,  there  will  be  no  meaningful 
standstill-rollback  commitment,  no 
reduction  in  tariff  and  nontariff  barriers, 
no  negotiation  of  a  safeguards  code,  no 
improvement  in  the  GATT  dispute  set- 
tlement mechanism  or  subsidy  rules,  and 
no  discipline  over  the  "gray  area" 
measures  that  so  plague  international 
trade  today. 

Today  GATT  stands  at  a  crossroads. 
Regardless  of  what  we  do  here,  world 
events  will  go  forward.  We  cannot  stop 
change,  but  we  can  work  to  set  our  own 
destiny.  If  we  leave  Punta  del  Este 
without  taking  steps  to  strengthen  and 
modernize  GATT,  we  will  have  failed  to 
grasp  an  opportunity  to  improve  the 
lives  of  all  citizens  of  the  world  for  years 
to  come.  But  if  we  act  decisively,  we  will 
be  worthy  successors  to  the  statesmen 
who  created  GATT  40  years  ago.  Let 
their  vision  inspire  us  as  we  work  to 
invigorate  GATT  for  future  generations. 


DECLARATION, 
SEPT.  20,  1986 

Ministers,  meeting  on  the  occasion  of  the 
Special  Session  of  Contracting  Parties  at 
Punta  del  Este,  have  decided  to  launch 
Multilateral  Trade  Negotiations  (the  Uruguay 
Round).  To  this  end,  they  have  adopted  the 
following  Declaration.  The  Multilateral  Trade 
Negotiations  (MTN)  will  be  open  to  the  par- 
ticipation of  countries  as  indicated  in  Parts  I 
and  II  of  this  Declaration.  A  Trade  Negotia- 
tions Committee  is  established  to  carry  out 
the  negotiations.  The  Trade  Negotiations 
Committee  shall  hold  its  first  meeting  not 
later  than  31  October  1986.  It  shall  meet  as 
appropriate  at  Ministerial  level.  The 
Multilateral  Trade  Negotiations  will  be  con- 
cluded within  four  years. 
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PARTI 

NEGOTIATIONS  ON  TRADE 
IN  GOODS 

The  Contracting  Parties  meeting  at 
Ministerial  level 

Determined  to  halt  and  reverse  protec- 
tionism and  to  remove  distortions  to  trade 

Determined  also  to  preserve  the  basic 
principles  and  to  further  the  objectives  of  the 
GATT 

Determined  also  to  develop  a  more  open, 
viable  and  durable  multilateral  trading  system 

Convinced  that  such  action  would  promote 
growth  and  development 

Mindful  of  the  negative  effects  of  pro- 
longed financial  and  monetary  instability  in 
the  world  economy,  the  indebtedness  of  a 
large  number  of  less  developed  contracting 
parties  and  considering  the  linkage  between 
trade,  money,  finance  and  development 

Decide  to  enter  into  Multilateral  Trade 
Negotiations  on  trade  in  goods  within  the 
framework  and  under  the  aegis  of  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade. 


A.    OBJECTIVES 

Negotiations  shall  aim  to: 

(i)  bring  about  further  liberalization  and 
expansion  of  world  trade  to  the  benefit  of  all 
countries,  especially  less-developed  Contract- 
ing Parties,  including  the  improvement  of 
access  to  markets  by  the  reduction  and 
elimination  of  tariffs,  quantitative  restrictions 
and  other  non-tariff  measures  and  obstacles; 

(ii)  strengthen  the  role  of  GATT,  improve 
the  multilateral  trading  system  based  on  the 
principles  and  rules  of  the  GATT  and  bring 
about  a  wider  coverage  of  world  trade  under 
agreed,  effective  and  enforceable  multilateral 
disciplines; 

(iii)  increase  the  responsiveness  of  the 
GATT  system  to  the  evolving  international 
economic  environment,  through  facilitating 
necessary  structural  adjustment,  enhancing 
the  relationship  of  the  GATT  with  the  rele- 
vant international  organizations  and  taking 
account  of  changes  in  trade  patterns  and 
prospects,  including  the  growing  importance 
of  trade  in  high  technology  products,  serious 
difficulties  in  commodity  markets  and  the 
importance  of  an  improved  trading  environ- 
ment providing,  inter  alia,  for  the  ability  of 
indebted  countries  to  meet  their  financial 
obligations; 

(iv)  foster  concurrent  cooperative  action  at 
the  national  and  international  levels  to 
strengthen  the  inter-relationship  between 
trade  policies  and  other  economic  policies 
affecting  growth  and  development,  and  to 
contribute  towards  continued,  effective  and 
determined  efforts  to  improve  the  functioning 
of  the  international  monetary  system  and  the 
flow  of  financial  and  real  investment 
resources  to  developing  countries. 


B.    GENERAL  PRINCIPLES 
GOVERNING  NEGOTIATIONS 

(i)  Negotiations  shall  be  conducted  in  a 
transparent  manner,  and  consistent  with  the 
objectives  and  commitments  agreed  in  this 
Declaration  and  with  the  principles  of  the 
General  Agreement  in  order  to  ensure  mutual 
advantage  and  increased  benefits  to  all 
participants. 

(ii)  The  launching,  the  conduct  and  the 
implementation  of  the  outcome  of  the  negotia- 
tion shall  be  treated  as  parts  of  a  single 
undertaking.  However,  agreements  reached 
at  an  early  stage  may  be  implemented  on  a 
provisional  or  a  definitive  basis  by  agreement 
prior  to  the  formal  conclusion  of  the  negotia- 
tions. Early  agreements  shall  be  taken  into 
account  in  assessing  the  overall  balance  of  the 
negotiations. 

(iii)  Balanced  concessions  should  be  sought 
within  broad  trading  areas  and  subjects  to  be 
negotiated  in  order  to  avoid  unwarranted 
cross-sectoral  demands. 

(iv)  Contracting  Parties  agree  that  the 
principle  of  differential  and  more  favorable 
treatment  embodied  in  Part  IV  and  other 
relevant  provisions  of  the  General  Agreement 
and  in  the  decision  of  the  Contracting  Parties 
of  28  November  1979  on  Differential  and 
More  Favourable  Treatment,  Reciprocity  and 
Fuller  Participation  of  Developing  Countries 
applies  to  the  negotiations.  In  the  implemen- 
tation of  standstill  and  rollback,  particular 
care  should  be  given  to  avoiding  disruptive  ef- 
fects on  the  trade  of  less-developed  contract- 
ing parties. 

(v)  The  developed  countries  do  not  expect 
reciprocity  for  commitments  made  by  them  in 
trade  negotiations  to  reduce  or  remove  tariffs 
and  other  barriers  to  the  trade  of  developing 
countries,  i.e.,  the  developed  countries  do  not 
expect  the  developing  countries  in  the  course 
of  trade  negotiation,  to  make  contributions 
which  are  inconsistent  with  their  individual 
development,  financial  and  trade  needs. 
Developed  Contracting  Parties  shall, 
therefore,  not  seek,  neither  shall  less- 
developed  Contracting  Parties  be  required  to 
make,  concessions  that  are  inconsistent  with 
the  latter' s  development,  financial  and  trade 
needs. 

(vi)  Less-developed  Contracting  Parties 
expect  that  their  capacity  to  make  contribu- 
tions or  negotiated  concessions  or  take  other 
mutually  agreed  action  under  the  provisions 
and  procedures  of  the  General  Agreement 
would  improve  with  the  progressive  develop- 
ment of  their  economies  and  improvement  in 
their  trade  situation  and  they  would 
accordingly  expect  to  participate  more  fully  in 
the  framework  of  rights  and  obligations  under 
the  General  Agreement. 

(vii)  Special  attention  shall  be  given  to  the 
particular  situation  and  problems  of  the  least- 
developed  countries  and  to  the  need  to 
encourage  positive  measures  to  facilitate 
expansion  of  their  trading  opportunities. 
Expeditious  implementation  of  the  relevant 
provisions  of  the  1982  Ministerial  Declaration 
concerning  the  least-developed  countries  shall 
also  be  given  appropriate  attention. 


C.     STANDSTILL  AND  ROLLBACK 

Commencing  immediately  and  continuing 
until  the  formal  completion  of  the  negotia- 
tions, each  participant  agrees  to  apply  the 
following  commitments: 

Standstill 

(i)  not  to  take  any  trade  restrictive  or  distort- 
ing measure  inconsistent  with  the  provisions 
of  the  General  Agreement  or  the  instruments 
negotiated  within  the  framework  of  GATT  or 
under  its  auspices; 

(ii)  not  to  take  any  trade  restrictive  or 
distorting  measure  in  the  legitimate  exercise 
of  its  GATT  rights,  that  would  go  beyond  that 
which  is  necessary  to  remedy  specific  situa- 
tions, as  provided  for  in  the  General  Agree- 
ment and  the  instruments  referred  to  in  (i) 
above; 

(iii)  not  to  take  any  trade  measures  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  improve  its  negotiating 
positions. 

Rollback 

(i)  that  all  trade  restrictive  or  distorting 
measures  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of 
the  General  Agreement  or  instruments 
negotiated  within  the  framework  of  GATT  or 
under  its  auspices,  shall  be  phased  out  or 
brought  into  conformity  within  an  agreed 
timeframe  not  later  than  by  the  date  of  the 
formal  completion  of  the  negotiations,  taking 
into  account  multilateral  agreements,  under- 
takings and  understandings,  including 
strengthened  rules  and  disciplines,  reached  in 
pursuance  of  the  objective  of  the  negotiations; 

(ii)  there  shall  be  progressive  implementa- 
tion of  this  commitment  on  an  equitable  basis 
in  consultations  among  participants  con- 
cerned, including  all  affected  participants. 
This  commitment  shall  take  account  of  the 
concerns  expressed  by  any  participant  about 
measures  directly  affecting  its  trade 
interests; 

(iii)  there  shall  be  no  GATT  concessions 
requested  for  the  elimination  of  these 
measures. 

Surveillance  of  Standstill 
and  Rollback 

Each  participant  agrees  that  the  implementa- 
tion of  these  commitments  on  standstill  and 
rollback  shall  be  subject  to  multilateral 
surveillance  so  as  to  ensure  that  these  com- 
mitments are  being  met.  The  Trade  Negotia- 
tions Committee  will  decide  on  the 
appropriate  mechanisms  to  carry  out  the 
surveillance,  including  periodic  reviews  and 
evaluations.  Any  participant  may  bring  to  the 
attention  of  the  appropriate  surveillance 
mechanism  any  actions  or  omissions  it 
believes  to  be  relevant  to  the  fulfillment  of 
these  commitments.  These  notifications 
should  be  addressed  to  the  GATT  secretariat 
which  may  also  provide  further  relevant 
information. 


November  1986 
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D.     SUBJECTS    FOR   NEGOTIATIONS 


Tariffs 

Negotiations  shall  aim,  by  appropriate 
methods,  to  reduce  or,  as  appropriate, 
eliminate  tariffs  including  the  reduction  or 
elimination  of  high  tariffs  and  tariff  escala- 
tion. Emphasis  shall  be  given  to  the  expan- 
sion of  the  scope  of  tariff  concessions  among 
all  participants. 


Non-Tariff  Measures 

Negotiations  shall  aim  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
non-tariff  measures,  including  quantitative 
restrictions,  without  prejudice  to  any  action 
to  be  taken  in  fulfillment  of  the  rollback 
commitments. 


Tropical  Products 

Negotiations  shall  aim  at  the  fullest  liberaliza- 
tion of  trade  in  tropical  products,  including  in 
their  processed  and  semi-processed  forms  and 
shall  cover  both  tariff  and  all  non-tariff 
measures  affecting  trade  in  these  products. 

Contracting  Parties  recognize  the  impor- 
tance of  trade  in  tropical  products  to  a  large 
number  of  less-developed  Contracting  Parties 
and  agree  that  negotiations  in  this  area  shall 
receive  special  attention,  including  the  timing 
of  the  negotiations  and  the  implementation  of 
the  results  as  provided  for  in  B(ii). 

Natural  Resource-Based  Products 

Negotiations  shall  aim  to  achieve  the  fullest 
liberalization  of  trade  in  natural  resource- 
based  products,  including  in  their  processed 
and  semi-processed  forms.  The  negotiations 
shall  aim  to  reduce  or  eliminate  tariff  and 
non-tariff  measures,  including  tariff 
escalation. 


Textiles  and  Clothing 

Negotiations  in  the  area  of  textOes  and 
clothing  shall  aim  to  formulate  modalities  that 
would  permit  the  eventual  integration  of  this 
sector  into  GATT  on  the  basis  of  strength- 
ened GATT  rules  and  disciplines,  thereby  also 
contributing  to  the  objective  of  further 
liberalization  of  trade. 


Agriculture 

Contracting  Parties  agree  that  there  is  an 
urgent  need  to  bring  more  discipline  and 
predictability  to  world  agricultural  trade  by 
correcting  and  preventing  restrictions  and 
distortions  including  those  related  to  struc- 
tural surpluses  so  as  to  reduce  the  uncer- 
tainty, imbalances  and  instability  in  world 
agricultural  markets. 

Negotiations  shall  aim  to  achieve  greater 
liberalization  of  trade  in  agriculture  and  bring 
all  measures  affecting  import  access  and 
export  competition  under  strengthened  and 
more  operationally  effective  GATT  rules  and 
disciplines,  taking  into  account  the  general 
principles  governing  the  negotiations,  by: 


(i)  improving  market  access  through,  inter 
alia,  the  reduction  of  import  barriers; 

(ii)  improving  the  competitive  environment 
by  increasing  discipline  on  the  use  of  all  direct 
and  indirect  subsidies  and  other  measures 
affecting  directly  or  indirectly  agricultural 
trade,  including  the  phased  reduction  of  their 
negative  effects  and  dealing  with  their 
causes; 

(iii)  minimizing  the  adverse  effects  that 
sanitary  and  phytosanitary  regulations  and 
barriers  can  have  on  trade  in  agriculture,  tak- 
ing into  account  the  relevant  international 
agreements. 

In  order  to  achieve  the  above  objectives, 
the  negotiating  group  having  primary  respon- 
sibility for  all  aspects  of  agriculture  will  use 
the  recommendations  adopted  by  the  Con- 
tracting Parties  at  their  Fortieth  Session, 
which  were  developed  in  accordance  with  the 
GATT  1982  Ministerial  programme  and  take 
account  of  the  approaches  suggested  in  the 
work  of  the  Committee  on  Trade  in 
Agriculture  without  prejudice  to  other  alter- 
natives that  might  achieve  the  objectives  of 
the  negotiations. 

GATT  Articles 

Participants  shall  review  existing  GATT 
articles,  provisions  and  disciplines  as 
requested  by  interested  Contracting  Parties, 
and,  as  appropriate,  undertake  negotiations. 

Safeguards 

(i)  comprehensive  agreement  on  safeguards  is 
of  particular  importance  to  the  strengthening 
of  the  GATT  system  and  to  progress  in  the 
MTN's. 
(ii)  The  agreement  on  safeguards: 

•  shall  be  based  on  the  basic  principles  of 
the  General  Agreement; 

•  shall  contain,  inter  alia,  the  following 
elements:  transparency,  coverage,  objective 
criteria  for  action  including  the  concept  of 
serious  injury  or  threat  thereof,  temporary 
nature,  degressivity  and  structural  adjust- 
ment, compensation  and  retaliation,  notifica- 
tions, consultation,  multilateral  surveillance 
and  dispute  settlement;  and 

•  shall  clarify  and  reinforce  the 
disciplines  of  the  General  Agreement  and 
should  apply  to  all  Contracting  Parties. 


MTN  Agreements  and  Arrangements 

Negotiations  shall  aim  to  improve,  clarify  or 
expand,  as  appropriate,  agreements  and 
arrangements  negotiated  in  the  Tokyo  Round 
of  Multilateral  Negotiations. 


Subsidies  and  Countervailing  Measures 

Negotiations  on  subsidies  and  countervailing 
measures  shall  be  based  on  a  review  of 
Articles  VI  and  XVI  and  the  MTN  agreement 
on  subsidies  and  countervailing  measures 
with  the  objective  of  improving  GATT 
disciplines  relating  to  all  subsidies  and 


countervailing  measures  that  affect  interna- 
tional trade.  A  negotiating  group  will  be 
established  to  deal  with  these  issues. 


Dispute  Settlement 

In  order  to  ensure  prompt  and  effective 
resolution  of  disputes  to  the  benefit  of  all 
Contracting  Parties,  negotiations  shall  aim  to 
improve  and  strengthen  the  rules  and  the  pro- 
cedures of  the  dispute  settlement  process, 
while  recognizing  the  contribution  that  would 
be  made  by  more  effective  and  enforceable 
GATT  rules  and  disciplines.  Negotiations 
shall  include  the  development  of  adequate 
arrangements  for  overseeing  and  monitoring 
of  the  procedures  that  would  facilitate  com- 
pliance with  adopted  recommendations. 


Trade  Related  Aspects 

of  Intellectual  Property  Rights, 

Including  Trade 

in  Counterfeit  Goods 

In  order  to  reduce  the  distortions  and 
impediments  to  international  trade,  and  tak- 
ing into  account  the  need  to  promote  effective 
and  adequate  protection  of  intellectual  prop- 
erty rights  and  to  ensure  that  measures  and 
procedures  to  enforce  intellectual  property 
rights  do  not  themselves  become  barriers  to 
legitimate  trade,  the  negotiations  shall  aim  to 
clarify  GATT  provisions  and  elaborate  as 
appropriate  new  rules  and  disciplines. 

Negotiations  shall  aim  to  develop  a 
multilateral  framework  of  principles,  rules 
and  disciplines  dealing  with  international 
trade  in  counterfeit  goods,  taking  into 
account  work  already  undertaken  in  the 
GATT. 

These  negotiations  shall  be  without  prej- 
udice to  other  complementary  initiatives  that 
may  be  taken  in  the  World  Intellectual  Prop- 
erty Organization  and  elsewhere  to  deal  with 
these  matters. 


Trade-Related  Investment  Measures 

Following  an  examination  of  the  operation  of 
GATT  Articles  related  to  the  trade  restrictive 
and  distorting  effects  of  investment 
measures,  negotiations  should  elaborate,  as 
appropriate,  further  provisions  that  may  be 
necessary  to  avoid  such  adverse  effects  on 
trade. 


E.  FUNCTIONING  OF  THE  GATT  SYSTEM 

Negotiations  shall  aim  to  develop  understand- 
ings and  arrangements: 

(i)  to  enhance  the  surveillance  in  the  GATT 
to  enable  regular  monitoring  of  trade  policies 
and  practices  of  contracting  parties  and  their 
impact  on  the  functioning  of  the  multilateral 
trading  system; 

(ii)  to  improve  the  overall  effectiveness  and 
decision-making  of  the  GATT  as  an  institu- 
tion, including,  inter  alia,  through  involve- 
ment of  Ministers; 
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(iii)  to  increase  the  contribution  of  the 
GATT  to  achieving  greater  coherence  in 
global  economic  policy-making  through 
strengthening  its  relationship  with  other 
international  organizations  responsible  for 
monetary  and  financial  matters. 


F.  PARTICIPATION 

(a)  Negotiations  will  be  open  to: 

(1)  all  Contracting  Parties; 

(2)  countries  having  acceded 
provisionally; 

(3)  countries  applying  the  GATT  on  a  de 
facto  basis  having  announced,  not  later  than 
30  April  1987,  their  intention  to  accede  to  the 
GATT  and  to  participate  in  the  negotiations; 

(4)  countries  that  have  already  informed 
the  Contracting  Parties,  at  a  regular  meeting 
of  the  Council  of  Representatives,  of  their 
intention  to  negotiate  the  terms  of  their 
membership  as  a  Contracting  Party;  and 

(5)  developing  countries  that  have,  by  30 
April  1987,  initiated  procedures  for  accession 
to  the  GATT,  with  the  intention  of  negoti- 
ating the  terms  of  their  accession  during  the 
course  of  the  negotiations. 

(b)  Participation  in  negotiations  relating  to 
the  amendment  or  application  of  GATT  provi- 
sions or  the  negotiation  of  new  provisions 
will,  however,  be  open  only  to  Contracting 
Parties. 


G.  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE 
NEGOTIATIONS 

A  Group  of  Negotiations  on  Goods  (GNG)  is 
established  to  carry  out  the  programme  of 
negotiations  contained  in  this  part  of  the 
Declaration.  The  GNG  shall,  inter  alia: 

(i)  elaborate  and  put  into  effect  detailed 
trade  negotiating  plans  prior  to  19  December 
1986; 

(ii)  designate  the  appropriate  mechanism 
for  surveillance  of  commitments  to  standstill 
and  rollback; 

(iii)  establish  negotiating  groups  as 
required.  Because  of  the  inter- relationship  of 
some  issues  and  taking  fully  into  account  the 
general  principles  governing  the  negotiations 
as  stated  in  B(iii)  above,  it  is  recognized  that 
aspects  of  one  issue  may  be  discussed  in  more 
than  one  negotiating  group.  Therefore  each 
negotiating  group  should  as  required  take 
into  account  relevant  aspects  emerging  in 
other  groups; 

(iv)  also  decide  upon  inclusion  of  additional 
subject  matters  in  the  negotiations; 

(v)  co-ordinate  the  work  of  the  negotiating 
groups  and  supervise  the  progress  of  the 
negotiations.  As  a  guideline  not  more  than 
two  negotiating  groups  should  meet  at  the 
same  time; 

(vi)  the  GNG  shall  report  to  the  Trade 
Negotiations  Committee. 


In  order  to  ensure  effective  application  of 
differential  and  more  favourable  treatment 
the  GNG  shall,  before  the  formal  completion 
of  the  negotiations,  conduct  an  evaluation  of 
the  results  attained  therein  in  terms  of  the 
Objectives  and  the  General  Principles  Govern- 
ing Negotiations  as  set  out  in  the  Declaration, 
taking  into  account  all  issues  of  interest  to 
less-developed  Contracting  Parties. 


PART  II 

NEGOTIATIONS  ON  TRADE 
IN  SERVICES 

Ministers  also  decided,  as  part  of  the 
Multilateral  Trade  Negotiations,  to  launch 
negotiations  on  trade  in  services. 

Negotiations  in  this  area  shall  aim  to 
establish  a  multilateral  framework  of  prin- 
ciples and  rules  for  trade  in  services, 
including  elaboration  of  possible  disciplines 
for  individual  sectors,  with  a  view  to 
expansion  of  such  trade  under  conditions  of 
transparency  and  progressive  liberalization 
and  a  means  of  promoting  economic  growth 
of  all  trading  partners  and  the  development 


of  developing  countries.  Such  framework  shall 
respect  the  policy  objectives  of  national  laws 
and  regulations  applying  to  services  and  shall 
take  into  account  the  work  of  relevant  inter- 
national organizations. 

GATT  procedures  and  practices  shall 
apply  to  these  negotiations.  A  Group  on 
Negotiations  on  Services  is  established  to  deal 
with  these  matters.  Participation  in  the 
negotiations  under  this  part  of  the  Declara- 
tion will  be  open  to  the  same  countries  as 
under  Part  I.  GATT  Secretariat  support  will 
be  provided,  with  technical  support  from 
other  organizations  as  decided  by  the  Group 
on  Negotiations  on  Services. 

The  Group  on  Negotiations  on  Services 
shall  report  to  the  Trade  Negotiations 
Committee. 


IMPLEMENTATION  OF  RESULTS 
UNDER  PARTS  I  AND  II 

When  the  results  of  the  Multilateral  Trade 
Negotiations  in  all  areas  have  been  estab- 
lished. Ministers  meeting  also  on  the  occasion 
of  special  session  of  Contracting  Parties  shall 
decide  regarding  the  international  implemen- 
tation of  the  respective  results.  ■ 


Under  Secretary  Armacost's 
Interview  on  "Meet  the  Press" 


Under  Secretary  for  Political  Affairs 
Michael  H.  Armacost  was  interviewed  on 
NBC-TV's  "Meet  the  Press"  on 
September  7,  1986,  by  Marvin  Kalb  and 
Garrick  Utley  of  NBC  News  and  Strobe 
Talbott  o/Time  magazine. 

Q.  You  know,  of  course,  that  within  a 
half-hour,  the  chief  spokesman  for  the 
Soviet  foreign  ministry  has  said  that 
[U.S.  News  &  World  Report  corre- 
spondent] Nicholas  Daniloff  will  be 
tried.  What  is  your  response  to  that? 
A.  I  regret  hearing  that  message. 
We  have,  for  the  past  week,  been  trying 
to  communicate  very  forcefully  to  the 
Soviet  Union  the  importance  of  releasing 
Nick  Daniloff  without  preferring 
charges.  The  case  becomes  much  more 
complicated  if  they  go  through  with  the 
trial. 

Q.  What  does  it  mean,  in  effect,  in 
terms  of  your  ability  to  pursue  sum- 
mitry, the  Secretary's  upcoming  visit 
with  Shevardnadze? 

A.  It  complicates,  in  the  first 
instance,  the  resolution  of  this  case.  The 
proposal  that  we  had  been  pursuing  was 
that  Nick  Daniloff  be  released  without 
preferring  charges.  And  we  then  would 
go  back  to  consider,  on  its  merits,  a 


request  that  had  been  made  by  the 
Soviet  Ambassador  prior  to  his  arrest. 
Obviously,  if  they  go  through  with  the 
trial,  it  complicates  the  resolution  on 
those  terms. 

Q.  The  road  to  the  summit  has 
been  rather  rocky.  The  Soviets  are  say- 
ing there's  no  prog^ress  yet  on  the  key 
issue  of  arms  control.  Do  you  think  the 
decision  to  go  ahead  with  the  trial  on 
Daniloff  might  be  a  way  of  trying  to 
sabotage  the  summit,  to  get  out  of  it? 

A.  I  can't  speak  for  the  Soviet 
Union  in  this  matter.  They  have  been  a 
little  opaque  as  far  as  their  intentions 
with  respect  to  a  summit  is  concerned.  I 
rather  suspect  that  they— recalling 
previous  precedents— think  they  can 
muscle  us  on  this  issue  by  talking 
trading  bait. 

As  I  think  you  all  have  made  clear, 
we  share  the  view  that  these  charges 
against  Daniloff  were  trumped  up.  They 
grabbed  him  for  motives  that  I  think  are 
transparent.  They're  related  to  precisely 
getting  their  man  out  of  jail.  And  they 
may  think  they  can  accomplish  that  pur- 
pose without  disrupting  the  summit. 
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In  the  private  communications  we've 
had,  they  have  been  quite  consistent  in 
expressing  the  hope  that  this  will  not 
have  a  disruptive  effect  on  the  wider 
relationship;  and  that,  presumably, 
means  movement  toward  a  summit.  Our 
response  has  been  quite  as  consistent, 
that  inevitably,  an  incident  of  this  kind 
has  its  disruptive  impact. 

Q.  Disruptive  impact?  Does  that 
mean  that  if  the  trial  does  take  place, 
if  he  is  convicted  and  held  in  Moscow, 
there  cannot  be  a  summit? 

A.  Now,  we  haven't  said  that.  I 
think  actions  may  have  to  be  taken  to 
underscore  the  seriousness  of  our  pur- 
pose. But  we've  not  decided  what 
actions.  A  range  of  possibilities  exists.  It 
is  not  for  me  on  national  television  to 
describe  all  of  those  options.  These  are 
decisions  for  the  President.  I'm  not 
going  to  try  to  narrow  his  options  here. 

But  I  think  we've  got  to  also 
remember  that  you  can  still  have 
meetings  and  not  be  pursuing  business 
as  usual.  You  may  recall  at  the  time  the 
Korean  airliner  went  down  a  couple  of 
years  ago,  some  suggested  that 
Secretary  Shultz  should  not  meet  with 
Gromyko,  then  Foreign  Minister.  Mr. 
Shultz' s  decision  was  to  meet  with  Mr. 
Gromyko  but  make  this  issue  the  center- 
piece of  that  discussion.  And  I  think  the 
Foreign  Minister  went  away  with  no  illu- 
sions as  to  the  strength  of  our  feelings 
about  the  issue.  It  was  not  business  as 
usual.  That  issue  got  to  the  top  of  the 
agenda.  And  it  obviously  diverts  atten- 
tion from  other  matters  of  great 
importance. 

Q.  Another  comparable  incident 
comes  to  mind.  Back  during  the  Carter 
Administration,  Secretary  of  State 
Vance  was  preparing  to  go  to  Moscow 
for  some  very  important  arms  control 
negotiations  that  everybody  hoped 
would  lead  to  the  summit;  in  fact,  did 
lead  to  the  1979  summit;  when 
Anatoliy  Shcharanskiy,  the  dissident 
was  arrested,  and  his  persecution  by 
Soviet  authorities  began  to  escalate. 

The  Carter  Administration  and 
Mr.  Vance  came  under  a  lot  of 
criticism,  including  from  many  people 
who  are  now  supporters  of  the  Reagan 
Administration  and  members  of  the 
Reagan  Administration,  that  Vance 
should  not  go  to  Moscow  and  that 
there  should  be  some  kind  of  boycott 
of  diplomatic  activity  of  this  kind. 

The  impression  arises  that  at  least 
so  far  this  Administration  is  trying  to 
insulate  arms  control  from  this  inci- 
dent and  unlink  them.  Is  that  fair? 


A.  I  wouldn't  say  entirely  to  insu- 
late them.  I  think  it's  unusual  for  Paul 
Nitze  [special  adviser  to  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  State  on  arms  con- 
trol matters],  who's  handling  various 
arms  control  matters  for  us,  to  raise  an 
issue  of  this  kind  with  his  counterpart. 
But,  indeed,  in  the  meetings  of  the  last  2 
days,  he  raised  precisely  this  question 
with  Mr.  Karpov  [Ambassador  Viktor  P. 
Karpov,  Soviet  negotiator  on  strategic 
nuclear  arms].  And  the  incident  will 
intrude  itself  into  all  of  our  discussions 
with  the  Soviet  Union  if  it's  not  properly 
resolved. 

Q.  There  are  also  some  informal 
discussions  planned  in  the  Soviet 
Union  later  this  week.  A  private  group 
is  taking  some  Administration  offi- 
cials. Is  it  your  view  that  the  Adminis- 
tration officials  should  go  ahead  on 
this  trip  to  the  Soviet  Union  to  a 
meeting  in  Riga  that's  planned  if  Mr. 
Daniloff  is  still  in  incarceration? 

A.  We  haven't  made  a  decision  on 
that  matter.  But  I  think  if  they  do  go, 
then  they  ought  to  make  this  issue  the 
centerpiece  of  their  discussions  with  the 
Soviets.  And  I  would  hope  the  Soviets 
would  honor,  in  that  case,  the  arrange- 
ments which  permit  them  to  speak 
through  television  to  the  Soviet 
populace. 

Q.  Do  you  feel  that  the  Russians 
are  getting  any  of  the  messages  that 
you've  been  sending  this  past  week? 
The  words  have  been  extremely 
strong:  outraged;  no  trade;  let  the 
Russians  beware.  Yet  there  is  the 
appearance,  at  least,  of  business  as 
usual.  And  they  seem,  with  this  proc- 
lamation that  Daniloff  vdll  be  tried,  to 
be  saying  they  can  do  what  they  like 
with  impunity. 

A.  I  hope  they've  gotten  the 
message.  I  don't  know  that  all  doors 
have  been  closed,  although  Mr. 
Gerasimov's  [Soviet  foreign  ministry 
spokesman]  statement,  I  think,  is  the 
most  discouraging  thing  we've  heard  to 
date.  I  might  say  that  for  the  Soviet 
Union  to  bring  charges  against  a  jour- 
nalist should  not  be  entirely  surprising. 
Because  what  we  consider  the  normal 
modus  operandi  for  an  enterprising  jour- 
nalist, they  tend  to  regard  as  subversive. 
So  I  suspect  they  can  pull  a  book  on 
every  journalist  that  operates  there  and 
bring  out  the  charges  at  a  moment  that 
suits  them.  And  perhaps  this  is  what 
they  have  in  mind. 

Q.  Can  we  turn  to  terrorism?  It's 
been  a  long,  quiet  summer  for  most  of 
the  world.  Now  we've  had  these  two 


incidents  in  the  last  few  days.  What  do 
we  know  about  what  happened  in 
Karachi  in  terms  of  who  these  ter- 
rorists were? 

A.  We  are  still  quite  unsure  about 
the  nature  of  the  organization  which 
these  individuals  served.  We  expect  to 
hear  the  results  of  the  Pakistani  inter- 
rogation. We've  not  yet  heard  that. 
Therefore,  at  this  point,  the  speculation 
has  tended  to  center  on  Abu  Nidal  417 
or  dissidents  within  the  417  organiza- 
tion. But  we  don't  have  any  basis  for 
making  a  clear  judgment  on  that  yet. 

Q.  There's  some  confusion  as  to 
what  the  Pakistani  policy  was  in  terms 
of  the  commandos.  Were  they  going  to 
storm  the  plane?  Were  they  going  to 
let  the  plane  leave?  What  was  our  atti- 
tude, our  policy  toward  this? 

A.  Our  policy  was  that  these  were 
ultimately  Pakistani  Government  calls. 
We  had  certain  advantages  in  this  case 
because  the  incident  took  place  in  a 
friendly  country  which  has  very  compe- 
tent authorities  and  tough-minded 
authorities.  The  general  strategy  was 
one  of  stretching  the  incident  out,  tiring 
the  hijackers.  This  is  usually  attempted. 
The  management  of  this  incident  was 
affected,  as  you  know,  by  the  power 
failure  on  the  plane,  which  apparently 
precipitated  action  by  the  terrorists. 

We're  not  going  to  second-guess  the 
Pakistani  Government  in  this  case.  We 
thought  they  handled  it  decisively, 
resolutely,  and  I'm  not  going  to  question 
the  manner  in  which  they  handled  it. 

Q.  Is  there  any  reason  at  all  to 
suspect  a  Libyan-Qadhafi  connection, 
which  is  an  important  question,  given 
the  challenge  to  American  policy  and 
possible  retaliation  that  that  would 
mean? 

A.  I  wouldn't  prejudge  that.  We 
haven't  enough  information  as  yet  to 
make  that  determination.  But  obviously, 
we're  looking  very  closely  at  that,  and  if 
that  turns  out  to  be  the  case,  then  we'll 
face  some  hard  issues  again.  ■ 
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Secretary's  News  Briefing 
of  September  12 


Secretary  Shultz  held  a  news  briefing 
at  the  White  House  on  September  12, 
1986.^ 

Nicholas  Daniloff  [U.S.  News  &  World 
Report  correspondent]  was  released 
from  Lefortovo  Prison  into  custody  of 
the  American  Charge  [d'Affaires]  at 
about  12:30  p.m.  our  time  today.  Mr. 
Daniloff  appears  to  be  in  good  health 
and  spirits.  Soviet- UN  Secretariat 
employee  Gennadiy  Zakharov  has  been 
remanded  into  the  custody  of  the  Soviet 
Ambassador  to  the  United  States  pend- 
ing his  trial  on  charges  of  espionage. 

These  actions,  agreed  to  by  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  are 
an  interim  step.  In  taking  this  step,  the 
U.S.  Government  had  prominently  in 
mind  the  well  being  of  Mr.  Daniloff. 

There  can  be  no  question  of  equating 
the  cases  of  Mr.  Daniloff  and  Zakharov. 
Mr.  Daniloff  is  not  a  spy.  He  has  never 
had  any  connection  or  employment  with 
the  U.S.  Government  nor  has  he  under- 
taken tasks  on  instructions  any  U.S. 
Government  agency.  The  continued 
detention  of  Mr.  Daniloff  on  false 
charges  is  unacceptable.  The  United 
States  will  continue  to  make  every  effort 
to  secure  his  prompt  departure  from  the 
Soviet  Union  and  safe  return  home. 

Q.  Are  you  telling  us  that  we  don't 
know  whether  the  Soviets  intend  to 
try  Daniloff  or  whether  he  will  be 
released  immediately  to  return  home? 

A.  He  has  been  charged.  He  has 
been  released  to  the  custody  of  our 
Charge  on  the  understanding  that,  if 
called  upon  to  appear  in  court,  he  will  do 
so.  That  is  the  same  understanding  we 
have  with  Zakharov. 

Q.  But  isn't  that  equivalency  then? 
Haven't  we,  in  effect,  at  least  for  the 
purposes  of  getting  him  out  of  prison, 
given  in  to  the  Soviet  demand  that 
there  be  equivalency  between  the  two? 

A.  There  is  no  equivalency.  We  have 
had  in  mind  the  situation  of  Mr.  Daniloff 
in  a  prison  cell,  and  we  think  he  is  a  lot 
better  off  with  his  friends  and  his  wife 
than  he  is  in  that  cell. 

As  far  as  Zakharov  is  concerned,  he 
is  guaranteed  by  the  Soviet  Ambassador 
to  be  produced  when  called  to  our  courts 
whenever  he  is  needed  to  face  charges  of 
trial  on  espionage.  That  is  the  situation. 


Q.  Does  what  you  said  yesterday 
still  hold  true,  that  Mr.  Daniloff  is  a 
hostage  until  he  leaves  the  Soviet 
Union? 

A.  Of  course.  Why  did  they  take 
him? 

Q.  So  he  is  a  hostage  in  your  eyes? 

A.  That  is  my  opinion. 

Q.  You  have  no  further  promise 
from  the  Soviets  on  the  fate  of  Mr. 
Daniloff  other  than  that  he  is  now  in 
the  embassy? 

A.  What  has  changed  is  his  physical 
location.  That  is  all  that  has  changed. 
And  the  reason  for  doing  it  is  that  we 
think,  thinking  of  his  situation,  he  is  bet- 
ter off  where  he  will  be. 

Q.  Is  the  United  States  going  to  do 
"business  as  usual"?  You  say  that  Mr. 
Daniloff  is  a  hostage  even  in  the 
Ambassador's  residence.  Will  the 
United  States  continue  to  do  business 
as  usual  with  the  Soviets,  given  the 
fact  that  they  are  holding  an  American 
hostage? 

A.  Of  course  we  are  not  doing 
business  as  usual.  This  is  a  difficult  and 
different  situation,  although  it  is  one  of 
those  things,  in  managing  the  U.S.- 
Soviet relationship,  that  is  in  a  sense 
predictable.  Their  society  is  so  different, 
it  works  on  such  different  bases,  that 
they  do  things  from  time  to  time  like  this 
that  are  just  plain  outrageous.  And  we 
have  to  register  that  fact  and  do  it 
strongly,  as  we  have  been  doing  and  as 
we  will  continue  to  do.  And  the  fact  that 
his  location  has  changed  in  no  way 
changes  the  unacceptability  of  the  fact 
that  he  is  being  held  on  false  charges. 

Q.  But  are  you  going  to  go  ahead 
with  all  the  meetings?  Are  you  going 
to  go  ahead  with  your  meeting  with 
Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze  next 
week  and  all  the  other  U.S. -Soviet — 

A.  These  meetings  are  scheduled; 
there  hasn't  been  any  change  in  that 
schedule;  and,  assuming  this  issue  is  not 
resolved  satisfactorily  by  then,  you  can 
be  sure  that  as  far  as  we  are  concerned, 
as  far  as  the  President  is  concerned,  in 
every  meeting  that  we  have  the  Daniloff 
case  and,  for  that  matter,  other  concerns 
of  ours  about  human  rights  problems  will 
be  prominently  in  the  picture.  We  feel 
that  it  is  important  to  keep  registering 
our  point  of  view,  not  to  walk  away  and 
stop  talking  about  it. 


Q.  Can  you  please  explain  why  this 
interim  step,  anyway,  is  not  a  trade? 

A.  This  is  an  arrangement  that  we 
made  with  the  Soviet  Union  obviously, 
as  I  said  in  my  statement.  It  is  a  step 
that  we  have  agreed  to  because  we  feel 
for  Mr.  Daniloff,  and  we  think  that  he  is 
better  off  where  he  is  going  to  be  than 
where  he  has  been.  However,  the  basic 
stituation  has  not  changed,  so  there 
hasn't  been  any  fundamental  restructur- 
ing of  it. 

Q.  On  a  trade,  is  it  still  our  posi- 
tion that  there  will  be  no  trade 
ultimately? 

A.  That  is  our  position.  These  two 
people,  Zakharov  and  Daniloff,  are  in  no 
way  comparable,  and  we  are  not  going 
to  trade  them  off  against  each  other. 

Q.  What  effect  has  this  had  on 
U.S. -Soviet  relations?  Is  it  damaging 
the  chances  for  a  summit  this  year? 

A.  Of  course  it  damages  the  rela- 
tionship, and  of  course  it  damages  the 
ability  to  move  forward  on  other  things. 
That  doesn't  change  the  fact,  however, 
that  there  are  possible  things  that  would 
be  in  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to 
bring  about,  and  if  we  can  bring  them 
about  obviously  it  is  in  our  interest  to  do 
so.  But  things  like  this  shift  the  tone, 
shift  the  ability,  to  work  problems  out, 
without  a  doubt.  That's  just  a  fact  of  life. 

Q.  How  confident  are  you  that 
you'll  be  able  to  proceed  from  this 
interim  step  to  some  kind  of  final 
arrangement  that  would  get  Mr. 
Daniloff  out  of  the  Soviet  Union? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  engage  in  predic- 
tions and  forecasts.  This  step  has  been 
worked  out,  and  we  continue  in  our 
discussions  with  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
when  we  have  something  to  announce, 
we'll  announce  it 

Q.  What  does  this  mean  now  for 
the  official  delegates  to  the  Chautau- 
qua Conference,  to  people  within  this 
Administration?  Will  they  go  to  Riga? 

A.  Chautauqua  is  a  private  organiza- 
tion, an  outstanding  one,  I  believe.  It's 
done  wonderful  work  and  John  Wallach 
has  done  a  great  job  of  organizing  it. 
And  basically,  it's  for  a  private  organiza- 
tion to  decide  whatever  they  want  to 
decide  under  the  circumstances.  And 
when  they  have  been  in  the  State 
Department,  they  have  been  thoroughly 
briefed  on  our  views.  As  far  as  U.S. 
officials  are  concerned,  of  course,  some 
have  taken  a  position  that  they  drop  out, 
such  as  General  Rowny  [Ambassador 
Edward  L.  Rowny,  special  adviser  to  the 
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President  and  the  Secretary  of  State  on 
arms  control  matters]. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
Chautauqua  group  decides  to  go  ahead, 
as  far  as  we're  concerned  there,  go 
ahead.  And  I  think  what  you  will  find 
is— and  you  can  argue  this  one  way  or 
another  but  a  very  strong  argument  in 
favor— is  that  you  want  to  go  and  you 
want  to  say  your  piece.  So  that  insofar 
as  you  can  get  it  known,  in  the  Soviet 
Union  and,  for  that  matter,  anybody  else 
who  covers  a  meeting  like  that,  just 
what  our  point  of  view  is,  and  why  we 
consider  this  so  outrageous  and  damag- 
ing. We  take  opportunities  to  do  that. 

Q.  What  do  you  say  to  Henry 
Kissinger  and  others  who  have  said 
the  Administration  has  been  much  too 
soft  on  this  and  has  not  taken  a  harder 
line,  is  too  eager  for  a  summit  and  too 
willing  to  compromise  with  the 
Soviets? 

A.  I'm  not  interested  in  debates 
with  people  on  those  subjects.  The 
arrangement  here  is  in  response  to  the 
fact  that  Daniloff  was  detained  in  jail 
under  circumstances  that  are  not  very 
good,  and  we  think  that  it  is  better  all 
around  to  get  this  unjustly  charged 
individual  into  a  more  congenial  environ- 
ment while  this  process  unfolds.  And  so 
the  only  thing  that  has  changed  is  the 
location  of  these  two  people. 

Q.  How  was  it  arranged?  Did  the 
President  and  Gorbachev  get  together 
on  this? 

A.  This  was  arranged  basically 
through  diplomatic  contacts,  and  there 
have  been  messages  of  various  kinds. 
I'm  not  going  to  go  into  the  detail  of  it. 

Q.  Is  it  your  feeling  that  Mr. 
Zakharov  should  have  been  denied  bail 
in  the  first  instance  he  was  brought 
into  court?  Do  you  think  the  United 
States  perhaps  made  a  mistake  in  its 
handling  of  that,  which  triggered  the 
Soviet  retaliation  against  Daniloff? 

A.  No,  I  don't  think  there's  been 
any  mishandling.  The  point  is  that 
Zakharov  was  caught  spying.  He  is  a 
spy.  And  he's  been  charged,  and  we  have 
the  evidence.  And  so  there's  that.  As  far 
as  Mr.  Daniloff  is  concerned,  he  is  not  a 
spy.  He  was  set  up. 

Q.  Do  you  rule  out  trading  Mr. 
Zakharov  with  someone  other  than  Mr. 
Daniloff? 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  get  into  discus- 
sions of  this,  that,  and  the  other  thing. 
Our  position  is  very  clear  on  this,  and 
that's  where  I'm  going  to  leave  it. 


Q.  Did  you  approve  the  Zakharov 
position  in  advance — did  you  and  the 
President  approve  the  decision  to 
arrest  and  imprison  Mr.  Zakharov 
rather  than  to  oust  him,  in  advance? 

A.  The  details  of  what  the  FBI  does 
in  the  arrest  of  a  particular  individual  is 
typically  not  ratcheted  through— every 
time  they  do  something— the  entire 
hierarchy  of  the  government.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  our  policy  is  well- 
established;  that  if  we  catch  somebody 
spying,  we  apprehend  him  and  act  on  it. 

Q.  So  there  was  nothing  wrong 
with  that  decision  then? 

A.  There's  nothing  wrong  with 
arresting  a  man  that  you  catch  spying, 
and  I'm  surprised  that  you  even  suggest 
there  might  be. 

Q.  But  did  you  approve  it?  That's 
just  a  statement — a  question. 

A.  I  don't  personally  go  around 
approving  or  not  approving  every  deci- 
sion the  FBI  makes.  They  know  per- 
fectly well  that  if  they  catch  somebody 
spying  and  they  arrest  them,  that's  fine, 
that's  good.  I  wish  there  were  fewer  peo- 
ple to  get  caught  spying. 

Q.  In  this  case  when  U.S. -Soviet 
relations  were  on  the  block,  wasn't  it 
important  enough  to  be  approved  at 
the  highest  levels? 

A.  No.  It's  important  that  we  con- 
duct our  business  in  a  strong  way,  piece 
by  piece,  and  if  somebody  is  spying  and 
caught  spying,  he's  going  to  be  appre- 


hended whether  it's  good  for  the  summit 
or  not  good  for  the  summit.  That's  not 
relevant.  We  have  to  carry  these  things 
on  that  way. 

Q.  In  previous  cases  like  this, 
there  were  an  asymmetry  in  favor  of 
the  United  States,  that  is  we  got  more 
than  the  person  who  was  grabbed  or 
set  up  by  the  Soviet  Union.  In  this 
case,  isn't  this  setting  a  new  precedent 
as  far  as  a  deal  or  an  exchange  or 
whatever  is  concerned? 

A.  This  is  not  an  outcome  really. 
This  is  only  a  change  in  the  location  of 
these  two  individuals,  and  from  our 
standpoint,  I  think— I  don't  want  to  try 
to  compare  U.S.  jails  and  Soviet  jails, 
but  if  I  were  Mr.  Daniloff  I'd  certainly 
want  to  be  in  an  apartment  in  the 
embassy  and  not  in  jail.  I  might  say  that 
before  this  arrangement  was  con- 
sumated,  it  was  discussed  with  Mr. 
Daniloff  because,  obviously,  he's 
involved  and  it  was  not  undertaken 
without  his  assent. 

Q.  Were  there  private  understand- 
ings with  the  Soviets? 

A.  I  might  say  if  you  want  to  get  a 
graphic  and  very  clearly,  concisely 
stated  statement  of  what  it's  like  to  be 
under  investigation  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
you  ought  to  read  the  short  statement  by 
Anne  Garrels  that  was  in  The  New  York 
Times  this  morning.  I  thought  it  was  a 
very  pithy  statement  of  the  problem. 


iPress  release  175. 


Deputy  Secretary  Whitehead's 
Interview  on  'Tace  the  Nation' 


Deputy  Secretary  John  C.  Whitehead 
was  interviewed  on  CBS-TV's  "Face  the 
Nation"  on  September  U,  1986,  by  Leslie 
Stahl. 

Q.  I  know  the  two  sides  are 
negotiating,  trying  to  get  some  resolu- 
tion for  the  Daniloff  situation.  Any 
breakthroughs? 

A.  No  breakthroughs  this  morning. 
We  continue  to  work  at  it,  there  are 
negotiations  going  on,  we  are  continuing 
to  insist  that  Daniloff  be  set  free;  he  is 
not  yet  free. 

Q.  Are  we  asking  that  he  be 
released  along  with  one  other  person 
in  exchange  for  Mr.  Zakharov  so  that 
it's  a  one-for-two  instead  of  a 
one-for-one? 


A.  I  can't  comment  on  the  details  of 
the  negotiations,  I'm  sure  you  under- 
stand that.  Our  position  is  there  will  be 
no  swap,  no  trade  of  releasing  Daniloff 
and  releasing  Zakharov.  Zakharov  is  a 
spy;  he  was  caught  red-handed  in  New 
York,  and  he  will  be  tried. 

Q.  He  will  be  tried? 

A.  He  will  be  tried. 

Q.  No  matter  what? 

A.  As  of  this  moment,  he  will  be 
tried.  Daniloff  is  innocent,  he  was 
entrapped,  he  was  set  up,  and  he  must 
be  freed. 

Q.  When  you  say  he  will  be  tried, 
is  there  any  give  there,  if  they  did 
release  someone  else,  for  example? 
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A.  He's  been  arrested,  he's  been 
indicted.  Our  court  system  requires  that 
he  be  brought  to  trial,  a  fair  trial  under 
our  system.  And  if  he's  tried,  he  will  be 
sentenced. 

Q.  And  then  maybe  released.  Let 
me  ask  you  if  in  these  negotiations  we 
are  getting  an  impression  that  the 
Soviets  really  do  want  to  resolve  this, 
or  are  we  getting  the  impression  that 
they  really  want  to  escalate  this  and 
perhaps  want  to  break  off  the  plans 
for  the  summit? 

A.  I'm  not  sure.  We  really  can't  tell 
what  the  Soviets'  objectives  are.  They 
are,  however,  willing  to  discuss  the  sub- 
ject, willing  to  discuss  the  release.  They 
have  said  that  they  want  to  get  it  set- 
tled, and  we  are  assuming  that  they 
mean  it.  We  want  to  get  it  settled,  we 
want  to  get  it  behind  us.  But  we  don't 
want  to  get  it  behind  us  unless  we  can 
achieve  our  principles. 

Q.  If  something  doesn't  break  in 
this  situation  by  Friday,  when 
Secretary  Shultz  and  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze  meet,  can  the  two  of 
them  discuss  anything  else? 

A.  You  can  be  sure  if  Daniloff  is  not 
free  by  the  time  that  meeting  begins, 
that  this  subject  will  be  very  high  on  the 
agenda. 

Q.  Is  there  anything  else  to 
discuss  if  this  isn't  resolved? 

A.  We  can  only  discuss  this  so  far. 
If  they  refuse  to  set  him  free,  the  world 
must  go  on.  This  is  an  important  issue, 
but,  of  course,  it's  not  the  only  issue.  We 
can  only  gain  by  discussion.  If  we  ter- 
minate all  discussions  with  the  Soviet 
Union,  then  we  cannot  make  progress  on 
this  case  or  on  anything  else.  So  I  think 
our  tendency  is  to  want  to  continue 
discussions  and  to  emphasize  this  case, 
along  with  all  the  other  atrocious  cases 
of  deprivation  of  human  freedom  that 
the  Soviets  are  responsible  for.  This  is 
one  more  example  of  their  lack  of  will- 
ingness to  consider  our  principles  and 
our  strong  dedication  to  human 
freedoms. 

Q.  Did  we,  our  side,  make  a  big 
mistake  in  arresting  Mr.  Zakharov? 
After  all,  we  had  him  under  surveil- 
lance for  3  years.  The  information  that 
he  was  picked  up  paying  for  was 
planted  by  the  FBI — I  mean,  we  knew 
what  he  was  getting.  Why  in  the  world 
did  we  choose  to  arrest  a  spy  2  weeks 
before  this  meeting  between  Shultz 
and  Shevardnadze,  as  the  presummit 
negotiations  were  under  way?  Every 
time  we  have  ever  arrested  anyone  at 


the  United  Nations  in  this  situation, 
the  Soviets  have  always  gone  and 
created  a  framed-up  situation  on  their 
side.  Why  did  we  do  it  now? 

A.  There  was  nothing  planned, 
nothing  strategic  about  the  timing. 

Q.  Was  it  a  mistake? 

A.  No,  I  think  it  was  the  right  thing 
to  do.  When  the  time  comes  that  we  can 
catch  a  Soviet  spy— catch  him  red- 
handed— that's  the  time  to  act;  that's  the 
job  of  the  FBI.  To  let  a  Soviet  spy  stay 
on  the  loose  for  another  day  or  another 
week  because  some  important  meeting 
with  the  Soviets  is  coming  up  does  not 
seem  at  all  Hke  the  right  thing  to  do.  I 
think  we  did  the  right  thing.  The  FBI 
acted  in  accordance  with  their 
instructions. 

Q.  But  why  now,  why  then?  We 
have  known  about  him  for  3  years. 
Why  then? 

A.  Because  he  was  caught  red- 
handed,  because  he  had  been  spying  on 
us.  And  the  time  to  arrest  him  is  when 
you  can  catch  him.  And  we  did  so. 

Q.  So  you  are  not  willing  to  admit 
that  there  was  some  mistake? 

A.  No,  there  was  no  mistake. 

Q.  No  mistake.  Why  did  the  Presi- 
dent urge  the  Americans  to  go  to  the 
town  meeting  in  the  Soviet  Union?  If 
he  had  said  not  to  go,  it  would  have 
sent  a  signal:  no  business  as  usual — 
but  it  wouldn't  have  disrupted  neces- 
sarily— would  it  have  disrupted  the 
presummit  planning? 

A.  You  are  speaking  of  the  Chautau- 
qua Conference  that  begins  this 
weekend.  The  President  didn't  urge  peo- 
ple to  go.  He  said  that  he  would  not  urge 
them  to  stay  home  or  to  go,  that  they 
were  free  to  go.  This  is  a  private  con- 
ference, not  a  government  conference. 
Some  are  not  going,  but  most  have  gone. 

Q.  Some  are  saying  that  they  got  a 
phone  call  from  the  White  House  say- 
ing the  President  would  like  you  to  go. 

A.  I  haven't  heard  that.  I  think  that 
there  is  an  opportunity  for  those  who 
have  gone  to  use  the  occasion  as  a  place 
to  set  forth  what  we  believe  is  the  right 
thing  to  do  about  Daniloff  and  about 
human  freedoms  in  general  and  that  it's 
a  platform  for  us  right  within  the  Soviet 
Union  to  talk  about  our  beliefs  on  this. 
There  are  others  who  feel  that  the  action 
is  so  abhorrent  to  us  that  they  don't 
want  to  go.  And  the  policy  of  the 
government  has  been  that  each  person 
should  decide  for  themself. 


Q.  Let  me  ask  you  to  answer  the 
criticism  that's  coming  mainly  from 
conservatives,  but  from  other  quarters 
as  well.  That  is  that  the  President 
caved  in,  that  he  is  now  too  hungry  for 
a  summit,  and  that  he  has  agreed  to 
what  looks  like  a  swap  and  this 
release  so  far,  and  they  sent  or  in  some 
way  signaled  that  he  wanted  this  town 
meeting  to  go  on  and  that  he  just  isn't 
being  tough  enough. 

A.  That  would  be  a  most  unfair  con- 
clusion. The  President  certainly  did  not 
cave  in.  The  President  has  been  and  con- 
tinues to  be  very  tough  on  this  issue.  The 
release,  the  mutual  release  of  the  two 
prisoners  into  the  hands  of  their 
embassies  was  a  humanitarian  step.  You 
saw  Nick  Daniloff  on  television  a  few 
minutes  ago  and  you  saw  him  say  how 
pleased  and  joyous  he  was  to  be  out  of 
the  awful  conditions  that  he  wa^  sub- 
jected to,  an  8-by-lO  cell,  a  cellmate  who 
probably  himself  was  a  KGB  agent,  in- 
terrogated 4  hours  a  day— terrible  condi- 
tions. And  in  a  humanitarian  decision, 
the  President  released  him  as  well  as  our 
prisoner,  who  was  imprisoned  in  a  much 
more  comfortable  jail  in  New  York.  I 
believe  we  gained  from  that  exchange. 

But  this  was  only  an  interim  step, 
and  there  will  be  more  steps  to  come, 
and  those  steps  will  not  be  equivalents, 
and  there  will  be  no  swap  on  a  one-for- 
one  basis  of  these  two  men. 

Q.  Was  there  concern  about  Nick 
Daniloff's  psychological  condition? 

A.  I  think  there  was  concern  that 
the  pressure  of  being  jailed  like  that,  the 
pressure  of  that  kind  of  interrogation, 
the  pressure  of  living  in  close  quarters 
with  somebody  who  was  spying  on  you 
every  moment,  might  eventually  get  to 
him.  I  think  none  of  us  can  be  sure  as  to 
just  how  we  would  react  under  similar 
circumstances.  And  that  it  was  a 
humanitarian  necessity  to  get  him  out  of 
there. 

Q.  Another  incident  is  out  there 
ready  to  become  an  issue,  and  that  is 
the  UN  Soviet  mission.  We  have 
ordered  the  Soviets  to  reduce  the 
number  of  their  people  at  their  mis- 
sions by  one-third,  but  the  Soviet 
Ambassador  at  the  United  Nations 
says  they  are  not  going  to  do  that; 
we've  ordered  it,  they  are  not  going  to 
do  that.  Is  this  now  going  to  con- 
tribute to  the  increase  in  tension? 

A.  The  size  of  their  mission  to  the 
United  States  is  far  beyond  that 
necessary  to  perform  their  function  at 
the  United  Nations.  Many  of  their  peo- 
ple, including  Zakharov,  are  used  to  spy 
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in  the  United  States,  and  we  have 
ordered  them  to  reduce  the  size  of  their 
mission,  and  they  will  do  so. 

Q.  Are  you  sure?  He  says — 
A.  We  will  insist  that  they  do  so. 

Q.  Could  this  become  a  big 
controversy? 

A.  I  suppose  it  could,  but  we  are 
right,  and  when  we  are  right,  we  must 
stick  to  our  principles. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  there  will  be 
a  Reagan-Gorbachev  summit  this  year? 

A.  I  continue  to  be  optimistic.  I 
think  that  the  Soviets  need  a  summit, 


want  a  summit,  and  we  would  like  to 
have  a  summit.  But  we  are  not  ready  to 
pay  for  a  summit.  The  world  will  be  bet- 
ter off  if  there  is  a  summit  and  if  these 
two  leaders  can  talk  with  each  other. 
But  whether  there  is  or  is  not  a  summit 
will  not  be  the  end  of  the  world,  if  there 
is  not.  We  hope  there  will  be,  but  we  are 
not  ready  to  pay  for  one. 

Q.  Do  the  Soviets  want  it  more 
than  we  want  it? 

A.  I  think  it  is  possibly  more  to  their 
advantage  than  it  is  to  us.  I  think 
possibly  they  need  it  more  than  we  need 
it.  But  it  remains  to  be  seen.  ■ 


Secretary's  News  Briefing 
of  September  20 


Secretary  Shultz  's  news  briefing 
following  his  meeting  with  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister  Eduard  Shevardnadze 
on  September  20,  1986.^ 

Foreign  Minister  [Eduard]  Shevardnadze 
and  I  have  concluded  2  days  of  serious, 
substantive  talks  that  have  included 
around  an  hour  session  with  the  Presi- 
dent. Altogether  between  us,  we  have 
spent  around  14  hours  together  in 
various  ways,  and  we  covered  a  full 
agenda. 

These  2  days  have  indicated  that 
considerable  potential  for  progress 
exists,  but  the  cloud  that  hangs  over  all 
this  is  the  fact  that  [U.S.  News  &  World 
Report  correspondent]  Nicholas  Daniloff 
is  not  free  to  leave  the  Soviet  Union. 
That  issue  was  at  the  top  of  our  agenda 
throughout  these  meetings.  Other 
human  rights  issues  also  received  full 
attention.  The  case  of  Nicholas  Daniloff 
must  be  brought  to  a  satisfactory  resolu- 
tion quickly  if  the  potential  that  exists  is 
to  be  realized. 

I  said  that  our  full  agenda  was 
covered;  and,  as  I  have  just  said,  there 
was  extensive  discussion,  mostly  in 
direct  discussions  between  Minister 
Shevardnadze  and  me,  in  the  general 
area  of  human  rights.  We  had  a  fair 
amount  of  time  devoted  to  regional 
issues  in  general  terms  and  one  or  two 
specific  areas.  We  reviewed  briefly  our 
bilateral  relations,  and  the  work  pro- 
gram and  arrangements  for  moving  it 
forward  were  reviewed,  and  that  seems 
to  be  in  order. 


On  arms  control,  we  in  the  United 
States  see  the  potential  for  progress  in 
reducing  strategic,  perhaps  especially 
intermediate  nuclear,  forces  and  in  some 
other  subjects,  such  as  nuclear  risk 
reduction  centers  and  chemical  weapons, 
particularly  on  the  problem  of  prolifera- 
tion of  chemical  weapons.  We  made  clear 
our  interest  in  realistic  progress  on 
nuclear  testing,  and  we  each  were  in 
touch  with  our  negotiators  in  Stockholm, 
wanting  to  see  a  successful  conclusion  of 
that  negotiation  on  terms  that  are 
sensible. 

If  there  are  any  questions,  I  will  be 
glad  to  answer. 

Q.  If  this  cloud  of  the  Daniloff 
case  continues  to  hang  over  the  rela- 
tions between  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union,  can  there  be  a  sum- 
mit? Can  there  be  further  preparations 
for  a  summit? 

A.  There  certainly  can  be  prepara- 
tions, and  we  spent  a  great  deal  of  time 
in  discussing  the  substance  of  issues  that 
need  to  be  worked  out  and  worked  up  to 
make  a  summit  meeting  a  successful 
meeting.  At  the  same  time,  I  think  it  is 
difficult  to  think  of  a  fruitful  summit 
without  these  cases  being  resolved 
because  they  are  going  to  wdnd  up  con- 
suming great  blocks  of  the  time.  So  I 
believe  it  is  of  urgent  importance  to 
resolve  these  cases,  not  just  because  of 
the  summit  but  because  of  the 
humanitarian  concern  involved. 

Q.  Can  I  follow  that  up?  Do  we— 
do  I  infer  correctly  that  the  United 
States,  for  all  its  emphasis  on  this 


issue,  made  no  real  progress  in 
convincing  the  Soviet  Union  of  the 
importance  to  which  we  attach  it? 

A.  I  think  they  see  the  importance 
that  we  attach  to  it;  and,  of  course,  we 
did  spend,  the  Minister  and  I,  a  very 
large  amount  of  time  talking  about  it. 
I'm  sorry  to  say  we  weren't  able  to 
resolve  it,  but  I  think  we  certainly 
explored  it  in  detail;  and  I  hope  that  we 
will  be  able  to  resolve  it  as  not  too  much 
time  passes  because  it  is  extraordinarily 
important.  But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
it  remains— Nick  Daniloff  remains  in  the 
Soviet  Union  unable  to  leave. 

Q.  Do  you  believe  that  you  made 
enough  progress  on  arms  control  and 
other  issues  at  these  meetings  so  that 
if  the  Daniloff  case  is  resolved,  you 
would  then  be  able  to  set  a  date  for  the 
summit? 

A.  There  was  real  progress  made, 
and  I  think  there  is  the  potential  for 
good  work  in  Geneva.  Of  course,  we 
were  well  coordinated  with  our  Geneva 
negotiators,  and  they  are  fully  informed, 
practically  as  we  go  along,  on  what  is 
said  here. 

So  there  are  possibilities.  As  you 
have  all  heard  me  say  many  times,  you 
don't  have  an  agreement  until  you  have 
an  agreement.  I'm  not  too  big  on  talking 
about  the  amount  of  progress,  but  there 
are  quite  a  few  items  that  seemed  to  be 
insoluble  a  year  ago  that  are  working 
themselves  out— or  6  months  ago,  that 
are  working  themselves  out.  So  I  think 
those  things  can  be  pointed  to. 

I  believe  that  a  meeting  ought  to  be 
a  well-prepared  meeting,  and  it  ought  to 
have  some  significant  results  to  it.  The 
President  has  always  said  that,  and  we 
continue  to  work  to  bring  that  about. 

Q.  Two  questions:  One,  did  you 
agree  with  Mr.  Shevardnadze  on  a 
timeframe  for  a  followup  meeting 
between  the  two  of  you  to  discuss 
preparations  for  the  summit?  And 
secondly,  can  you  give  us  at  least  some 
characterization  of  Mr.  [Mikhail] 
Gorbachev's  letter  which  we  were  told 
deals  extensively  on  arms  control.  Is 
that  a  basis  for  your  saying  that  there 
has  beeen  real  progress  made  in  that 
field? 

A.  First  of  all,  we  didn't  discuss  a 
timeframe  for  some  further  work  on  our 
part,  but  we  have  put  in  place  now  a 
pretty  wide-ranging  set  of  arrangements 
for  discussing  practically  any  subject  you 
can  think  of  that  the  two  countries  are 
involved  in,  and  these  groups  have  been 
quite  active.  Of  course,  some  are  set  up 
as  negotiating  groups,  such  as  those 
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negotiating  in  Geneva;  and  those  go 
forward  and,  I  think,  will  have  been 
energized  by  the  meetings  that  took 
place  this  summer  and  also  by  some  of 
the  things  that  were  contained  in  Mr. 
Gorbachev's  letter  and  which  we  dis- 
cussed in  our  meetings  here  in 
Washington. 

So  I  think  what  we  see  is  a  process 
that  continues  to  move  along,  but  I  don't 
have  anything  for  you  on  the  question  of 
timeframe. 

Q.  Is  it  conceivable  to  you  that 
anything  could  happen  that  could 
break  the  ice  so  that  a  summit  could  be 
held  still  this  year,  or  is  the  time 
passed  when  that  will  be  possible? 

A.  I  don't  think  the  time  has  passed 
when  that's  possible,  but  I  do  think  it's 
essential  to  get  the  Daniloff  case 
resolved.  I  would  like  to  see  myself  some 
important  motion  on  other  human  rights 
issues— and  we  discussed  them  in 
detail— such  as  emigration  and  some  of 
the  internal  problems.  But  at  any  rate,  I 
think  that  the  Daniloff  case  hangs  over 
this,  and  we  need  to  work  hard  to 
resolve  it,  and  are. 

Q.  Shevardnadze  has  just  said  at 
his  press  conference  basically  that  the 
United  States  is — someone  in  the 
United  States  has  tried  maliciously  to 
block  progress.  He  talks  about  the 
United  Nations  and  Daniloff.  He  seems 
to  be  taking  equally  as  hard  a  position 
now  as  he  did  before  the  meeting. 

Can  you  tell  us  anything  about  the 
discussions  with  the  Soviets  on  both 
these  issues,  and  was  any  progress  at 
all  made? 

A.  It's  hard  to  think  that  progress  is 
made  as  long  as  he  is  there  and  is  not 
able  to  leave.  We  discussed,  in  a 
straightforward  and  rational  way,  all  of 
the  ins  and  outs  of  various  aspects  of 
this  case. 

Our  action  in  expelling  25  Soviets 
from  the  UN  Mission  is  an  unrelated 
action.  We  did  discuss  that,  and  I 
explained  the  basis  for  it.  He  argued 
with  it,  but  nevertheless  we  discussed 
that.  So  we  discussed  all  aspects  of  this 
case.  And,  as  I've  said,  we  have  not  been 
able  to  resolve  it,  but  we  will  keep  work- 
ing on  it. 

Q.  I  have  a  follow  up.  He  suggests 
there  will  be  retaliation  if  the  25  are 
expelled.  Did  he  tell  you  what  that 
retaliation  might  be? 

A.  No.  I  don't  know  what  actions 
they'll  take;  but  I  do  know  this,  that  the 
President's  powder  is  dry. 
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Q.  Could  I  ask  you  to  expand  a  bit 
on  your  statement  that  a  series  of 
arrangements  have  been  made  for  fur- 
thering progress  on  arms  control  and 
other  issues?  Do  you  expect  the  work- 
ing groups  that  worked  in  August, 
leading  for  this  meeting,  to  continue 
at  that  sort  of  level?  Would  you  expect 
to  go  to  the  Soviet  Union  for  further 
talks?  Would  you  expect  to  have  a 
meeting  next  week  or  the  week  after 
with  Shevardnadze  in  New  York?  Can 
you  be  any  more  specific  about  those 
arrangements,  setting  aside  for  a 
moment  what  you've  obviously  made 
plain,  which  is  that  no  conclusions 
could  be  reached  given  the  hanging  of 
the  Daniloff  case  at  the  moment? 

A.  As  far  as  the  nuclear  and  space 
talks  are  concerned,  most  of  the  people 
who  met  this  summer  about  that  are 
meeting  in  Geneva.  It  may  or  may  not  be 
useful;  there's  no  particular  plan  for 
reconvening  the  somewhat  enlarged 
group  which,  from  our  standpoint, 
means  that  the  Geneva  team  and,  in 
some  respects,  the  Washington  team 
that  are  working  most  directly  on  these 
things,  met  together  with  Soviet 
counterparts.  It  may  be  that  that  will  be 
useful  at  some  point,  but  there's  no  plan 
for  it. 

The  negotiations,  obviously,  are 
going  forward.  The  round  has  just 
started.  And  I  think,  given  the  amount 
of  preparations  and  the  effort  put  into  it, 
perhaps  the  rounds  will  start  relatively 
fast. 


In  general  characterization  of  these 
rounds  is  that  they  start  off,  and  there  is 
a  kind  of  leisurely  pace  and  sparring 
around  and  taking  positions  that  have 
long  since  been  abandoned,  but  never- 
theless, put  back  on  the  table,  and  so  on. 
And  you  get  about  to  the  last  week  or  so 
of  the  negotiation,  and  things  really 
start  to  move.  And  our  effort, 
deliberately  and  by  design,  with  the 
Soviet  Union  has  been  to  say,  let  us  get 
these  talks  to  start  with  the  kind  of  pace 
that  they  often  get  in  the  last  week  or 
so,  so  that  the  full  amount  of  time  can  be 
devoted  a  more  genuine  kind  of  negotia- 
tions. And  that's  what  we're  trying  to 
see. 

Of  course,  the  Stockholm  confer- 
ence, we'll  know  before  long,  what  out- 
come, if  any,  there  is  there.  We  do  have 
in  place  understood  arrangements  for 
handling  our  bilateral  relations,  and 
we've  had  a  continuing  round  of  discus- 
sions and  now  one  at  the  under  secretary 
level  on  an  overall  basis  on  regional 
issues. 

So  all  of  these  things  are,  I  think, 
under  good  control  organizationally. 
That's  not  the  problem. 

Q.  No  involvement  for  you, 
thought  at  this  point,  as  part  of  those 
arrangements,  as  far  as  direct 
meetings  are  concerned? 

A.  I  keep  track  and  so  does  Mr. 
Shevardnadze.  I  think  that  if  it  seems 
worthwhile  to  have  a  meeting,  we  can 
easily  arrange  one. 
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Q.  Where?  In  New  York? 

A.  I  might  say  that  we  have,  on  a 
personal  level,  I  think  a  very  good 
capacity  to  communicate.  So  we  both 
work  to  have  that  on  a  straightforward 
basis. 

Q.  Is  that  a  possibility— that  there 
will  be  a  New  York  meeting  between 
you  two? 

A.  It's  a  possibility,  but  there  is  no 
plan  for  it.  But,  certainly,  if  there  is 
anything  important  to  talk  about,  I'm 
ready  to  talk  about  it.  I'm  sure  he  is. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Shevardnadze  exhibit 
to  you  what  you  regard  as  a  sincere 
interest  in  trying  to  find  a  way  out  of 
the  Daniloff  affair? 

A.  I  don't  like  the  business  of 
"somebody's  sincere,  he  isn't  sincere," 
or  something.  You  have  to  look  at  the 
content.  We  didn't  get  that  far  on  the 
content,  although  we  did  have  a  real 
exchange  on  it.  I  don't  have  any  doubt  in 
my  mind  that  Mr.  Shevardnadze  has 
approached  our  discussions  in  a  good- 
faith  way,  and  I've  tried  to  do  likewise 
with  him. 

Q.  Did  he  indicate  to  you  any  flex- 
ibility on  the  Soviet  position  the 
slightest  bit? 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  try  to 
characterize  the  ins  and  outs  of  our 
discussion  of  this.  I  think  it's  better  that 
way.  What  I  can  say  is  that  all  aspects  of 
this  and  possible  ways  of  getting  at  it 
were  talked  about  by  me,  by  him,  in  one 
way  or  another;  and  we  haven't  resolved 
the  matter  but  it  is  very  much  under 
continuing  review. 

Certainly  I  hope,  and  I  believe  he 
hopes,  that  we  will  be  able  to  do  so 
because  it  is  a  cloud  that  hangs  over 
this  and  there  are  potential  opportunities 
here.  It  is  very  difficult  to  realize  on 
them  until  we  can  get  this  out  of  the 
way.  That's  the  fact  of  the  matter. 

Q.  When  you  were  answering  Jim 
Anderson's  questions  about  the  effect 
of  the  Daniloff  case  on  the  possibility 
of  a  summit,  you  said  it  would  be 
difficult  to  consider  going  ahead  while 
these  cases  were  pending.  Could  you 
say  what  other  case  or  cases  you  had 
in  mind? 

A.  I'm  talking  about  the  Daniloff 
case. 

Q.  And  only  the  Daniloff  case? 

A.  That  is  the  principal  problem. 
From  their  standpoint,  they  have  [Soviet 
UN  employee,  Gennadiy  F.]  Zakharov. 
We  think  that's  a  totally  different  propo- 
sition, and  there  are  various  other  issues 


involved  here.  But,  at  any  rate,  from  our 
standpoint,  it's  the  Daniloff  case. 

What  I've  said  was,  it  is  hard  for  me 
to  think  of  a  genuinely  fruitful  summit 
meeting  under  these  circumstances 
because  so  much  of  the  time,  and  the 
preoccupation,  will  be  consumed  by  this 
case  and  understandably  so.  So  I  think 
we  should  get  it  resolved. 

Q.  You  and  Mr.  Shevardnadze 
have  in  past  meetings  like  this  agreed 
on  a  set  of  adjectives  which  you  use  to 
describe  your  encounter.  You've  not 
done  that  this  time,  but  can  you  tell  us 
what  adjectives  you  would  apply  to 
this  2  days  of  meetings? 

A.  In  terms  of  the  substance  of  the 
matters  discussed  in  our  plenary  ses- 
sions, where  we  were  talking  about  the 
types  of  subjects  we  generally  wrestle 
with,  they  were  serious,  they  were  con- 
structive, they  were  positive,  and 
conducted  in  a  straightforward  way.  I 
think  I  would,  in  other  words,  apply 
"plus"  type  adjectives  to  it. 

As  far  as  the  Daniloff  case  and  other 
aspects  of  our  human  rights  discussions 
are  concerned,  certainly  they  were  direct 
and  serious  discussions,  and  I  unfor- 
tunately have  to  report  that  we  weren't 
able  to  resolve  the  issue. 

Q.  In  the  14  hours  that  you  spent 
with  Mr.  Shevardnadze,  approximately 
how  much  of  the  time  did  you  spend 
discussing  Daniloff?  And,  also,  of  the 
individual  face-to-face  talks,  was  that 
primarily  devoted  to  Daniloff? 

A.  He  requested  a  private  meeting 
at  the  beginning,  and  I  was  glad  to 
accede  to  that,  because  if  he  hadn't 
requested  it,  I  think  I  would  have.  But 
he  wanted,  first  of  all,  to  tell  me  that  he 
had  a  letter  to  deliver  from  Mr. 
Gorbachev  to  the  President,  and  he  gave 
me  some  indication  of  the  content  of  the 
letter  without  going  into  full  detail. 

And  then,  however,  we  spent  the 
bulk  of  our  time  in  private  meetings,  and 
I  think  that  all  of  the  time  in  the  first 
batch  that  was  allocated  in  the  morning 
was  spent  on— virtually  on  this  question, 
and  with  the  President,  of  course,  he 
delivered  the  letter  and  explained  a  little 
of  its  contents.  But  the  President,  I 
think— I  was  there,  and  so  I  saw  the 
President's  depth  of  conviction  and  con- 
cern about  this  case  was  very  evident. 
And  from  a  comment  that  Mr. 
Shevardnadze  made  to  me  later  on,  it's 
clear  that  he  could  readily  see  how 
strongly  the  President  felt  about  it.  So 
there's  no  doubt  about  their  knowledge 
of  how  we  feel. 


Q.  On  that  point,  did  you  detect 
surprise  or  miscalculation  on  the  part 
of  Mr.  Shevardnadze  as  to  the  depth  of 
the  American  reaction  and  feeling  on 
this  case  that  the  U.S.  woxdd  stop 
progress  or  movement  on  other  issues 
because  of  it? 

A.  We  discussed  the  issue  on  its 
merits,  at  least  as  I  saw  it,  and  he 
responded.  We  didn't— I  don't  think  that 
they  take  the  position  now  that  we 
should  regard  this  as  inconsequential 
and  forget  about  it.  Nobody  is  arguing 
that,  and  certainly  it  wouldn't  be  worth- 
while. It's  not  worth  the  time  to  talk 
that  way.  It's  clearly  a  matter  of  genuine 
importance  to  us,  and  we  have  to  get  it 
resolved,  and  it's  easy  enough  to  resolve. 
Let  him  out. 

Q.  If  you  didn't  have  the  Daniloff 
case,  do  you  think  we'd  have — we'd  be 
talking  here  about  a  set  date  for  the 
summit,  or  are  there  other  issues  that 
would  have  held  that  up  by  now? 

A.  I,  of  course,  can't  speak  for  the 
Soviet  Union  on  that,  but  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  United  States,  as  you 
know,  we  have  been  prepared  to  receive 
Mr.  Gorbachev.  I  do  think  that  there  are 
some  very  promising  opportunities  here, 
and  so  we  would  like  to  capitalize  on 
them.  But  I'm  not— whether  the  Soviet 
Union  is  prepared  to  set  a  date— I  can't 
say  that.  I  don't  know  that 

Q.  Conversely,  you  are  not 
prepared  to  welcome  Mr.  Gorbachev  at 
this  point?  Are  you  saying  that  there 
cannot  be  a  summit  date  set  until  Mr. 
Daniloff  is  released? 

A.  I'll  just  repeat  what  I  said.  That 
we  should  get  this  case  resolved,  first 
and  foremost,  out  of  our  humanitarian 
concern  for  a  fellow  American  who's 
being  held  against  his  will  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  And,  beyond  that,  that  it  is  hard 
to  imagine  a  fruitful  summit  meeting 
while  the  case  is  unresolved,  because  it's 
going  to  take  up  a  large  portion  of  the 
time  and  be  a  preoccupation  in  the  time 
when  it  isn't  being  directly  discussed.  So 
it  ought  to  be  resolved,  and  it  can  be 
resolved. 

Q.  Could  you  tell  us  whether 
among  the  issues  you  made  progress 
on  was  the  question  of  strategic 
defense  and  whether  there  should  be 
an  amendment  to  the  ABM  (Anti- 
ballistic  Missile)  Treaty? 

A.  We  discussed  the  subject  of 
strategic  defense  at  considerable  length, 
and  I  can't  say  that  we  had  anything  to 
say  to  each  other  that  genuinely  seemed 
to  narrow  the  issues.  But  I  felt,  myself, 
that  the  quality  of  the  discourse  was 
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somewhat  more  penetrating  and  better, 
and  we  really  engaged  with  the  subject. 

So  maybe  that's  a  little  bit  of  head- 
way, but  I  would  not  have— and  if  I  had 
an  order  of  probability  of  something 
that's  likely  to  be  jelled  soon,  that  would 
not  be  high  on  my  list.  But  I  think  the 
discussion  in  greater  depth  of  the 
offense/defense  relationship  and  the 
meaning  of  the  President's  proposal— 
maybe  it's  just  that  we  explained  it  so 
carefully,  we  thought  we  were  being  per- 
suasive, but  the  genuine  meaning  of  the 
President's  proposal  and  what  it's  really 
about. 

I  believe  they  listened  very  carefully 
to  it.  I'll  just  put  it  that  way. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Shevardnadze  at  any 
time  during  the  2  days  of  discussions 
waver  from  his  government's  insist- 
ence that  the  Daniloff  and  Zakharov 
cases  be  treated  on  an  equal  basis? 

A.  We  felt  that  they  were  distinc- 
tive; not  related. 

Q.  Would  you  explain  that? 

A.  That  is,  his  view  is  that— well, 
I'm  not  going  to  state  his  side  of  the 
case.  He's  talking  to  the  press  and  can 
do  that.  But  from  our  standpoint, 
Daniloff  is  a  hostage  and  is  not  a  spy.  He 
has  not  been  a  person  employed  by  the 
U.S.  Government  or  taking  instructions 
from  the  U.S.  Government  or  in  some 
manner  engaging  in  a  process  of 
espionage  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment, as  he  has  been  accused  of  being, 
and  so  we  believe  he  is  innocent  of  that 
charge. 

Q.  How  close  are  the  two  sides  on 
any  agreement  on  INF  [intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces]  and  was  any 
progress  made? 

A.  I  think  there  was  some  progress 
made  in  INF,  and  that's  perhaps  one  of 
the  promising  areas,  and  that's  my  opin- 
ion, and  I  think  if  you  ask  that  question 
to  Mr.  Shevardnadze,  he'll  probably  say 
that's  his  opinion.  At  least  that's  what 
he  told  me. 


Secretary's  News  Conference 
of  September  25 
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Secretary  Shultz's  news  conference 
with  American  journalists  at  the  UN 
Plaza  Hotel  in  New  York  on  September 
25,  1986.^ 

Q.  Could  you  give  us  an  assessment, 
please,  of  the  efforts  to  reach  an 
agreement  on  [U.S.  News  &  World 
Report  correspondent  Nicholas] 
Daniloff? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  get  into  that  in 
any  detail.  It's  under  discussion.  I've 
had,  as  you  know,  a  couple  of  meetings 
with  Mr.  Shevardnadze  [Soviet  Foreign 
Minister]  here  in  New  York.  And  just 
where  this  will  go,  I  don't  know,  and  I 
don't  think  it  particularly  helps  for  me  to 
speculate  about  it  or  give  any  detailed 
accounting  about  it  right  now. 

Q.  Are  you  going  to  meet  him 
again  before  you  leave  tomorrow 
morning? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  discuss  what  kind 
of  structured  meetings  might  take  place 
or  what  might  be  possible.  I'm  planning 
to  leave  tomorrow  morning,  as  you 
know,  and  go  back  to  Washington  and  be 
back  here  Sunday.  As  I  understand  it, 
he- 

Q.  The  Soviet  spokesman — 

A.  —he  leaves  the  United  States  on 
Tuesday  some  time. 

Q.  Do  you  feel  the  pressure  of  any 
deadline  because  of  that? 

A.  Obviously,  it's  desirable  to  get 
this  matter  settled  as  soon  as  possible,  if 
we  can  settle  it  on  the  right  basis.  At  the 
same  time,  I  think  we  have  to  be 
prepared  for  the  fact  that  that  may  not 
be  possible.  So  we  want  to  work  hard  to 
try  to  get  it  settled,  but  we  have  to 
remember  that  it  needs  to  be  settled 
properly. 

Q.  Do  you  see  this  Tuesday  as  sort 
of  a  deadline  here,  or  a  deadline? 

A.  There  are  many  ways  for  us  to 
talk  to  the  Soviet  Union.  We  have  good 
capacity  to  communicate.  That's  never 
been  a  problem.  But  I  think  Mr. 
Shevardnadze  and  I  have  both  worked  at 
having  a  good  personal  capability  of  talk- 
ing directly  with  each  other  so  it's  cer- 
tainly useful  to  try  to  do  it  while  he's 
here,  and  I  hope  it  can  be  done.  But  I 
don't  think  it's  good  to  sort  of  put 
yourself  up  against  a  deadline  that  just 
happens  to  reflect  travel  schedules. 


Q.  But  you're  not  really— 

A.  But  at  the  same  time  we  try  to 
work  it  out. 

Q.  You're  not  ruling  out  another 
meeting  perhaps  Sunday,  Monday,  or 
Tuesday  here  in  New  York? 

A.  I  would  imagine  that  we'll  have 
another  meeting  at  some  point,  cer- 
tainly. I  would  hope  so. 

Q.  Another  meeting  is  necessary 
at  this  point  before  you  can  arrive  at  a 
settlement? 

A.  The  matter  is  not  settled.  So 
that's  the  situation. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  a  little  bit  about 
Shevardnadze  in  the  continuum  of  hav- 
ing met  him  initially  and  how  he  has  or 
has  not  gjown  in  the  position;  how  you 
communicate  with  him?  You  called  him 
"my  friend"  in  past  occasions.  You 
haven't  been  doing  that  in  this  par- 
ticular round  of  things.  How  are  the 
two  of  you? 

A.  I  think  on  a  personal  level  we 
have  a  friendly  relationship,  and  we 
want  to  keep  it  that  way.  My  wife  has 
developed  a  friendship  with  his  wife.  We 
treat  them  in  a  courteous  way,  and  I 
think  that's  the  right  way  to  go  about  it. 

It  has  seemed  to  me  from  the  begin- 
ning that  it's  not  that  he  grows  up;  he's 
a  grown  person.  After  all,  he  became  the 
head  person  in  the  state  of  Georgia 
which  is  a  state  of  great  importance  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  so  he's  a  person  of 
talent  and  ability  to  prove  it.  He's  under- 
taking this  assignment  and  seems  to 
handle  it  well,  as  far  as  I  can  see. 

Q.  Mr.  Gerasimov  (Soviet  Foreign 
Ministry  spokesman]  told  us  earlier 
that  the  Soviets  are  asking  to  recon- 
sider your  order  to  expel  the  25 
Soviets.  Is  this  a  matter  that  can  be 
reconsidered? 

A.  It's  something  that  has  been 
done  and  there  it  stands.  We  don't  have 
any  plan  to  change  that. 

Q.  Is  it  tangling  your  already 
difficult  talks  on  the  Daniloff  case,  or 
are  you  able  to  keep  it  separate?  Or 
are  they  trying  to  tangle  it  with  it? 

A.  I  don't  think  it's  a  good  thing  to 
get  into  sort  of  the  insides  of  the  discus- 
sion. I'm  perfectly  glad  to  say,  yes, 
we've  had  discussions,  and  so  on.  But  as 
to  the  nature  of  them,  I  think  that's 
something  that  I  prefer  to  keep  private. 
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Q.  Can  you  tell  us  whether  the 
Soviet  Foreign  Minister,  in  this  case, 
is  following  the  format  of  a  previous 
occupant  of  his  position  of  negotia- 
tions of  this  type?  Do  you  end  up 
reading  positions?  Do  you  end  up  with 
a  more  give-and-take  on  a  matter  as 
narrow  as  this  Daniloff  affair? 

A.  In  my  meetings  with  Mr. 
Shevardnadze,  I'd  say  that  they're  very 
conversational  in  a  sense  that  we  go 
back  and  forth  in  our  discussion,  and  it 
depends  somewhat  on  what's  being 
discussed  and  the  desirability  at  the 
moment  of  trying  to  be  very  careful  and 
precise  about  something. 

And  if  you  want  to  state  some  posi- 
tion about  some  matter,  whatever  it  is, 
and  you  want  to  do  it  with  precision  and 
clarity,  it's  usually  a  good  idea  to  have  a 
piece  of  paper  and  go  through  it.  So  he 
does  that  sometimes,  and  I  do  that 
sometimes.  But  we  have  a  good  conver- 
sational tone  in  our  relationship. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  get  angry  during 
the  rather  blunt  talks  that  you  and  the 
President  had  with  him  over  this  case? 

A.  You  have  to  ask  him  about  that. 

Q.  Did  he  exhibit  any? 

A.  He  has  good  self-control,  and  I 
don't  know  his— I'm  not  going  to  try  to 
read  anything  into  that. 

Q.  Has  he  been  flexible  at  all  on 
this  issue?  Has  he  demonstrated  any 
flexibility? 

A.  You  want  to  try  to  get  inside  this 
shell  that  I've  constructed  in  various 
ways,  and  I'm  not  going  to  let  you  do  it. 
[Laughter.] 

Q.  You  haven't  been  standing  on 
street  corners  for  3  days.  [Laughter.] 

Q.  I  really  don't  want  to  ask  you 
about  his  table  manners.  I  want  to  ask 
you  about  the  Soviet  statement.  There 
are  three  bumpy  bumps  in  the  road  to  a 
settlement.  They  say  Daniloff, 
[Gennadiy]  Zakharov,  and  the  UN 
order— they  don't,  of  course,  like  the 
word  "order"  because  they  say  you 
can't  order  us  about— and  they  say 
there  might  be  a  fourth  one,  this  order 
which  they  don't  want  to  call  an 
"order."  If  it's  not  rescinded,  they're 
going  to  retaliate. 

From  your  perspective,  how  many 
bumps,  how  many  of  these  four  items, 
or  perhaps  others,  are  now  bumps  in 
the  road  to  a  summit?  Because,  after 
all,  the  summit  is  what  possibly 
transcends  all  these  events. 

A.  I  don't  necessarily  subscribe  to 
that.  I  think  that— what  are  these 
meetings  for?  They  are  for  discussing 


the  full  range  of  issues  of  interest  to 
both  sides.  We  have  a  broad  agenda  and 
so  do  they  and  so  questions  involving 
humanitarian  and  human  issues  are  part 
of  that  agenda. 

Now,  as  far  as  a  summit  is  con- 
cerned, we're  in  the  same  position  we've 
been  in  for  some  time.  The  President  has 
issued  an  invitation,  and  we'd  like  to  see 
it  take  place.  We  think  there  are  impor- 
tant matters  to  discuss.  On  some  of 
these  matters,  there  seems  to  have  been 
some  motion  in  recent  months. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  believe  it  is 
true.  And  perhaps  what  you're  quoting 
is— which  I  haven't  seen— but  they're 
saying  the  same  thing,  that  in  the  cir- 
cumstances where  we  are  now  it's  hard 
to  imagine  a  fruitful  summit  because  the 
whole  thing  would  be  dominated  by 
discussion  of  this  question. 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  specific — do 
you  have  any  plans  tonight  for  dinner? 
Or  what  are  you  planning  to  do  this 
evening? 

Q.  Do  you  want  us  to  follow  you 
around  or  not? 

A.  It  isn't  as  though  I'm  not  get- 
ting enough  to  eat  around  here,  but  I  do 
have  dinner  planned  with  some  of  my 
European  friends. 

Q.  West  European  friends? 

A.  West  European  friends. 

Q.  Just  to  give  us  a  little  help.  We 
presume  then  if  you're  going  to  have  a 
meeting  with  Mr.  Shevardnadze,  it 
won't  be  until  next  week;  is  that 
right? 

A.  I've  said  what  I  had  to  say  on 
this  discussion,  and  I'm  just  going  to 
leave  it  at  that. 

Q.  On  the  question  of  the  summit, 
the  Soviets  have  been  saying  rather 
strongly  right  along  they  want  a  major 
agreement,  but  now  their  definition  of 
a  major  agreement  seems  to  be  dimin- 
ishing somewhat.  They  called  the 
Stockholm  agreement  a  major  agree- 
ment, for  example,  in  Shevardnadze's 
speech. 

I'm  wondering  if  you  have  any 
notion  now  of  what  kinds  of  arms 
agreements  which  you  think  are 
doable  might  be  accomplished  by  the 
end  of  the  year  and  might  provide  the 
kind  of  agenda  that  would  be  suitable 
for  a  fruitful  summit. 

In  other  words,  does  it  have  to  be 
a  START  [strategic  arms  reduction 
talks],  INF  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces]  agreement,  or  could  it 
be  a  combination  of  chemical,  non- 
proliferation,  threshold  test  ban,  that 
kind  of  scope? 


A.  I  don't  want  to  try  to  list  things, 
because  the  next  thing  somebody  will 
say  is  that  we've  set  out  some  condi- 
tions, which  we  haven't.  We  do  think  it's 
desirable.  As  the  President  has  said 
many,  many  times,  to  have  results  from 
the  meeting  we  don't  want  to  get  in  the 
position  and  won't  get  in  the  position— 
and  I  assume  they  don't  want  to 
either— where  we  feel  that  because 
there's  a  meeting  we've  got  to  accept 
something  that  we  don't  think  is  right. 
We're  not  going  to  do  that. 

But  I  think  there  are  a  number  of 
areas  where  things  that  at  least  I  would 
consider  worth  doing  might  be  done  or 
at  least  precipitated  by  the  fact  of  a 
meeting  and  ratified  at  the  meeting.  I 
think  what  happens  at  meetings  like  this 
is  more  that  the  things  get  worked  out, 
and  maybe  sometimes  the  finishing 
touches  get  put  on,  although  they're 
basically  worked  out  before  the  meeting, 
and  the  meeting  tends  to  ratify  them 
and  look  prospectively  at  where  we  go 
from  here. 

I  think  that  in  most  of  the  areas,  it 
isn't  as  though  there's  a  prospect  of 
something  that's  completed  and  you  tie  a 
ribbon  around  it  and  you  don't  have  to 
look  at  it  any  more;  it's  more  in  the 
nature  of  things  in  which  it  looks  as 
though  some  clear-cut  progress  in  a 
positive  direction  can  be  made  and  set  in 
place  with  the  understanding  that 
there's  a  lot  of  follow-on  work  to  do. 

In  th§  case  of  INF,  for  instance,  we 
continue  to  think,  and  they  say,  that  the 
idea  is  to  eliminate  those  weapons.  But  I 
don't  see  a  prospect  of  doing  that  in  the 
near  term,  but  it  may  be  that  there's  a 
prospect  of  moving  along  that  road.  So 
that's  the  nature  of  this  set  of  questions. 

Q.  To  return  to  what  Mr. 
Gerasimov  said  this  afternoon,  still  in 
line  with  the  expulsions,  he  said, 
"Because  of  many  considerations, 
including  prestige  considerations,  we 
must  think  of  some  kind  of  retaliatory 
measures.  That  we  have  said,  and  we 
must  stand  by  it." 

On  Saturday  you  were  asked,  I 
believe,  in  connection  with  the  state- 
ment by  Shevardnadze  about  retalia- 
tion, that— something  to  the  effect 
that  the  President  would  keep  his 
powder  dry. 

Do  you  have  anything  further  to 
add  in  light  of  Mr.  Gerasimov's  more 
detailed  comments? 

A.  No,  I  don't. 

Q.  Sorry  for  the  speech.  It  was  a 
long  question.  [Laughter.] 

A.  Usually  if  you  ask  a  short  ques- 
tion, I  give  you  a  long  answer. 
[Laughter.] 
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Q.  When  will  Daniloff  come  home? 

A.  I  wish  I  knew.  The  sooner  the 
better. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  on  the  logistics 
side,  do  you  expect  when  an  agreement 
is  reached  with  the  Soviets  that  an 
announcement  would  be  made,  or  is 
part  of  the  negotiation  how — you 
know,  how  the  news  will  dribble  out 
from  wherever,  or  we  just  look  to  see 
when  Daniloff  comes  home  on  a  plane, 
or  something  like  that,  and  then  we'll 
know  it's  done?  Can  you  help  us  on 
that  score  at  least? 

A.  Of  course,  as  far  as  Daniloff  is 
concerned,  it's  done  when  he  arrives 
here  or  leaves  there,  and  that's  one  of 
the  things  that  we're  working  for  here. 
But  just  how  the  structure  of  this,  if  we 
do  work  it  out,  will  come  forward,  I'm 
not  prepared  to  say. 

Q.  Could  you  address  the  possibil- 
ity of  having  Daniloff  released  without 
conditions,  as  you  would  like,  and  then 
having  Zakharov  released  and  some 
Soviet  dissidents — maybe  some  well- 
known  Soviet  dissidents  released 
later?  Is  that  something  that  you 
would  think  might  happen? 

A.  I  just  have  to  keep  giving  you  the 
same  answer  over  and  over  again,  so 
why  don't  you  stop  asking  me? 
[Laughter.] 

Q.  Could  I  just  follow  that  a — 
[laughter] — no.  It's  not  to  ask  you 
about  the  specifics  of  the  negotiations, 
but  just  to  get  a  sense  of  the  back  and 
forth  in  these  meetings  that  you've  had 
with  Mr.  Shevardnadze.  Has  there 
been  a  sense  of  progess  beyond  the 
two  sides  making  their  position  very 
clear  to  each  other?  Has  there  been — it 
characterized  by  just  an  unchanging 
attitude  on  the  Soviet  side,  or  has  it 
been  an  exchange  of  positions  between 
the  two  sides?  Could  you  at  least  just 
say  that? 

A.  We  would  like  to  get  this  case 
resolved  on  a  satisfactory  basis,  and  so 
we're  working  hard  to  see  how  that 
might  be  done.  I  can't  speak  for  them, 
but,  having  taken  part  in  a  variety  of 
negotiations  of  one  kind  or  another,  my 
sense  is  that  Shevardnadze  is  also  trying 
to  get  it  done. 

But  that  doesn't  mean  that  we're 
going  to  succeed  in  doing  it.  But  I  think 
there  is  a  genuine  effort  going  on,  on 
both  sides.  But,  beyond  that,  I  think  this, 
as  is  often  the  case  in  negotiations,  it's 
hard  to  talk  about  progress  or  lack  of 
progress,  or  optimism  or  pessimism,  or 
something.  You  either  have  resolved  it, 
or  you  haven't,  and  it's— I  think  it  has  to 
stay  that  way. 


Q.  Can  you  tell  us  is  it  in  the  stage 
where  the  elements  of  a  satisfactory 
resolution  are  in  principle  agreed  on 
by  the  two  sides,  and  what  you  are 
working  out  is  the  precise  details  of 
timing  and  trials  and  the  smaller  bits 
and  pieces?  Or  is  there  now  no 
meeting  of  the  minds? 

A.  I'm  not  just  going  to  get  inside 
this  little  cocoon  that  I've  built  here,  or 
shell,  or  whatever  I  called  it. 

Q.  An  easy  one  for  you,  a  piece  of 
cake.  Short  question,  short  answer. 
Will  the  President  veto  the  South 
African  sanctions  bill  tomorrow? 

A.  I  read  that  that's  what  Larry 
Speakes  said  he  was  going  to  do,  so  that 
must  be  the  case. 

Q.  On  the  25,  just  another  ques- 
tion on  principle:  Is  it  your  principle 
that  25  people  will  leave,  and  that's 
not  negotiable,  but  does  the  composi- 
tion of  that  25 — is  that  open  to  any 
flexibility? 

A.  I  think  we've  stated  what  our 
position  is.  This  basically  goes  back  to 
last  March,  and  it  reflects  our  view  that, 
being  host  to  the  United  Nations,  does 
not  mean  that  we  should  be  host  to  intel- 
ligence activities  on  the  part  of  other 
nations.  And  the  huge  number  that  the 
Soviets  have  in  their  embassy  beyond 
what  anybody  else  has,  more  than  the 
next  two  largest  combined,  and  our 
knowledge  of  the  background  of 
people— many  of  the  people  in  the 
embassy  and,  of  course,  some  of  the 
activities  involved— leads  us  to  conclude 
that  it  is  being  used  that  way. 

So  we  have  called  for  a  gradual 
reduction  to  a  size  that's  more  in  keep- 
ing with  undertaking  what  the  UN  mis- 
sion as  such  needs.  While,  obviously,  we 
observe  the  numbers,  and  we  know  when 
people  leave,  and  when  they  come  back, 
we  have  to  remember  that  many  people 
have  multiple-entry  visas.  And  so  know- 
ing just  who  is  there  and  not  there  is  a 
problem  unless  they  are  ready  to  tell  us, 
and  they  haven't  been  ready  to  tell  us. 
And  you  remember  that  the  Soviet 
Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations 
made— the  time  span  escapes  me  here;  a 
couple  of  weeks  ago,  I  think— a  rather 
confrontational  statement  about  whether 
they  were  going  to  do  this.  And  that  led 
to  our  saying,  well,  we  feel  that  in  order 
to  meet  our  October  1  level,  you  needed 
to  have  25  people  not  there,  and  so  we 
gave  them  a  list. 


Q.  The  Russians  say  that  they've 
met  that  level  already.  Is  a  key  to  it 
whether  the  United  States  will  rescind 
or  modify  its  order  naming  specific 
individuals  and  go  with  what  you  just 
referred  to  as  meeting  the  level  by 
October  1? 

A.  I  think  I've  described  our  posi- 
tion. That  is  our  position.  That's  where  it 
stands,  and  that's  what  I  have  to  say  on 
it. 

Q.  Is  it  a  condition  that  these  25 
have  to  leave,  their  number  is  below 
218,  they  can  then  have  additional  peo- 
ple come  in  to  the  United  States  to 
come  up  to  218? 

A.  That's  what  we've  told  them. 

Q.  But  not  those  25,  though.  Not 
those  named  25.  They  can't  bring  them 
back  in. 

A.  That's  right. 

Q.  Are  you  open  to  the  possibility 
of  using  the  procedure  outlined  in  the 
headquarters  act  of  going  to  the 
Secretary  General,  presenting  your 
evidence  against  the  25  individuals  and 
having  them  excluded  in  that  fashion? 

A.  The  headquarters  agreement  is 
very  clear  that  there's  nothing  in  our 
agreement  to  be  the  host  that  would  put 
us  in  the  position  where  we  can't  do  the 
things  needed  to  protect  our  security, 
and  that's  the  posture  that  we're  in,  and 
we  believe  that  we're  on  sound  ground 
and  intend  to  see  this  through. 

Q.  According  to  [UN  Secretary 
General]  Perez  de  Cuellar's  office,  if 
you  would  simply  make  the  case  of 
each  individual,  then  the  United 
Nations  would  have  no  argument,  but 
he  says  that  as  it  is  now  being 
presented,  that  it  is  not  within  the 
confines  of  the  host  agreement.  Do  you 
disagree  with  this? 

A.  I  disagree  with  that.  We  think 
that  we're  on  sound  ground. 


iPress  release  190  of  Sept.  26,  1986. 


l^>^ 


EUROPE 


President's  and  Secretary's 
News  Conference  of  September  30 


President  Reagan  and  Secretary 
Shultz  held  a  news  conference  at  the 
White  House  on  September  30,  1986.^ 

Secretary  Shultz.  Good  morning.  The 
Eastern  District  Court  of  New  Yorl< 
accepted  tlie  application  of  Gennadiy 
Zakliarov,  a  Soviet  citizen  assigned  to 
tlie  UN  Secretariat,  to  plead  nolo  con- 
tendere to  all  three  counts  of  the  indict- 
ment filed  against  him.  The  court  has 
remanded  Mr.  Zakharov  into  the  custody 
of  the  Soviet  Ambassador  to  the  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  his 
immediate  departure  from  this  country. 
It  is  expected  that  Mr.  Zakharov  will 
leave  the  United  States  this  afternoon. 

During  the  discussions  held  over  the 
past  10  days,  Soviet  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze  has  informed  me  that 
Yuriy  Orlov,  one  of  the  founders  of  the 
[Moscow]  Helsinki  monitoring  group  and 
a  giant  of  the  Soviet  human  rights  move- 
ment, will  be  allowed  to  leave  the  Soviet 
Union.  Mr.  Orlov  and  his  wife  will  depart 
by  October  7  and  are  expected  to  come 
to  this  country.  The  precise  timing  and 
means  of  their  departure  will  be  deter- 
mined through  diplomatic  channels. 

Yuriy  Orlov,  a  physicist  by  profession 
and  member  of  the  Armenian  Academy 
of  Sciences,  was  chairman  of  Moscow's 
Helsinki  monitoring  group  until  his 
arrest  in  October  1977  for  alleged  anti- 
Soviet  activity. 

The  Helsinki  monitors,  a  courageous 
group  of  human  rights  activists,  openly 
attempted  to  hold  the  Soviet  authorities 
accountable  to  their  commitments  under 
the  Helsinki  accords  of  1975.  They  main- 
tain direct  contact  with  Western  diplo- 
mats and  journalists  in  an  effort  to  keep 
them  informed  of  Soviet  human  rights 
abuses.  Such  well-known  figures  as 
Andrei  Sakharov,  Yelena  Bonner,  and 
Anatoliy  Shcharanskiy  participated  in 
the  Moscow  Helsinki  monitoring  group, 
and  similar  groups  modeled  on  the 
Moscow  example  sprang  up  in  other 
major  Soviet  cities. 

Orlov  was  a  founding  member  and 
driving  force  behind  the  Helsinki 
monitors.  As  chairman  of  the  Moscow 
group,  he  singled  himself  out  for  par- 
ticular attention  from  the  KGB,  and  was 
caught  up  in  the  first  wave  of  arrests  of 
group  members.  In  1978,  he  was  sen- 
tenced to  7  years  in  a  strict-regime  labor 
camp  and  5  years  of  internal  exile.  Since 
1984,  he  has  been  forced  to  live  in  a 


remote  Siberian  village  in  extremely 
harsh  physical  conditions. 

At  age  62,  Orlov  is  in  extremely  poor 
health  as  a  result  of  prolonged  periods  of 
solitary  confinement— up  to  6  months  at 
a  time— in  labor  camps,  and  severe 
beatings,  suffered  both  in  camp  and  in 
exile.  Orlov's  wife,  Irena  Valitova, 
shared  his  commitment  to  the  Helsinki 
process.  She  has  maintained  regular  con- 
tact with  Western  embassies  and  jour- 
nalists over  the  years  since  her  hus- 
band's arrest,  and  has  steadfastly 
worked  to  ameliorate  the  harsh  condi- 
tions of  his  confinement. 

I  think  the  President  will  be  here  in 
a  minute. 

Q.  Iceland? 

President  Reagan.  Yes,  that's  what 
I'm  here  to  tell  you  about. 

Well,  I  am  pleased  to  announce  that 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  and  I  will 
meet  October  11-12  in  Reykjavik, 
Iceland.  The  meeting  was  proposed  by 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev,  and  I've 
accepted;  and  it  will  take  place  in  the 
context  of  preparations  for  the  General 
Secretary's  visit  to  the  United  States, 
which  was  agreed  to  at  Geneva  in 
November  of  1985.  And  I  might  say  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
appreciate  the  willingness  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Iceland  to  make  this  meeting  in 
Reykjavik  possible.  So  I  know  you'll  all 
be  on  your  best  manners. 

Q.  Does  this  mean  that  the 
chances  for  an  arms  agreement,  the 
fact  that  you're  going  to  meet  with 
Mr.  Gorbachev  before  he  comes  to  the 
United  States— will  that  mean  that  you 
have  something  ready  for  signature 
then  when  you  meet  with  him  here? 

President  Reagan.  I  don't  believe 
anything  of  that  kind.  I  don't  think  this 
is  going  to  be  just  a  signing  meeting  at 
all.  And  I  have  no  way  of  knowing  what 
the  outcome  will  be  as  we  continue  with 
our  people  in  Geneva. 

Q.  What  do  you  think  our  chances 
are? 

President  Reagan.  I've  said  for  a 
long  time  that  I  think  the  chances  are 
better  than  they've  been  in  many  years 
for  reaching  an  agreement  on  arms 
reductions. 

Q.  But  why  did  you  change  your 
mind  on  this?  All  year  you  had  seemed 
to  oppose  the  idea  of  a  meeting  in  a 


neutral  country,  and  demanded  that  it 
was  the  General  Secretary's  turn  to 
come  to  the  United  States.  And  is 
there  any  agenda  for  this  meeting?  Are 
you  going  to  have  any  kind  of 
agreements  on  INF  (intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces)  and  risk- 
reduction  centers? 

President  Reagan.  No.  This  in  no 
way  discounts  the  fact  of  what  we've 
said  about  a  summit.  This  is  not  a  sum- 
mit; this  was  a  suggestion  of  his  that  he 
and  I,  one-on-one,  meet  earlier,  and 
make  that  in  a  neutral  country  because 
we  have  agreed  that  as  to  the  summits, 
that  this  one  would  be  here  and  the  next 
one  would  be  in  their  country. 

Q.  No  agreements  at  this  meeting, 
sir?  And  no  agreements  at  the  meeting 
next  week? 

President  Reagan.  I  don't  know. 
All  we've  agreed  upon  is  that  we're 
going  to  have  a  meeting. 

Q.  Does  this  commitment  still  con- 
tinue, though,  for  the  General 
Secretary  to  come  to  the  United  States 
for  a  summit  that  would  actually  pro- 
duce some  sort  of  arms  control 
agreement? 

President  Reagan.  I  hoped  for  that 
the  last  time  we  met,  and  I'll  continue  to 
hope  for  that.  And  our  arms  negotiators 
have  continued  to  meet.  Both  sides  have 
made  proposals,  and  there  have  been  dif- 
ferences between  them,  and  so  far  those 
differences  have  not  been  reconciled. 

Q.  How  would  you  now  say  the 
[U.S.  News  &  World  Report  corre- 
spondent Nicholas]  Daniloff  affair 
either  laid  the  groundwork  for  this 
special  meeting  or  created  an  obstacle? 
What  is  your  assessment  of  this 
whole — 

President  Reagan.  The  release  of 
Daniloff  made  the  meeting  possible.  I 
could  not  have  accepted  and  held  that 
meeting  if  he  was  still  being  held. 

Q.  On  that  subject,  we  believe  the 
Soviets  seized  Daniloff  because  of  our 
arrest  of  Zakharov,  and  they  wanted 
Zakharov  out.  They  are  now  going  to 
get  Zakharov  out.  What  do  you  say  to 
those  who  say  that  you've  lost  in  that 
trade,  and  they  got  what  they  wanted? 

President  Reagan.  No,  not  at  all. 
There  was  no  connection  between  these 
two  releases,  and  I  don't  know  just  what 
you  [to  Secretary  Shultz]  have  said  so  far 
about  this,  but  there  were  other  arrange- 
ments with  regard  to  Zakharov  that 
resulted  in  his  being  freed. 
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Q.  Do  you  think  the  world  is  going 
to  believe  there  was  no  connection 
when  in  fact  Daniloff  comes  out  one 
day,  and  Zakharov  goes  zip  through 
the  magistrate's  the  next  and — 

President  Reagan.  May  I  point  out 
to  you  that  there  have  been  several 
instances  over  the  recent  years  in  which 
we  have  arrested  a  spy,  convicted  a  spy 
here  in  this  country,  and  in  each 
instance,  we  ended  up,  rather  than  giv- 
ing them  board  and  room  here,  we  ended 
up  exchanging  them  for  dissidents  and 
people  who  wanted  exit  from  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Q.  Do  we  get  any  more  than  just 
Orlov?  Are  there  other  dissidents? 

President  Reagan.  I'm  not  going  to 
comment  on  that.  Somebody  else  has 
already. 

Q.  When  you  said  that  Daniloff 
was  a  hostage,  what  message  do  you 
have  for  other  American  hostages 
today,  for  instance  those  in  Lebanon 
who  have  not  been  beneficiary  to  these 
negotiations? 

President  Reagan.  I'm  glad  that 
this  is  the  last  question,  and  I've  looked 
forward  to  answering  this  one.  I  under- 
stand I'm  scheduled  soon  for  a  press  con- 
ference, and  I'm  going  to  save  all  the 
ammunition  for  that,  so  I'll  see  you 
again. 

Q.  When  is  that? 

President  Reagan.  They'll  announce 
the  date  at  the  proper  time. 

Q.  Didn't  you  just  announce  it? 

President  Reagan.  To  answer  this 
question,  I  understand  the  sorrow,  the 
grief  of  the  families  of  the  hostages  who 
are  held  in  Beirut— we  assume  they  are 
held  in  Beirut— because  that's  the  kind 
of  hostage  situation  this  is.  There  has 
never  been  a  direct  contact  with  us  from 
the  holders  of  those  hostages,  the  kid- 
nappers, but  there  hasn't  been  a  day 
since  they  were  taken  that  we  have  not 
been  engaged  in  efforts  to  get  them  out. 
And  I  can  just  add  this,  that  sometimes 
we  thought  we  were  on  the  verge  of 
doing  that,  and  then  there  has  been  a 
sharp  disappointment. 

So  as  I  say,  I  can  understand  the 
families— as  if  this  looks  at  one,  but  look 
at  the  difference!  Here  we  are  dealing 
with  a  government  with  which  we  have 
diplomatic  relations.  In  the  other,  we're 
dealing  with  faceless  terrorists  who  have 
only,  through  others,  issued  a  demand 
that  cannot  be  met;  and  we,  as  I  say, 
there  is  not  a  day  that  goes  by  that  we 
are  not  bending  every  effort  to  get  those 
people  home. 


Q.  Come  back  when  you  can  stay 
longer. 

President  Reagan.  Yes,  sometime 
soon.  You  let  me  know  when  the  date  is. 

Q.  Do  you  still  say  the  Soviets 
blinked,  sir? 

President  Reagan.  Shouldn't  have 
said  that.  No  comment.  [Laughter.] 

Q.  Mr.  Secretary,  how  do  you 
answer  those  who  say  that  what  this 
Daniloff  arrangement  really  means  is 
that  the  Soviets  now  have  license  any 
time  they  want  to  get  out  a  captured 
KGB  spy,  all  they've  got  to  do  is  grab 
an  American  inside  the  Soviet  Union? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  think  that  we 
have  to  look  at  our  overall  objectives 
here,  and  then  judge  what  has  happened 
including  the  answer  to  that  question,  in 
the  light  of  our  objectives.  Let  me  set 
them  out  for  you. 

First  of  all,  in  this  broad  range  of 
events  that  are  taking  place— last  week, 
this  week— we  need  to  handle  them  in  a 
strong,  in  a  realistic,  in  a  persevering 
way  and  in  a  way  that  gets  results. 
Second,  we  want  to  get  Daniloff  out. 
Third,  we  want  to  address  your  question 
in  part  by  making  it  clear  that  we  have 
run  out  of  any  patience  with  the  idea  of 
any  country  using  its  people  in  the  UN 
Mission  as  a  platform  for  espionage 
against  the  United  States;  and  at  the 
same  time,  we  want  to  handle  these  mat- 
ters as  best  we  can  so  that  the  ongoing 
potentially  positive  results  from  our 
negotiations  and  discussions  with  the 
Soviet  Union  can  continue  and  have  a 
chance  of  bearing  fruit.  Those  were  our 
objectives. 

Now,  Daniloff  is  out.  The  Soviets 
have  assured  us  that  their  numbers  in 
the  UN  mission  presently  are  less  than 
those  that  we  set  out  for  October  1 .  As 
in  their  terms,  they  decided  to  do  that 
for  efficiency  in  running  their  mission. 
But  at  any  rate,  from  our  standpoint,  the 
numbers  are  there. 

Second,  they  have  told  us— and  our 
own  information  confirms— that  the 
majority  of  those  on  the  list  we  gave 
them  have  left,  and  they  have  described 
to  us  their  conception  of  a  normal  rota- 
tion process.  But  those  people  have  left. 
They  asked  us,  in  the  course  of  our 
discussions,  for  a  grace  period  and  that 
was  extended  by  2  weeks;  and  we  expect 
to  have  further  information  by  the  time 
that  expires.  So  we  have  been  achieving 
our  objectives  in  that  sense.  And  we 
have  managed  in  the  discussions  that 
were  held  here  and  in  the  response  and 
the  prospective  meeting  in  Iceland, 
shows  we  have  managed  to  keep  the 


possibility  of  positive  results  in  this  rela- 
tionship going.  So  overall,  I  think,  it's 
been  a  pretty  good  week  for  us,  and  I 
hope  they  may  feel  the  same  way. 

Q.  Two  weeks  ago,  you  wouldn't 
take  the  Soviets'  word  for  the  rota- 
tion. In  fact,  it  was  treated  with  a  lit- 
tle bit  of  almost  sarcasm. 

Secretary  Shultz.  What  rotation  are 
you  talking— what  do  you  mean  by 
rotation? 

Q.  Then  let  me  back  up.  It  sounds 
to  me  as  you've  now  done  what  2 
weeks  ago  you  refused  to  do  about  the 
UN  mission.  You  wanted  to  see 
documents;  you  wouldn't  take  their 
word  for  it  that  they've  left. 

On  top  of  that,  in  a  blanket  accu- 
sation, allegation,  the  Administration 
said  these  25  are  spies.  It  strikes  me 
now — and  please  correct  me  if  I'm 
wrong — that  in  the  negotiations  the 
United  States  has  given  a  little 
ground.  It  has  agreed  to  take  their 
word  for  it,  number  one,  on  who's  left 
and  who  hasn't  left.  And  number  two, 
to  withdraw  the  notion  that  all  25  are 
spies,  because  clearly  if  you're  going 
to  let  them  stay  2  weeks,  I  don't  sup- 
pose you'd  allow  spies  to  hang  around 
for  an  extra  2  weeks  if  you  really  knew 
they  were  spies. 

Secretary  Shultz.  The  numbers  that 
we  sought,  we  have  attained,  and  we 
have  had  an  explicit  discussion  with 
them  about  that.  Obviously,  we  keep 
track  of  the  numbers,  but  a  reason,  for 
example,  why  it's  difficult  for  us  to  know 
precisely  what  their  level  is,  is  that  if 
somebody  in  their  mission  who  has  a 
multiple-entry  visa  returns  to  Moscow, 
we  don't  know  whether  he's  coming  back 
or  not  until  he  comes  back.  So  that's 
why  we  have  to  have  a  discussion  about 
this  matter— and  we  have  had  it.  And  so 
we  have  their  estimate  and  description 
of  that  staffing  level. 

Furthermore,  we've  had  an  explicit 
discussion  about  the  25— obviously,  they 
see  it  differently  than  we  do— but  from 
our  standpoint  the  important  thing  is 
that  most  of  them  have  left;  and  I 
believe  we  will  deal  successfully  with  the 
balance  of  this  problem.  So  overall,  I 
think  that  what  we  are  seeking,  namely, 
to  make  it  clear  to  everyone— not  only 
the  Soviet  Union— that  the  use  of  the 
UN  mission  as  an  espionage  platform  is 
out.  And  I  think  that's  one  of  the  things 
that  has  come  out  of  this  that's  very 
strong  and  a  very  important  point. 
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Q.  Can  you  tell  us  what  the  agenda 
is  for  Iceland  and  how  that  works  with 
any  prospective  summit  meeting,  vis-a- 
vis an  arms  control  agreement  or  the 
framework  of  a  Vladivostok-type 
agreement  perhaps  on  INF? 

Secretary  Shultz.  This  is  a 
preparatory  meeting  proposed  as  such, 
and  accepted  as  such,  and  in  a  way,  it's 
very  much  a  part  of  the  process  that's 
been  going  on  with  increasing  intensity 
over  the  last  2  or  3  months  where  we've 
had  all  sorts  of  special  groups  meeting 
on  all  the  different  subjects  that  we  have 
under  review.  So  this  is  a  meeting  that 
will  give  a  special  push,  obviously,  and  I 
think  it's  a  very  good  idea,  a  good  thing. 

Now,  our  agenda  will  be  our  regular 
agenda.  Obviously,  we're  going  to  talk 
about  arms  control  issues,  and  they  are 
important,  and  we  have  made  progress 
in  a  number  of  areas.  You  mentioned 
INF— that's  one  of  them.  We're  going  to 
talk  about  various  bilateral  problems; 
we're  going  to  talk  about  regional  issues; 
you  can  be  sure  that  we're  going  to  keep 
the  subject  of  human  rights  on  the 
agenda.  So  all  of  these  subjects  will,  in 
various  ways,  be  discussed. 

I  think  that  if  we  can  move  things  to 
the  point  where,  on  some  significant 
things— well,  they're  all  significant,  but 
especially  significant  things— we  can  see 
the  gap  closed,  and  the  prospect  of  an 
agreement,  that's  all  to  the  good.  But  of 
course,  we  have  to  look  at  the  content, 
and  both  be  satisfied  with  the  contents. 
But  there  has  been  enough  motion  and 
enough  sense  of  the  importance  of  this 
that  perhaps  this  meeting  can  do  what  is 
necessary  to  energize  our  own,  both, 
negotiators,  and  provide  for  a  productive 
meeting,  summit  meeting  in  the  United 
States,  hopefully  still  in  1986. 

Q.  Could  you  tell  us  how  many  of 
the  25,  on  the  list  of  the  Soviet 
mission,  are  still  in  the  United  States, 
and  will  any  of  them  be  allowed  to 
remain  in  the  United  States  after  the 
2-week  grace  period? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  don't  want  to 
specify  the  numbers;  we  know  the 
numbers,  in  discussing  this  issue,  some 
questions  have  been  raised  about  some 
members  of  the  group;  and  we're  willing 
to  hear  what  they  have  to  say  about 
that.  But,  at  any  rate,  we  expect  to  see 
25  people  that  we  think  have  an  associa- 
tion with  intelligence  activities  leave. 

Q.  You've  said  this  is  a 
preparatory  summit.  Because  after  all, 
it  is  a  summit;  and  this  Administra- 
tion's policy  has  been  that  summits 
must  be  carefully  prepared  and  must 


have  a  very  good  chance  of  tangible 
results.  If  I  understood  the  President 
correctly,  he's  not  certain  what's 
going  to  come  out  of  this  summit.  Why 
did  your  policy  change,  and  don't  you 
take  a  risk  that  in  fact  nothing  will 
come  out? 

Secretary  Shultz.  In  the  announce- 
ment that  the  President  read,  I  believe 
he  calls  it  a  "meeting,"  but  you're  the 
labeler.  That's  the  way  it  is  described  by 
them  to  us  and  us  to  them— that  it  is  a 
preparatory  meeting.  Obviously,  it's  at 
the  level  of  heads  of  state. 

Now,  in  a  real  sense,  it  is  being 
carefully  prepared.  We  have  been  work- 
ing hard  on  all  of  the  different  areas  of 
subject  matter  for  a  long  time,  and,  as  I 
said,  with  great  intensity  this  summer. 
We  had  our  arms  control— Geneva  arms 
control  team  in  Moscow  for  a  couple  of 
days,  and  theirs  here  for  a  couple  of 
days.  We've  had  a  number  of  meetings 
on  regional  issues.  We  had  an  overall 
meeting  which  Under  Secretary  Arma- 
cost  chaired.  We've  had  a  major  discus- 
sion of  bilateral  issues.  And  we've  also 
discussed  the  human  rights  area. 

So  there's  been  a  lot  of  preparatory 
work.  And  the  question  now  is:  through 
a  meeting  of  the  two  heads,  will  we  be 
able  to  energize  this  process  still  further 
and  make  the  summit  meeting  in 
1986— which,  as  I  said,  we  still  hope 
there  will  be  in  1986— make  it  genuinely 
productive? 

Q.  Could  you  please  assess  for  us 
the  impact  that  the  Daniloff  case  has 
had  on  U.S. -Soviet  relations?  Some 
people  have  suggested  that,  in  fact, 
instead  of  hurting  chances  for  a  sum- 
mit, it  has  propelled  chances  for  a 
summit  as  we  see  this  meeting  next 
week.  That,  in  fact,  it  forced  both 
sides  to  stop  the  diplomatic  posturing 
and  get  serious  about  relations. 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  think  the  Presi- 
dent put  it  right  and  said  that  something 
like  the  Daniloff  case  doesn't  contribute 
to  a  summit;  it  tends  to  create  a  bad 
atmosphere  and  tends  to  make  people  in 
the  United  States  concerned  about  what 
will  happen  to  them  if  they  go  to  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  so  on.  So  I  don't  think 
that  contributes  anything. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  an  impedi- 
ment. And,  as  we  have  said,  it  was  hard 
to  imagine  a  fruitful  summit  while 
Daniloff  was  being  held.  So  his  release 
clears  that  atmosphere  and,  I  think,  will 
enable  us  to  move  forward  productively. 

Q.  When  did  the  Soviets  propose 
this  mini-summit?  Was  that  in  the  let- 
ter that  Gorbachev  sent  through  Mr. 
Shevardnadze? 


Secretary  Shultz.  The  proposal  of 
the  preparatory  meeting  was  in  the 
letter  of  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  to 
the  President,  which  Shevardnadze 
delivered  about  a  week  ago  Friday,  I 
guess. 

Q.  Is  Mr.  Orlov  and  his  wife — are 
they  the  only  dissidents  that  we  know 
of  who  will  be  allowed  to  leave  in 
return  for  Mr.  Zakharov? 

Secretary  Shultz.  We  have  a  contin- 
uing dialogue  with  the  Soviet  Union 
about  a  large  number  of  dissidents— 
about  divided  families,  about  emigration 
generally— so  there  is  an  ongoing  urging 
of  them  to  take  action  in  those  areas.  So 
we'll  continue  that.  Now,  that's  where 
I'll  leave  it. 

Q.  How  important  do  you  think 
having  this  meeting  is  to  the  Soviets? 
In  your  talks  vdth  Mr.  Shevardnadze, 
did  you  get  the  feeling  that  Mr. 
Daniloff  would  have  been  released  if 
these  plans  for  a  meeting  in  Iceland 
had  not  been  agreed  to  by  the  United 
States? 

Secretary  Shultz.  The  Daniloff  case 
and  the  various  other  aspects  of  it  no 
doubt  troubled  them,  but  they  certainly 
troubled  us;  and  we  were  not  about  to 
go,  and  I  don't  think  one  could  have  had 
a  fruitful  summit,  without  these  matters 
being  settled. 

Now,  insofar  as  their  assessment  of 
the  need  for  this  preparatory  meeting  is 
concerned,  the  fact  that  they  suggested 
it  in  the  first  place  shows  that  they  felt  it 
could  be  a  productive  contribution  to  this 
dialogue.  So  I  assume  that  is  their  belief. 
As  we  considered  it  and  the  President 
considered  it,  we  agreed;  and  so  the 
meeting  will  be  held. 

Q.  In  the  context  of  what  you  said 
earlier,  do  you  think  it's  reasonable  to 
expect  an  INF  framework  agreement 
to  be  reached  in  Iceland? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  don't  want  to 
get  into  the  prediction  business  beyond 
saying  that  there  has  been  a  great 
change  in  the  negotiating  positions  on 
INF— comparing  now  with,  let's  say,  a 
year  and  a  half  ago.  So  there's  been  a  lot 
of  motion. 

And  in  the  discussions  that  we  have 
had,  there  are  suggestions  of  other 
possible  areas  where  agreement  might 
be  found.  So  I  think  there  are  reasonable 
prospects. 

But  on  all  of  these  things  you  never 
have  an  agreement  until  you  have  an 
agreement,  so  it's  a  little  hard  to  assess 
just  how  far  along  we  are. 
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Q.  The  order  that  you  issued  last 
spring  to  cut  the  Soviet  Mission  back 
to  100— I  believe  it's  170  people— 
that's  by  April  1988 — is  that  order  still 
unchanged  and  in  effect? 

Secretary  Shultz.  That  is 
unchanged.  And  what  we  did  was  we  set 
out  various  time  periods.  That's  where 
the  number  25  came  from.  It  was  our 
estimate  that  it  took  25  to  get  down  to 
the  218.  And  a  week  or  so  before  we 
identified  the  25  names,  the  Soviet  UN 
Ambassador  had  issued  a  very  confron- 
tational statement  about  their  will- 
ingness to  meet  the  218.  That's  what 
triggered  off  the  25.  So,  at  least  as  we 
see  it,  we're  getting  somewhere. 

Q.  What  assurances  have  you  got 
that  the  next  time  the  FBI  [Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation]  picks  up  a 
suspected  Soviet  spy  the  Soviets  will 
not  pick  up  another  American 
newspaperman? 

Secretary  Shultz.  There  are  all 
sorts  of  problems  here,  and  I  think  that 
the  strong  and  resolute  action  by  the 
President  probably  sends  a  pretty  good 
message  of  how  we  feel  about  it  and 
what  we  will  do  about  it.  So  I  think  you 
have  to  look  at  all  of  these  things  as  a 
package. 

But  obviously  the  Soviet  Union  can 
pick  up  people  in  their  country,  and  have 
over  a  long  period  of  time.  Just  look  at 
the  history  of  Mr.  Orlov  as  an  example. 

Q.  Is  he  the  only  one  to  come  out? 
Is  Orlov  the  only  one? 

Q.  The  Soviets  have  still  not  com- 
mitted themselves  to  attending  a  sum- 
mit in  the  United  States.  Is  it  your 
feeling  that  they're  going  to  Iceland 
with  the  idea  of  waiting  to  see  how 
that  will  turn  out  before  they  decide 
about  a  summit  here? 

Secretary  Shultz.  No.  I  think  it  is 
very  clear  that  they  recognize,  as  we  do, 
that  the  genuine  summits  will  be  the 
next  one  in  the  United  States  and  the 
following  one  in  the  Soviet  Union.  And 
that  is  in  everybody's  plan  and  that  is 
what's  referred  to  in  the  statement  that 
the  President  read  today.  So  there's  no 
suggestion  that  this  meeting  in  Iceland 
is  a  substitute  for  a  summit.  It's  quite 
the  contrary;  it's  a  preparation  for  the 
summit  meeting. 

Q.  What  are  the  chances  that  this 
will  push  back  the  timing? 

Q.  Can  you  tell — what  grounds 
did  they  cite  for  the  need  for  this 
meeting  in  Iceland  and  what  was  our 
reason  for  accepting  this  notion  after 


we  had  rejected  the  notion  of  the  two 
leaders  meeting  on  neutral  territory 
before? 

Q.  And  you  had  rejected  a 
meeting  in  the  fall  because  of  the  elec- 
tion campaign. 

Secretary  Shultz.  We  are  engaged 
in  a  very  important  and  very  serious 
effort  to  try  to  get  control  of  the 
escalating  numbers  of  nuclear  weapons 
and,  in  whatever  way  we  can,  to  get  a 
better  handle  on  the  tensions  around  the 
world  that  erupt  out  of  regional  prob- 
lems of  various  kinds,  human  rights 
problems,  even  some  of  our  bilateral 
issues. 

We  have  worked  at  it  very  hard,  and 
I  observe  that  the  Soviets  have  too.  We 
believe— and  I  think  they  do— that  a  real, 
well-prepared,  extensive  summit  meet- 
ing in  the  United  States,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  in  the  Soviet  Union  on  the 
other,  can  be  a  good  thing.  We  want  to 
make  it  as  good  a  thing  as  possible. 
That's  why  this  tremendous  effort  that 
has  been  going  on  is  being  made. 

Now,  the  General  Secretary  sug- 
gested to  the  President  that  it  would 
help  in  this  preparatory  effort  if  the  two 
of  them  met  perhaps  a  little  less  formally 
than  a  summit  meeting  tends  to  be  and 
see  if  they  can't  push  the  ball  along  a 
little  bit  in  perhaps  some  of  the  areas 
that  show  the  most  promise.  And,  as  we 
thought  about  it,  it  seemed  like  a  sen- 
sible idea. 

So  why  not?  I  think  the  name  of  the 
game  here  is  to  try  to  make  progress 
toward  the  objectives  that  we  are  seek- 
ing, and  this  should  help. 

Q.  Is  Orlov  the  only  one  to  come 
out?  We  had  heard  that  there  may  be 
other  dissidents. 

Secretary  Shultz.  Whatever  you 
have  heard,  you  haven't  heard  it 
authoritatively.  What  I  have  said  is 
authoritatively  what  will  happen,  and 
that  is  what  we  have  to  say  on  the 
matter. 

Q.  Last  Thursday  you  told  a  group 
of  reporters,  in  regard  to  the  25  Soviet 
diplomats — the  list  that  you  gave 
them — "That  is  something  that  has 
been  done.  .There  it  stands.  We  don't 
plan  to  change  that."  But  you  have 
changed  that. 

Secretary  Shultz.  No.  It  stands. 

Q.  You  are  telling  us  that  some  of 
the  25  might  be  able  to  stay  if  there  is 
some — 

Secretary  Shultz.  No.  You  were 
probing  about  the  nature  of  our  discus- 
sion. We  had  some  discussion  about  a 


few  people  that  Mr.  Shevardnadze  had 
found  very  useful  to  him,  and  we  talked 
about  that  a  little  bit.  But,  anyway,  our 
list  stands  and  basically  people  are 
leaving. 

Obviously,  the  Soviets  say  that's 
because  of  their  normal  rotation. 
Anyway,  from  our  standpoint,  if  they 
leave  that's  what  counts.  And  those  that 
may  still  be  here— when  we  get  to 
Reykjavik,  we'll  talk  about  that.  But  we 
expect  to  see  that  fulfilled. 

Q.  Did  you  agree  to  the  removal  of 
two  specific  names  from  that  list?  Two 
senior  intelligence  officers — 

Secretary  Shultz.  You're  getting 
the  floor  by  shouting,  but  there's 
somebody  right  there  who  has  not  asked 
a  question. 

Q.  Was  there  any  sense  that  Mr. 
Gorbachev  said  that  if  the  President 
did  not  agree  to  an  Iceland  presummit 
meeting,  that  he  would  not  be  willing 
to  come  to  the  United  States  this  year 
or  soon  afterwards? 

Secretary  Shultz.  That  was  not  the 
nature  of  this  exchange,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Iceland  meeting  wasn't  of 
that  character  at  all.  I  think  you're  sort 
of  misreading  the  whole  thing. 

The  President  received  a  letter,  and 
it  had  in  it  commentary  about  a  wide 
variety  of  matters.  It  wound  up  in  effect 
expressing  the  importance  the  General 
Secretary  attached  to  this  whole  process 
and  made  the  suggestion  that  if  there 
were  a  meeting  of  this  kind  in  the  near 
future,  that  might  be  helpful. 

We  thought  about  it,  and  we 
decided— the  President  decided— that 
perhaps  it  could  be,  and  we  should  be 
willing  to  do  those  things  of  this  sort 
that  may  help  this  process  along. 

And  it's  really  just  as  simple  as  that. 
Nobody  was  playing  toe-to-toe  on  this 
thing. 

Q.  Why  didn't  the  President  not 
tell  the  Soviets,  in  reply  to  that  sug- 
gestion, "Okay.  If  you  agree  to  a  date, 
then  certainly  we  want  to  have  it  in 
the  United  States?"  Why  didn't  he  use 
that  opportunity  to  pin  them  down  to  a 
summit  date? 

Secretary  Shultz.  Because  I  don't 
think  that  sort  of  cat-and-mouse  game 
on  these  sorts  of  things  is  a  productive 
way  to  go  about  it. 

We  did  explore  carefully  their  con- 
ception of  this  meeting  as  a  preparatory 
meeting  and  their  desire,  as  well  as  ours, 
to  have  a  summit  in  1986  in  the  United 
States,  if  it's  possible.  And  so  that's 
what  we're  shooting  for. 
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Q.  Is  it  still  your  understanding  of 
the  Soviet  position  that  the  formal 
summit,  if  it's  in  the  United  States  at 
the  end  of  the  year,  will  be  an  occasion 
to  sign  formal  arms  agreements?  And 
if  that  is  still  the  Soviet  precondition, 
what  are  the  prospects  that  we  can  do 
that  at  a  year-end  summit  here? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  don't  think  we 
are  talking  about  preconditions.  What 
we  are  talking  about  is  what's  desirable. 
And  there  are  lots  of  different  ways  to 
satisfy  both  of  our  desires  to  have 
significant  results  from  these  meetings. 
Why  not— if  they're  available? 

It's  almost  as  though  you're  saying  it 
would  be  a  great  thing  if  we  had  this 
meeting  and  nothing  came  of  it.  I  don't 
agree  with  that. 

I  think  the  object  is  to  have  these 
meetings  and  have  something  come  of  it, 
and  both  sides  agree  to  that.  So  we  are 
trying  to  find  our  way  to  things  that  will 
be  good  from  our  standpoint  that  can  be 
part  of  a  summit  meeting.  And  obviously 
we  know  that  they  are  not  going  to 
agree  to  something  unless  they  think  it's 
good  from  their  standpoint.  So  that's  the 
nature  of  a  deal. 

Q.  Why  shouldn't  the  American 
people  not  view  the  arrangements  on 
Daniloff  and  Zakharov  as  exactly  what 
you  said  this  Administration  would  not 
do— that  is,  a  trade? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  think  what  we 
saw  here  was  Daniloff  released  yester- 
day; and  what  I  announced  today  was 
that  Zakharov  is  being  released  from  the 
United  States  and  Mr.  Orlov  and  his  wife 
are  being  released  from  the  Soviet 
Union. 

I  have  also,  in  response  to  your  ques- 
tion, discussed  the  United  Nations  mat- 
ter; and  I  think  this  is  a  very  significant 
part  of  the  picture  as  we  see  it. 

Q.  On  principle,  the  Soviets  have 
made  it  clear  that  they  wanted  you  to 
withdraw  the  expulsion  order  of 
October  1.  From  everything  you've 
said  you've  done  that. 

Secretary  Shultz.  No,  we  haven't. 

Q.  But  you  said  that  they  are  leav- 
ing on  their  own,  and  you've  given 
them  a  2-week— 

Secretary  Shultz.  From  our  stand- 
point, the  operative  fact  is  that  most 
have  left;  and  those  who  haven't  left,  in 
response  to  a  request  for  a  grace 
period— we  will  see  how  that  stands 
when  we  meet  in  Reykjavik. 

So  we  have  stayed  right  with  our 
position,  and  we  are  getting  the  results 
we're  seeking. 


Now,  I  don't  think  it  is  surprising 
that  if  you  ask  them  what  has  happened 
they  would  say,  "Well,  we  intended  to 
bring  those  individuals  that  happened  to 
have  been  named  home  anyway,  and 
that's  what  has  been  happening."  So 
that's  what  they  say. 

From  our  standpoint,  what  matters 
is  to  have  those  people  out.  That's  the 
operative  fact. 
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Secretary's  Interview 
on  "Today  Show" 


Secretary  Shultz  was  interviewed  on 
NBC-TV's  "Today  Show"  in  New  York 
on  October  1,  1986,  by  Bryant  Gumbal^ 

Q.  Within  the  past  36  hours,  at  a 
dizzying  pace,  negotiations  have 
resulted  in  the  releases  of  [U.S.  News 
&  World  Report  correspondent] 
Nicholas  Daniloff  and  Gennadiy 
Zakharov  [Soviet  UN  employee 
charged  with  espionage],  and  the 
announcement  of  a  summit  that  is 
being  called  a  preparatory  meeting.  At 
the  heart  of  those  negotiations  has 
been  Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz 
who  joins  us  in  the  studio  this  morn- 
ing. First  of  all,  tell  me  the  difference, 
explain  it  if  you  will,  between  a  sum- 
mit and  a  preparatory  meeting. 

A.  It  is  a  meeting  between  two 
heads  of  state-a  little  shorter,  perhaps 
a  little  less  formal— and  its  object,  as 
stated  by  each  side,  is  to  make  the 
preparations  for  the  planned  summit 
meeting  to  be  held  in  the  United  States. 
That's  the  description,  and  you  can  call 
it  whatever  you  want  to  call  it,  I  don't 
care. 

Q.  Are  the  risks  attendant  to 
either  side  much  different  than  they 
would  be  for  a  summit? 

A.  The  object  in  this  is  to  solve 
problems.  We  have  a  lot  of  problems  in 
the  world;  and  whether  we  like  the 
Soviet  system  or  don't  like  it,  whether 
they  like  ours  or  don't  like  it,  there  are 
tensions  around  the  world  in  various 
places.  There  are  great  differences  about 
human  beings  and  how  they  are  treated. 
And  there  are  issues  involving  arms  con- 
trol and  in  particular  these  giant  stocks 
of  nuclear  weapons  that  each  side  holds. 
So  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  resolve 
some  of  those  problems.  And  I  think  the 


problems  are  so  important  and  they 
create  so  much  tension  that  it  is  a  good 
thing  to  try.  In  fact,  any  leader  who 
refused  to  make  the  effort  would  be 
tragically  wrong. 

So  that's  what  the  President  is 
doing.  And,  of  course,  to  the  extent  that 
we  find  our  way  to  agreeing  with  the 
Soviet  Union  on  one  thing  or  another, 
it's  got  to  be  an  agreement  that  we  think 
is  in  our  interest.  We  know  that.  That's 
the  spirit  in  which  we  are  going  into  it. 

Q.  One  former  Secretary  of  State, 
Henry  Kissinger,  last  night  expressed 
some  concerns  that  a  meeting  planned 
with  such  short  notice  couldn't  be 
totally  prepared  for  and  that  you  ran 
the  risk  by  making  this  a  meeting  of 
heads  of  state  and  not  a  summit;  that 
you  ran  the  risk  of  reducing  what  are 
very  serious  differences  to  differences 
of  personality.  Are  those  valid 
concerns? 

A.  Everybody  can  be  concerned 
about  everything,  and  no  doubt  they're 
valid  concerns.  But  it's  certainly  not  the 
case  to  say  that  this  hasn't  been  care- 
fully prepared.  We  have  been  working 
with  great  intensity,  particularly  over 
the  last  2  or  3  months,  on  all  of  the 
issues  involved.  So  there's  been  a  terrific 
amount  of  effort  to  go  into  this.  Now  we 
hadn't  explicitly  thought  about  a 
meeting  between  the  two  heads  in  prep- 
aration for  the  U.S.  summit  meeting,  but 
Mr.  Gorbachev  proposed  it,  and  as  the 
President  thought  about  it  and  as  we 
talked  about  it,  we  thought  well,  this 
could  be  a  good  idea,  maybe  we  can 
accomplish  something. 

The  name  of  the  game  here  is  to 
solve  problems,  and  that  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  do. 

Q.  That's  wonderful  in  a  perfect 
world.  You  and  I  both  know  things 
don't  operate  that  way  as  always. 

A.  It  is  important  to  try  to  solve 
problems. 

Q.  You're  not  concerned  at  all  that 
it  comes  as  it  does  just  3  weeks  before 
an  election? 

A.  That  was  not  a  factor  in  this  at 
all.  It  is  picked  for  a  weekend  so  that 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  President's 
schedule  he  doesn't  interrupt  his 
campaigning. 

Q.  Who's  going  to  be  part  of  the 
U.S.  assemblage  in  Reykjavik? 

A.  It  hasn't  been  decided,  but  no 
doubt  the  President's  key  advisers.  We'll 
have  a  strong  team  of  people  there  who 
have  all  of  the  expert  knowledge  at  their 
fingertips. 
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Q.  Will  the  Defense  Department 
be  represented? 

A.  I  would  assume  so.  At  least,  I 
would  hope  so.  Mr.  Perle  [Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  International 
Security  Policy  Richard  N.  Perle]  has 
been  in  our  delegations  when  I  went  to 
Geneva  and  negotiated  with  Gromyko 
[former  Soviet  Foreign  Minster].  He  was 
there  on  other  occasions  and  performed 
with  great  ability. 

Q.  The  President  noted  yesterday 
that  this  meeting  could  not  have  come 
about  had  Nicholas  Daniloff  not  been 
released  by  the  Soviets.  As  we  sit  here 
this  morning,  can  you  say  that 
Nicholas  Daniloff  was  released 
unconditionally? 

A.  Oh  yes.  There's  no  string.  He's 
here. 

Q.  Unconditionally? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  you  are  get- 
ting at. 

Q.  I  guess  what  I'm  getting  at  is, 
whatever  the  Administration  is  calling 
it,  and  you're  calling  it  an  arrange- 
ment, the  headlines  that  we  are  seeing 
this  morning  are  saying  "The  Swap." 
Is  that  a  perception  that  you're  going 
to  have  to  live  with? 

A.  I  suppose  so.  What  happened  are 
the  following  things,  in  line  with  our 
objectives: 

First,  Daniloff  was  released  with  no 
strings;  he  left  the  Soviet  Union  before 
anything  else  happened. 

Second,  we  announced  that 
Zakharov  would  be  released  after  going 
through  the  process  here  that  is  part  of 
our  court  process;  and  that  Mr.  [Yuriy] 
Orlov  and  his  wife,  two  heroic  people 
and  leaders  in  the  dissident  movement, 
would  be  released  from  the  Soviet 
Union. 

And  third,  and  quite  important,  one 
of  our  basic  objectives  in  all  this  was  to 
make  the  point  that  the  use  by  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  other  countries  for 
that  matter,  of  their  UN  delegations  as  a 
platform  for  espionage  would  not  be 
tolerated.  And  so  we  have  told  them 
about  reducing  their  numbers  here;  we 
have  explicitly  identified  people  that 
have  to  go.  The  numbers  are  in  line  with 
what  we  set  out,  and  the  process  of  the 
people  leaving  is  well  under  way.  So 
that's  an  important  objective. 

But  it  is  also  important  that  we 
maintain  our  ability  to  discuss  the  prob- 
lems, the  answers  to  which  may  be  of 
great  importance  in  the  world,  and  we 
have  done  that. 


Q.  First  off,  Daniloff  did  arrive 
home  yesterday,  as  we  know  it.  Unfor- 
tunately it  happened  on  the  same  day 
that  Zakharov  left  here.  Which  at  least 
suggests — 

A.  Not  unfortunate,  it's  the  way 
it- 

Q.  It  does  at  least  suggest 
equivalency. 

A.  I  think  the  fact  that  Daniloff  was 
released  a  day  before  doesn't  suggest 
equivalency.  I  think  the  fact  that  Orlov 
was  released,  was  announced  to  be 
released,  at  the  same  time  that  Zakharov 
was  suggests  maybe  that  was  what  was 
arranged. 

The  fact  that  we  are  getting  our 
objectives  as  far  as  the  UN  arrange- 
ments are  concerned  suggests  something 
about  our  objectives.  But  most  important 
here,  also,  we  are  in  a  position,  I  hope, 
to  make  some  progress  on  these  pro- 
blems that  I  think  all  of  us  would  want 
to  see  resolved  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so. 

Q.  But  even  with  regards  to  the  25 
at  the  Soviet  mission,  a  couple  of 
weeks  ago  it  was  all  25  had  to  leave 
and  it  was  a  blanket  accusation  they 
were  spies.  Now  an  extension  has  been 
granted,  the  numbers  have  been  tam- 
pered with  a  little  bit.  Isn't  that  an 
accommodation  of  some  kind? 

A.  The  numbers  haven't  been 
tampered  with.  They  asked  for  a  grace 
period,  and  the  President  granted  it. 
And  we  will  discuss  further— this  whole 
issue  of  the  UN  mission  and  its  use— no 
doubt  in  Reykjavik,  or  I  will  with  Mr. 
Shevardnadze  [Soviet  Foreign  Minister]. 

Q.  I  don't  want  to  let  you  go 
without  talking  a  little  bit  about  South 
Africa  because  I  know  you  went  up  to 
Capitol  Hill  to  try  to  see  what  kind  of 
votes  you  could  muster  to  sustain  the 
President's  veto.  Do  you  have  enough? 

A.  I  don't  know.  We  are  working 
on  it  very  hard. 

Q.  What  do  you  think? 

A.  I  think  it  is  very  important  that 
the  Senate  sustain  the  President's  veto, 
first  and  foremost  on  the  merits,  because 
it  seems  to  me  this  country  wants  to 
make  a  strong,  clear,  unequivocal  state- 
ment about  our  attitudes  and  abhorrence 
of  apartheid  and  our  desire  to  see 
something  changed  so  that  we  will  have 
a  kind  of  government  where  everybody 
can  take  part  and  where  basic  human 
dignity  and  rights  are  respected.  That's 
what  we  want.  And  we  are  willing  to 
help  in  all  sorts  of  ways  to  bring  that 
about.  We  want  to  make  that  clear,  and 
what  the  President  proposes  in  his 
Executive  order,  will  do  that. 


We  don't  want  to  take  steps  that 
confuse  a  drive  at  apartheid  with  what 
amounts  to  a  deprivation  of  jobs  to  the 
people  who  are  the  victims  of  apartheid. 
We  are  going  to  make  them  unemployed 
as  well.  I  don't  see  that  that  makes  any 
sense.  Furthermore,  what  the  Senate 
bill,  the  Congress  bill,  will  do  is  cause 
the  United  States  in  effect  to  withdraw 
from  South  Africa.  If  we're  going  to 
have  an  impact,  we  ought  to  stay  there, 
and  we  ought  to  be  part  of  the  effort  to 
solve  the  problem. 

Q.  If  the  decision  to  override  the 
veto,  and  if  things  remain  as  they 
stand,  carries  through  in  the  Senate,  is 
that  going  to  force  a  reassessment  of 
South  African  policy  inside  the  White 
House,  or  are  we  going  to  have  a  two- 
track  policy? 

A.  You  can't  have  a  two-track 
policy.  The  Congress  takes  over  the 
policy.  There  is  no  way  they  can  manage 
it.  And  there  is  nothing,  it  seems  to  me, 
good  to  be  said  for  withdrawing  from 
South  Africa. 

Q.  Senators  would  say  that  they 
aren't  withdrawing,  that  instead  the 
White  House  forced  their  hand  by 
inaction. 

A.  There's  no  inaction.  There  is  a 
tremendous  amount  of  effort  going  into 
not  only  our  policy  in  South  Africa,  but 
southern  Africa  generally.  I  wonder 
where  these  people  are  who  don't  seem 
to  have  thought  about  the  problems  that 
some  of  the  countries  around  South 
Africa  will  have  if  the  Senate  is  suc- 
cessful in  bringing  the  South  African 
economy  to  its  knees.  What's  going  to 
happen  to  those  people?  There  has  been 
very  little  thought  given  to  that. 

Q.  Let  me  go  back  again  if  I 
might,  in  the  final  2  minutes  we  have 
left,  to  Reykjavik.  As  the  President 
and  you  noted  on  Tuesday,  this  was  a 
meeting  proposed  by  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev.  How  do  you  read 
his  motivations  in  this? 

A.  We  can  speculate  about  that,  but 
I  think  what  we  have  to  do  is  consider  a 
proposal  of  that  kind  from  our  stand- 
point and  ask  ourselves,  is  this  a  good 
idea,  given  the  amount  of  preparatory 
effort  that  had  taken  place,  particularly 
through  the  summer,  and  given  the 
importance  of  the  problems,  given  our 
desire,  as  theirs,  to  see  the  summit 
meeting  in  the  United  States  be  a  pro- 
ductive meeting?  The  President  has 
always  said  that. 


November  1986 


65 


EUROPE 


As  the  President  thought  about  it 
and  as  we  talked  about  it,  we  thought 
well,  it's  a  good  idea,  so  let's  go  and 
grapple  with  these  problems.  I  think  the 
world  expects  its  leaders  to  go  and  try  to 
resolve  these  problems. 

Q.  One  of  the  side  effects  of  all 
this — and  we've  got  less  than  a  minute 
left;  I'll  have  to  caution  that— has  been 
that  you  spent  over  20  hours  within 
the  past  week  with  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze.  How  much  better  is 
your  one-on-one  relationship  with  him 
than  it  was  say,  a  month  ago? 

A.  As  you  say,  we've  spent  a  lot  of 
time  together  and  we  have  on  a  personal 


level  a  good,  straightforward  relation- 
ship so  that  we  sit  down  and  we  con- 
verse and  argue  about  these  things. 

Q.  Would  you  give  him  any  better 
marks  in  statesmanship  than  you 
would  have  before? 

A.  We  worked  it  out  together,  and  I 
think  that  it  is  a  good  result  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  United  States.  I  hope 
he  thinks  it's  good  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  Soviet  Union.  And  maybe  we  can 
go  on  and  see  something  good  accom- 
plished in  Iceland  and  in  the  United 
States. 


iPress  release  193. 


Secretary's  News  Briefing 
of  October  2 


Secretary  Shultz  held  a  news  briefing 
with  American  journalists  in  New  York 
City  on  October  2,  1986^ 

Q.  You  have  described  Daniloff 
[Nicholas  Daniloff,  U.S.  News  &  World 
Report  correspondent]  as  a  hostage — 
you  and  the  President  both  have  used 
that  precise  word — and  you  have 
negotiated  with  the  Soviets  about  his 
case,  among  others. 

Two  questions:  What  does  that  do 
to  the  U.S.  policy  of  never  negotiating 
for  hostages;  and  (2),  do  you  think  that 
is  going  to  be  a  precedent  that  is  going 
to  come  back  to  haunt  you? 

A.  We  are  ready  to  discuss  with 
anybody  the  situation  of  our  hostages  in 
Lebanon,  and  we  are  doing  everything 
we  can  to  secure  their  return.  But  that 
doesn't  include  paying  a  bribe  or  trying 
to  get  the  Kuwait  Government  to  release 
convicted  murderers  and  terrorists  from 
jail,  which  is  what— at  least,  it's 
alleged— the  people  holding  our  hostages 
want. 

Of  course,  we  are  frustrated  in  our 
efforts  to  know  exactly  who  it  is  that 
does  all  those.  So  our  discussions  have 
an  indirect  kind  of  aspect  to  them,  but 
we  work  hard  to  try  to  free  those 
hostages. 

In  the  case  of  Daniloff,  let  me  try  to 
set  this  whole  series  of  events  in  its  full 
perspective,  because  obviously  we  don't 
like  the  precedent  of  seizing  an  Ameri- 
can whether  he's  a  journalist  or  a  busi- 
nessman or  whoever  he  may  be  and 
charging  him  with  something  that  he's 
not  guilty  of  and  then  demanding  some- 


thing in  return.  That's  a  very  unattrac- 
tive arrangement.  We  resist  it. 

So  here  is  the  way  I  think  of  this 
case  and  here's  the  way  it's  unfolding. 
For  a  long  time,  in  the  United  States, 
we've  been  concerned  about  the  size  of 
the  Soviet  mission  in  the  United  Nations 
and  the  use  by  the  Soviets  of  that  mis- 
sion for  espionage  purposes.  That  goes 
through  a  number  of  Administrations. 

The  President  decided— we  decided 
in  this  Administration— we're  going  to 
do  something  about  it.  So  last  March  we 
told  the  Soviets  that  they  had  to  reduce 
the  size  of  their  mission.  We  gave  them 
a  number,  by  April  of  1988,  and  speci- 
fied tranches,  the  first  one  of  25,  with  a 
series  of  dates,  and  the  first  date  was 
October  1. 

Last  August  we  arrested  Zakharov 
in  an  act  of  espionage  but  this  was  after 
being  on  to  him  for  sometime,  so  there 
was  a  great  deal  of  information  that  the 
FBI  has  about  his  violations  of  our  law. 
This  is  just  that  particular  thing  that 
happened  when  he  was  seized,  so  it's  a 
very  solid  case. 

Subsequently,  the  Soviet  Union 
seized  Daniloff  and  charged  him. 
Meanwhile— I  forget  the  exact  day  and 
the  sequence  is  somewhere  in  between— 
the  Soviet  Ambassador  in  the  United 
Nations  made  a  very  defiant  statement 
about  their  unwillingness  to  comply  with 
our  statement  that  they  had  to  reduce 
the  size  of  their  mission.  You  can  look  up 
the  words,  in  fact;  we've  got  them 
around  somewhere,  but  it  was  a  very 
confrontational  statement. 


We,  of  course,  knew  that,  in  fact,  the 
size  of  their  mission  had  been  reduced 
because  when  somebody  leaves  the  coun- 
try, we  know  it.  But  unless  we  have  a 
conversation  with  them,  we  don't  know 
whether  a  person  who  leaves  and  has  a 
multiple-entry  visa  is  intended  to  be 
brought  back  or  not  so  we  can't  be  sure 
of  the  size  without  a  discussion  with 
them  of  what  their  plan  is.  And  this 
defiant  statement  and  the  lack  of  any 
communication  or  willingness  to  com- 
municate made  it  hard  for  us  to  know  for 
sure  just  what  was  happening,  but  we 
had  a  general  idea. 

Now,  after  his  defiant  statement,  we 
decided,  all  right,  it  took  25  to  get  from 
where  you  were  down  to  our  number,  so 
here  are  25  names;  get  them  out  by 
October  1. 

In  the  discussions  that  have  taken 
place,  there  has  been  a  sequence  of 
events  in  which  Daniloff  was  first 
released,  without  trial,  and  he's  back, 
he's  free.  Zakharov  was  released  after 
pleading  nolo  contendere,  which  anyone 
charged  is  entitled  to  do  if  they  want  to 
through  our  system,  and  has  been 
allowed  to  return  to  the  Soviet  Union. 
And  Orlov  [Yuri  Orlov,  Soviet  physicist 
and  human  rights  activist]  and  his  wife 
will  be  allowed  to  leave  the  Soviet  Union 
by  the  7th  of  October. 

Meanwhile,  through  our  discussions, 
we  have  been  assured  by  the  Soviets 
that  their  numbers  in  the  mission— the 
number  I  was  given  by  Mr.  Shevardnadze- 
was  lower  than  the  number  that  we 
required  of  them  although  there  may  be 
some  ambiguities  because  of  who  you 
count,  who  they  count,  who  the  United 
Nations  tends  to  count,  and  who  we 
count.  But,  at  any  rate,  it's  clear  that 
they  have  gotten  that  number  down  to 
the  number  required,  so  we  have  that 
assurance. 

Insofar  as  the  25  are  concerned,  our 
requirement  that  those  named  indi- 
viduals leave  stands.  They  provided 
some  information  about  the  whereabouts 
of  some  of  them,  some  eight  that  were 
not  in  this  country;  they  were  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  So  I  said,  well,  what  is  the 
intent?  Is  it  your  intent  to  have  them 
come  back  or  not?  I  was  told  that  the 
answer  was  not,  and  others  who  were  in 
the  process  of  leaving,  and  they  asked 
for  a  grace  period  which  the  President 
granted. 

Of  course,  we  keep  very  careful 
track  of  who  leaves  the  country.  So 
when  somebody  on  this  list  leaves  the 
country,  we  know  it.  That  person  may 
have  a  multiple-entry  visa  so  we  don't 
know  whether  there  is  any  intent  to 
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return.  However,  it  is  within  our 
authority,  if  somebody  leaves  under 
those  circumstances,  not  to  permit  that 
person  to  return. 

I  have  the  number,  the  precise 
number,  that  according  to  our  observa- 
tions and  the  FBI,  they  beheve  have  left 
but  just  out  of  care,  not  to  be  more  precise, 
than  I  feel  really  comfortable  with,  I'll 
stay  with  the  statement  I've  made:  That 
the  majority  of  those  in  the  25  have  left. 
Our  information  on  that  comes  from  our 
information  about  names  of  people  who 
took  off. 

Putting  this  into  the  perspective  of 
things,  our  object,  in  what  in  a  sense 
started  all  this  round  was  our  determina- 
tion to  get  at  this  use  of  the  United 
Nations  as  an  espionage  platform.  We 
have  succeeded  in  getting  numbers 
down,  we  have  succeeded  in  getting 
named  people  out,  and  we  will  persevere 
in  that. 

I  think  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
message  of  what  happens  when  we  take 
action  against  espionage,  we  have  done 
something  that  is  more  fundamental. 
That  is,  we  are  in  the  process  of  reduc- 
ing the  number  of  people  who  have 
intelligence  affiliations  of  some  kind  who 
are  stationed  in  the  mission,  in  the  first 
place.  And,  as  you  know,  there's  a  dif- 
ference between  the  way  a  person  who  is 
in  their  regular  diplomatic  mission,  say, 
in  Washington,  and  has  diplomatic 
immunity,  is  treated  when  that  person  is 
found  commiting  espionage  and  the  way 
a  person  who  doesn't  have  that  immun- 
ity is  treated. 

When  we  catch  a  UN-affiliated  per- 
son, that  person  is  then  held  here, 
charged,  tried,  and  so  forth.  When  a  per- 
son in  their  Washington  mission  is  found 
conducting  espionage,  the  person  is 
expelled.  And  when  they  allege  that  they 
have  a  case  against  somebody  in  our  mis- 
sion, they  expel  them  and  that  takes 
place. 

But  we  feel  that  the  existence  of  the 
United  Nations,  and  the  United  States 
as  a  host  country  for  it,  cannot  be 
allowed  to,  in  effect,  create  an  asym- 
metrical situation  and  provide  this  asym- 
metrical intelligence  opportunity. 

What  I'm  trying  to  get  across  to  you 
is  that  beyond  the  ins  and  outs  of 
Daniloff  and  Zakharov  and  Orlov,  there 
is  this  broader  question  and  the  broader 
effort  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment to  get  at  this  broader  question,  and 
we  have  taken  specific  action,  and  we 
are  being  successful  in  it.  So  that's  the 
basic  way  in  which  we're  addressing  this 
problem. 


That's  a  long  answer  to  your  very 
good  question.  It's  a  good  question  and 
it's  a  difficult  question,  but  this  is  the 
way  we  have  addressed  it. 

Q.  If  that's  the  case,  why  don't 
you  knock  back  the  number  of  Rus- 
sians at  the  Embassy  in  Washington? 
Considerably  more  Russians  are  there 
than  Americans  in  Moscow. 

A.  The  numbers  of  Americans  and 
Soviets  in  our  regular  missions  is  not  the 
same  now  although  we  have  been 
building  up  the  number  of  Americans 
and  our  plans  for  providing  the  right 
kind  of  security  in  our  mission  call  for  us 
to  expand  the  number. 

We  have,  historically  not  only  in  the 
Soviet  Union  but  throughout  the  world, 
hired  people  from  the  host  country— the 
Soviets  never  do— to  do  certain  kinds  of 
tasks.  Basically,  what  you're  allowed  is 
to  perform  certain  functions.  If  you  want 
to  perform  them  with  host  country 
nationals,  you  can.  If  you  don't  want  to, 
you  don't  have  to.  So  we're  changing  the 
structure  of  our  employment  for,  I  think, 
very  good  reasons  and  that's  something 
that's  underway. 

I  think  the  answer  to  your  question 
is  that  we  do  want  to  see  an  equivalence 
in  that  regard. 

Q.  You've  had  quite  a  week  of 
negotiating  with  the  Soviet  Foreign 
Minister  and  most  of  that  in  absolute 
total  secret,  which  must  have 
delighted  you  because  you've  often 
said  that  you  think  that's  the  way 
negotiations  should  be  conducted. 

Now  that  that  phase  is  concluded, 
I  wonder  if  you  can  tell  us  some 
details  of  the  sessions,  especially  when 
you  believe  that  the  situation  began  to 
be  clarified  and  you  began  to  think 
there  really  was  a  chance  this  could  be 
settled  and  negotiations  got  serious? 
And  if  you  could  just  share  with  us  as 
many  details  as  you  can  about  how  the 
deal  was  put  together,  and  also  your 
impressions  of  your  counterpart. 

A.  I've  just  finished  describing  in 
some  detail  how  we  have  thought  about 
this  problem,  going  back  to  last  March, 
and  what  we  have  been  doing  about  it, 
and  I  don't  want  to  go  into  the  ins  and 
outs  of  how  we  tried  to  arrange  it  so 
that  we  got  what  we  think  is  a  satisfac- 
tory outcome. 

Obviously,  this  is  an  on-going  prob- 
lem because  the  espionage  problem  is 
on-going  here,  and  we  continue  to  bear 
down  on  it. 


Q.  Can  you  at  least  deal  with  the 
turning  points,  the  letter,  and  the 
effect  that  had  on  you  in  the  decision 
to  put — I  gather  the  decision  to  put 
Iceland  on  the  table  with  a  stipulation 
that  without  Daniloff,  no  Iceland?  Or 
the  40-minute  rushed  meeting  over 
here  at  the  United  Nations  at  the 
Soviet  request — can't  you  put  any  of 
those  into  perspective  as  to  the  roller- 
coaster  that  you've  been  on? 

A.  It's  hard  to  do  it  because  I  don't 
know  what  affects  somebody  else  and 
what  doesn't.  And  to  a  certain  extent, 
when  you're  engaged  in  this  kind  thing, 
you  are  engaged  in  an  exchange  and  you 
are,  of  course,  trying  to  make  assess- 
ments of  that  kind,  but  I  don't  want  to 
go  into  it  too  much. 

I  do  think  that  the  President, 
himself,  made  a  major  impact  on  the  day 
of  the  first  meeting  that  Foreign 
Minister  Shevardnadze  and  I  had.  I  had 
arranged  it  with  the  President  that  if  I 
thought— and  it  was  my  call— it  would  be 
useful  to  bring  him  over  to  the  Oval 
Office  to  meet  with  the  President,  I 
would  be  able  to  call.  We  knew  the  block 
of  time  when  the  President  would  be 
free  and  able  to  meet  with  him. 

I  felt  that  it  was  timely  so  I  called, 
and  we  went  over.  At  that  meeting 
Shevardnadze  presented  the  letter  from 
Gorbachev  and  its  various  proposals. 
And  then  the  President  told  Shevard- 
nadze his  view  of  this  question  and  of 
their  behavior  in  their  seizing  of  Daniloff 
and  what  he  thought  about  it.  In  fact, 
that  the  President  was  absolutely  sure 
he  wasn't  a  spy  because  we  knew  that 
Daniloff  was  not  being  paid  by  the  U.S. 
Government,  he  was  not  engaged  in 
espionage  in  that  sense,  and  that's  the 
way  we  defined  the  term. 

The  President— as  you  know,  he's 
very  genial  and  pleasant  and  is  the  guy 
people  would  most  like  to  sit  next  to  at  a 
dinner  party  and  he's  gregarious  and 
good  humored  and  everything,  but  he 
can  also  be  very  tough. 

He  was  crystal-clear.  I  know  that  it 
must  have  had  some  impact  because  in 
our  next  meeting  Mr.  Shevardnadze 
opened  up  by  saying,  "The  President  is 
really  worked  up  about  this  isn't  he?" 
[Laughter]  And  I  said,  "You  better 
believe  it."  So  I  think  if  they  had  any 
doubts  in  their  minds  that  this  was  very 
serious  and  there  was  no  way  things 
were  going  to  go  forward  as  long  as 
Daniloff  was  held  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
they  were  convinced.  I'm  not  saying  that 
they  didn't  know  that  beforehand,  but 
that  was  one  point  in  all  of  this  that  was 
quite  pronounced. 
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Q.  There  had  been  reports  that 
two  of  the  people  regarded  most 
seriously  as  Soviets  spies  are  being 
allowed  to  stay  here— Mr.  Savchenko 
and  Mr.  Skvorstov.  Can  you  comment 
on  those  reports  and  tell  us  what  we 
know  about  what  those  two  men  do? 
A.  As  far  as  we're  concerned,  we 
gave  a  list  of  25.  The  list  stands.  Most 
have  left,  according  to  our  information.  I 
understand  that  some  Soviet  spokesman 
said  otherwise,  and  so  there's  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion.  Our  information  is 
based  on  knowing  who  gets  on  an 
airplane  and  takes  off,  so  it  sounds  like 
pretty  good  information  to  me. 

But,  at  any  rate,  our  list  stands.  I 
don't  know  where  are  the  sources  about 
stories  or  names;  I  haven't  heard  any 
names.  The  origin,  to  me,  of  any  com- 
ment about  two  or  three  people  is  simply 
that  in  our  discussions,  Shevardnadze 
commented  to  me  that  there  were  two  or 
three  people  who  had  been  essential  to 
him  as  he  performed  his  duties  here  at 
the  United  Nations.  And,  as  you  know, 
he,  just  as  I  do,  meet  a  great  stream  of 
people  in  your  shifting  from  one  part  of 
the  world  to  another,  and  so  on.  So  you 
have  people  who  prepare  papers  and 
help  you  get  briefed,  and  so  on.  So  you 
can't  get  along  without  good  staff  help. 
I  said,  well,  I  can  understand  that. 
On  the  other  hand,  you're  going  to  be 
leaving  Tuesday  so  you  won't  need  them. 
So  there  were  two  or  three  people.  I 
don't  know  whether  he  intended  that  to 
mean  that  he  wanted  to  discuss  some 
people  or  not. 

At  any  rate,  undoubtedly,  we'll  come 
back  to  this  issue  at  Reykjavik,  the  two 
of  us.  But  as  far  as  we're  concerned,  we 
have  (a)  given  a  number,  and  they  are 
meeting  that  number;  (b)  given  a  list  of 
25.  Most  of  those  are  out  and  the  list 
stands,  subject  to  the  grace  period,  (c) 
We  have  told  them  that  if  that  number 
brings  them  below  the  number  that  we 
specified,  then  they're  free  to  build  back 
up  to  that  number  during  the  period 
before  the  next  tranche  if  they  wish  to, 
but  not  with  people  who  have 
intelligence  affiliation. 

Q,  Just  to  follow  up  and  clarify 
one  point  on  what  you  just  said.  The 
way  I  read  what  you  just  said,  you  are 
saying  that  those— at  least  the  fate  of 
those  two  or  three,  and  perhaps  others 
whom  you  have  not  discussed,  are  up 
for  further  discussions  between  you 
and  Shevardnadze  at  the  Reykjavik 
summit  and  that  the  fate  of  those 
people  may  yet  change;  they  may  not 
have  to  leave  the  United  States, 


depending  on  what  discussions  you 
have  at  the  summit  with  Shevard- 
nadze. Is  that  correct? 

A.  We  have  a  list  of  25— that 
stands— and  I  violated  my  rule  of  not 
telling  you  about  the  insides  of  these 
things,  but  I  just  related  something  that 
he  said  to  me,  and  what  I  said  to  him. 
But  if  that  goes  anywhere  or  not 
remains  to  be  seen. 

Q.  Could  you  talk  about  the 
Iceland  meeting?  In  other  words,  a 
couple  of  questions  in  my  mind.  The 
Administration,  of  course,  has  been 
making  a  point  of  wanting  to  get  a 
firm  date  for  the  meeting  in  the  United 
States.  It  seems  extraordinary  to  me 
that  you  would  agree  to  this  meeting 
in  Iceland  unless  you  had  some 
assurances  ahead  of  time  that  at  the 
meeting  you  would  get  a  date  on  the 
U.S.  visit.  Otherwise,  I  don't  see  the 
point  of  this  meeting.  I  mean,  can  you 
discuss  what  you're  hoping  to  get  out 
of  the  meeting? 

A.  First  of  all,  while  we  believe  that 
meetings  between  the  heads  of  state  are 
basically  desirable,  we  think  that  their 
usefulness  over  the  long  term  and,  for 
that  matter,  immediately  is  much 
greater  if  they  are  well-prepared  and 
have  significant  results  associated  with 
them.  That  has  been  the  President's 
position  from  way  back.  It  hasn't 
changed. 

We  think  that  a  meeting  in  1986, 
which  was  agreed  to  in  Geneva,  is  a  good 
idea  according  to  those  criteria,  and 
presumably  they  think  it's  a  good  idea 
because  they,  accordingly,  too,  have 
been  engaging  with  us  in  an  extensive 
and  intensive  preparatory  process 
through  which  in  regular  fora  and 
elsewhere  the  differences  on  quite  a 
variety  of  issues  have  been  narrowed, 
clearly  identified,  sometimes  eliminated. 
We  are  in  the  process  in  our  negotiations 
in  Geneva  of  trying  to  push  that  further. 
In  the  Gorbachev  letter  to  the  Presi- 
dent, he  made  the  suggestion  that  a 
brief,  less  formal  meeting  between  the 
two  at  this  juncture  could  make  a  con- 
tribution to  that  preparatory  effort  for  a 
U.S.  summit.  There  hasn't  been  any  sug- 
gestion that  they're  backing  away  from 
the  United  States,  and  the  President 
thought  about  it,  we  talked  about  it,  and 
we  thought,  well,  maybe  it  could  help,  so 
we  should  give  it  a  try.  And  so  the  Presi- 
dent accepted  the  idea  of  a  meeting  in  a 
third  country.  Of  course,  we  said  that 
while  we  would  be  ready  to  do  this  in 
principle,  we  didn't  see  any  point  in  try- 
ing to  set  dates  and  be  specific  about  it 


as  long  as  Daniloff  was  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  because  you  couldn't  really 
imagine  a  fruitful  meeting  under  those 
circumstances. 

That's  the  background  of  it,  and 
what  we  hope  to  accomplish  is  some  fur- 
ther illumination  of  the  issues  and 
clarification  of  them,  perhaps  narrowing 
of  them,  and  the  energizing  of  our 
respective  delegations  to  try  to  find 
agreement. 

How  much  influence  it  had,  I  don't 
know,  but  it  is  the  case  that  the 
meetings  that  I  had  with  Shevardnadze— 
that  is,  the  plenary  ones  where  we 
weren't  talking  about  Daniloff  and  we 
weren't  talking  about  various  other 
human  rights  issues  which  I  always  have 
on  my  agenda  with  Soviet  leaders,  abso- 
lutely always.  In  the  plenary  sessions, 
we  discussed,  among  other  things,  the 
CDE  [Conference  on  Confidence-  and 
Security-Building  Measures  and  Disar- 
mament in  Europe]  conference  which 
was  then  in  its  final  stages,  and  we 
gave— what  should  I  call  them— impulses 
to  our  respective  delegations.  And 
whether  that  helped  to  bring  it  to  a  final 
conclusion,  I  don't  know,  but  I  don't 
think  it  hurt  any.  Sometimes  these 
things  do  help,  and  I  hope  that  that  is 
the  case.  We  felt  that  it  was  worth  the 
effort  to  try.  That's  what  leaders  are 
for:  to  try  to  come  to  grips  successfully 
with  these  issues  that  are  of  great  and 
enormous  concern. 

Q.  But  do  you  have  any  assurances 
that  they  will  then  agree  at  Iceland  to 
a  date  in  the  United  States? 

A.  We've  talked  about  this  as 
preparatory  to  the  planned  U.S.  summit. 
And  through  my  discussions  with 
Shevardnadze,  we  can  see  that  that  may 
still  be  possible  in  1986;  and  it's  very 
clear  that  they  also  have  very  much  in 
mind  their  desire  to  have  the  President 
visit  the  Soviet  Union  in  1987.  So  that's 
basically  the  rhythm  of  what  was 
established  in  Geneva,  and  I  can't  say 
for  sure  that  that's  the  rhythm  that  will 
be  followed,  but  I  think  that  seems  to  be 
the  basic  track  we're  on. 

Q.  There's  a  published  account 
today  of  a  meeting  in  mid-August— I 
think  August  14th— attended  by  you, 
Mr.  Poindexter  [Vice  Adm.  John  M. 
Poindexter,  Assistant  to  the  President 
for  National  Security  Affairs],  and 
some  others  in  which  a  decision  was 
reportedly  made  to  launch  a  disinfor- 
mation campaign  concerning  Libya- 
reports  that  information  was  made 
available  to  newspapers,  including  The 
Wall  Street  Journal,  that  produced 
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stories  indicating  more  concern  about 
Libya  than  the  intelligence  reports 
actually  caused.  Can  you  comment  on 
these?  Did  this  happen?  Is  there  a 
disinformation  campaign  against 
Libya? 

A.  I  never  comment  on  classified 
material  or  meetings  of  that  kind.  But  I 
will  say  this:  That  Qadhafi  has  involved 
Libya  in  numerous  acts  of  terrorism 
which  have  killed  many  people,  including 
some  Americans.  We  think  he  is  basi- 
cally an  outlaw.  We  have  taken  action 
against  him.  We  have  been  glad  to  see 
that  others  have  also  found  a  great  deal 
of  intelligence  about  what  he's  doing  and 
have  also  taken  actions. 

It  was  a  very  good  thing  that  this 
was  recognized  at  the  Tokyo  summit, 
and  Libya  was  indentified  by  name.  And 
it  was  also  very  interesting  that  when 
we  took  our  action  against  Libya,  con- 
trary to  the  expectations  of  many,  the 
Arab  world  did  not  rally  to  his  side.  And 
that  probably  had  something  to  do  with 
the  very  evident  unease  and  sense  of 
dislocation,  from  all  of  our  intelligence, 
Qadhafi  exhibited. 

Insofar  as  he  is  concerned,  we  think 
he's  a  menace,  and  we  want  to  see  the 
activities  of  Libya  stopped.  Exactly  what 
we  are  and  intend  to  do  about  it,  I  don't 
think  it's  appropriate  for  me  to  say.  But 
we  have  shown  that  we're  willing  to  take 
direct  action.  We  have  shown  that  we 
have  applied  a  very  broad  range  of  sanc- 
tions to  his  activity.  We  do  have  various 
things  going  on  that  are  difficult  for  him 
to  know  exactly  what  they  mean  that 
perhaps  keep  him  off  balance.  And, 
frankly,  I  don't  have  any  problems  with 
a  little  psychological  warfare  against 
Qadhafi. 

It's  very  easy,  and  you  people  in  the 
news  business  enjoy  not  allowing  the 
United  States  to  do  anything  in  secret  if 
you  can  help  it.  So  if  the  fleet  moves 
from  one  place  to  another,  you're  bound 
and  determined  to  report  it.  Even 
though  we  might  want  to  have  it  operate 
secretly,  it's  very  difficult  for  that  to 
happen. 

We  can  absolutely  bank  on  the  fact 
that  if  the  fleet  does  something  or  other, 
you'll  scream.  And  Qadhafi  will  hear  it. 
And  the  fleet  may  or  may  not  be  getting 
ready  to  do  something.  So  that's  about 
what  I'm  going  to  say  on  that  subject. 

Q.  What  about  the  AIDS  quote? 
Can  you  just  clear  that  one  up? 

A.  The  what? 

Q.  You  were  quoted  as  saying  in  a 
joking  way  that  you  hoped  Qadhafi 
could  get  AIDS. 


A.  I  have  no  comment  on  state- 
ments that  somebody  who  probably 
wasn't  there  may  incorrectly  attribute  to 
somebody  who  was  there.  And  I  think 
the  business  of  talking  about  meetings, 
and  so  on,  is  a  despicable  thing  that 
people  in  the  U.S.  Government  do,  and 
I'm  not  going  to  consider  it. 

Q.  Was  there  any  sign  of  increased 
Libyan  terrorist  activity  in  August; 
and,  number  two,  are  you  denying  that 
this  meeting  took  place,  or  are  you  not 
commenting?  I  mean,  this  is  a  very 
serious  charge  that  you  had  a  meeting 
where  you  decided  to  mount  a  disinfor- 
mation campaign. 

A.  Why  is  that  a  charge?  If  I  were  a 
private  citizen,  reading  about  it,  and  I 
read  that  my  government  was  trying  to 
confuse  somebody  who  is  conducting  ter- 
rorist acts  and  murdering  Americans,  I'd 
say,  "Gee,  I  hope  it's  true."  I  don't  see 
why  you  think  this  is  a  charge. 

Q.  I  think  there's  a  problem.  The 
issue  is  there  is  a  deliberate  program 
of  misinformation,  and  it's  not  only 
Qadhafi  who  gets  confused  but  the 
American  people  who  get  confused. 

A.  Without  being  able  to  be  precise, 
it's  difficult  to  plot  whether  there  is  an 
increase  or  not  an  increase.  There  is  a 
disposition  toward  it  by  Qadhafi  and 
Libya.  For  quite  a  period  of  time,  it  was 
clear  he  was  thrown  way  off,  not  only  by 
our  action  but  by  the  actions  of  the 
Europeans  in  expelling  all  these  people 
as  they  found  information. 

So  there  was  a  relatively  quiescent 
period.  We  felt  that  it  was  beginning  to 
change  for  various  reasons.  Precise 
intelligence  right  now  is  not  altogether 
clear,  but  there  have  been  a  number  of 
terrorist  incidents  recently— or  incidents 
isn't  the  word— tragedies,  horrors— and  I 
don't  rule  out  that  Libya  was  involved, 
for  example,  in  the  Karachi— I'm  not 
saying  they  are,  but  I  wouldn't  rule  it 
out. 

So,  yes,  there  has  been  some 
increase  in  sort  of  the  volume  of  what 
you  see  from  various  intelligence 
sources.  Different  people  might  evaluate 
it  in  different  ways,  but,  nevertheless, 
there  is  substance  there. 

Q.  You  had  a  conversation  with 
the  Syrian  Foreign  Minister  yesterday, 
in  which  we  were  told — went  into  con- 
siderable detail  about  the  hostages  in 
Lebanon.  Is  there  any  progress  being 
made  on  that  issue? 

A.  I  hope  so,  and  we  work  on  it  con- 
stantly, but  there's  no  progress  worth 
reporting  except  that  they  become  free. 


They're  either  free  or  they  aren't  free. 
And  so  we  work  at  that  from  every  con- 
ceivable angle.  I  never  miss  an  oppor- 
tunity to  talk  to  the  Syrians  about  the 
subject. 

How  much  influence  they  have  is  the 
question.  What  they  have  done  is  they 
have  been  a  country  to  which  hostages 
have  seemed  to  come,  and  out  of  which 
they  were  released.  And  they  have 
handled  that  aspect  of  it  very  well. 
That's  different  from  being  the  party 
responsible  for  getting  them  released. 

Q.  I  would  hate  to  see  this  finish 
without  a  clarification  on  the  issue  of 
disinformation.  Let  me  pose  it  a  dif- 
ferent way.  It  seems  to  me  as  a  jour- 
nalist that  if  the  government  is  know- 
ingly misinforming  or  lying  to  further 
a  foreign  policy  goal,  that  causes  me 
problems.  What  you  are  saying  is,  as 
long  as  it  furthers  a  foreign  policy 
goal,  that  is  okay? 

A.  I  know  of  no  decision  to  have 
people  go  out  and  tell  lies  to  the  media.  I 
think,  however,  that  if  there  are  ways  in 
which  we  can  make  Qadhafi  nervous, 
why  shouldn't  we?  And  I  described  one 
of  them.  That  is  not  deceiving  you,  but 
just  using  your  predictable  tendencies  to 
report  things  that  we  try  to  keep  secret, 
so  we  will  label  it  a  big  secret,  and  you 
will  find  out  about  it,  and  you  will  report 
it.  We  know  that.  The  higher  the 
classification,  the  quicker  you'll  report  it. 
So  you're  predictable  in  that  sense. 

But  I  don't  believe  in  telling  lies, 
myself.  I  would  call  your  attention, 
however,  to— and  this  is— I  probably 
shouldn't  even  say  this,  because  you'll 
give  the  wrong  interpretation,  but 
there's  a  wonderful  book  which  you 
might  read  that  was  written  about 
World  War  II.  And  the  title  of  it  is  a 
quote  from  Winston  Churchill  who  said, 
"In  time  of  war,  the  truth  is  so  precious, 
it  must  be  attended  by  a  bodyguard  of 
lies." 

And  the  book  is  about  the  very  great 
effort  to  deceive  the  Nazis  and  to  float 
reports  of  one  kind  or  another  that 
would  make  them  think  something  was 
about  to  happen  that  wasn't  about  to 
happen,  and  so  on. 

Q.  There  was  a  declaration  of  war 
at  the  time. 

A.  And  I  think  that  insofar  as 
Qadhafi  is  concerned,  we  don't  have  a 
declaration  of  war,  but  we  have 
something  pretty  darn  close  to  it. 
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Prospects  for  the  Vienna  CSCE  Follow-Up  Meeting 


by  Warren  Zimmerman 

Statement  before  the  Commission  on 
Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe  on 
September  11,  1986.  Ambassador 
Zimmerman  is  head  of  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion to  the  Vienna  follow-up  meeting  of 
the  Conference  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion in  Europe  (CSCE).  ^ 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  meet  with 
you,  and  the  other  members  of  the  Com- 
mission on  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe  to  discuss  the  Vienna  follow-up 
meeting  of  the  Conference  on  Security 
and  Cooperation  in  Europe  (CSCE) 
which  opens  on  November  4,  1986.  This 
will  be  the  third  such  meeting.  The  first 
was  held  in  Belgrade  in  1977-78  and  the 
second  in  Madrid  from  1980  to  1983. 
As  you  know,  I  am  no  stranger  to 
the  CSCE  process,  having  served  as 
deputy  chairman  of  the  U.S.  delegation 
to  the  Madrid  follow-up  meeting  from 
1980  to  1981.  I  am,  thus,  more  aware 
than  most  of  the  crucial  role  which  the 
commission  and  its  staff  have  played 
over  the  past  decade  in  advancing  the 
goals  of  the  CSCE  process,  especially  in 
the  field  of  human  rights.  The  U.S. 
delegation  to  the  Vienna  meeting  will, 
once  again,  draw  heavily  upon  your 
expertise;  indeed,  the  commission  will  be 
represented  on  the  delegation  itself  at 
the  level  of  deputy  chairman  as  well  as 
by  members  of  your  very  experienced 
staff.  I  look  forward  to  a  close  and  pro- 
ductive relationship. 

As  at  Madrid,  we  will  also  have  a 
group  of  distinguished  Americans  serv- 
ing on  the  delegation  as  public  members, 
which  we  hope  to  announce  soon.  And 
we  will  continue  to  stay  in  close  touch 
with  nongovernmental  groups  which  also 
have  made  an  indispensable  contribution 
to  the  CSCE  process. 

The  CSCE  process  began  in  Helsinki 
in  1975  with  the  signing  of  the  Final  Act 
by  President  Ford  and  34  other  leaders. 
This  basic  document  sets  out  a  state- 
ment of  principles  governing  the  conduct 
of  states  toward  each  other  and  toward 
their  own  citizens  and  provides  a 
framework  for  discussion  of  the  security, 
economic,  and  human  rights  problems 
which  underlie  the  unnatural  division  of 
Europe.  Last  March,  Under  Secretary 
(for  Political  Affairs  Michael  H.] 
Armacost  briefed  you  at  some  length  on 


the  Administration's  approach  to  the 
Helsinki  process,  which  remains  its 
position. 

Today  I  will  briefly  assess  the 
Helsinki  process  and  then  outline  our 
basic  objectives  for  the  Vienna  meeting, 
as  well  as  those  of  our  West  European 
allies  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Helsinki  Process 

The  question  of  "who  won  and  who 
lost?"  in  Helsinki  has  been  roundly 
debated  during  the  past  decade.  In  fact, 
that  is  the  wrong  question.  Everyone 
must  have  gotten  something  out  of 
CSCE,  since  all  35  CSCE  states  remain 
interested  in  having  the  process  con- 
tinue. I  would  rather  rephrase  that  ques- 
tion to  "who  gained  the  most  and  who 
gained  the  least?" 

In  my  view,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
clearly  gained  the  least,  both  at  Helsinki 
and  in  the  evolution  of  the  CSCE 
process. 

With  regard  to  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act,  Soviet  objectives  were  basically  to 
legitimize  the  division  of  Europe, 
highlight  the  central  role  of  the  state  vis- 
a-vis the  individual,  and  focus  CSCE 
exclusively  on  the  Soviet  vision  of  pan- 
European  security.  While  the  U.S.S.R. 
succeeded  in  recording  a  principle  on  the 
inviolability  of  frontiers,  even  this  princi- 
ple was  tempered  by  language  that  fron- 
tiers could  be  changed  by  peaceful 
means  and  by  agreement.  In  fact,  the 
Final  Act  much  more  clearly  reflects  the 
Western  agenda  in  CSCE.  It  looks 
toward  the  peaceful  reunification  of 
Europe,  opening  the  door  for  increased 
East-West  contacts.  It  underscores  the 
rights  and  freedoms  of  individuals, 
establishing  standards  of  government 
conduct  vis-a-vis  its  own  citizens. 
Finally,  it  provides  a  balanced  focus  in 
which  human  rights  are  recognized  as  a 
fundamental  element  of  genuine  security 
in  Europe. 

The  Soviets  totally  failed  to  foresee 
the  consequences  of  the  commitments 
they  assumed  in  Helsinki.  They  no  doubt 
felt  they  could  simply  ignore  these  com- 
mitments, as  they  had  those  in  the  UN 
Charter  and  the  UN  Declaration  on 
Human  Rights.  In  fact,  they  were  confi- 
dent enough  to  publish  the  complete  text 
of  the  Final  Act  in  Izvestia,  thus  making 
it  available  to  every  Soviet  citizen  for 
the  price  of  three  kopecks.  The  Helsinki 
monitoring  groups  that  grew  up  in  both 


the  U.S.S.R  and  Eastern  Europe  were  a 
major  unwelcome  surprise  to  the  Soviet 
regime. 

Yet  another  blow  was  the  fact  that 
the  follow-up  meetings  in  Belgrade  and 
Madrid  focused  on  exposing  Soviet 
human  rights  abuses.  The  effect  of  this 
persistent  publicity  about  the  true 
nature  of  the  Soviet  system  is  even  now 
insufficiently  understood,  in  particular 
regarding  the  role  it  played  in  the  rever- 
sal of  the  Soviet  image  in  Western 
Europe  in  the  early  1980s.  The  period  of 
the  Madrid  meeting  (1980-83)  witnessed 
a  dramatic  decline  of  the  pro-Soviet  left 
in  France,  a  West  German  decision  to 
deploy  U.S.  intermediate-range  nuclear 
missiles  on  German  soil,  and  sustained 
popular  support  in  Britain  and  Italy  for 
governments  committed  to  strong 
security  ties  with  the  United  States. 

The  Madrid  concluding  document 
also  made  a  significant  contribution  in 
advancing  the  fundamental  goal  of  the 
Helsinki  process  of  increased  openness. 
In  a  statement  before  the  Madrid  con- 
ference. Secretary  of  State  Shultz 
praised  the  addition  of  "important  new 
commitments  with  respect  to  human 
rights,  trade  union  freedoms  .  .  .  free 
flow  of  information,  and  measures 
against  terrorism  as  accomplishments  of 
Madrid. 

Madfid  also  provided  an  important 
opportunity  to  advance  our  goal  of 
finding  concrete  ways  to  increase  con- 
fidence and  security  in  Europe.  The 
mandate  adopted  in  Madrid  for  the 
Conference  on  Confidence-  and  Security- 
Building  Measures  and  Disarmament  in 
Europe  (CDE)  both  expanded  the  zone 
defined  in  the  Final  Act  to  cover  Soviet 
territory  west  of  the  Urals  and  codified 
key  Western  criteria  that  measures 
adopted  should  have  military  sig- 
nificance and  be  verifiable. 

Despite  early  Soviet  efforts  to  turn 
CDE  into  a  forum  for  empty,  propagan- 
distic  declarations,  the  West  has  been 
highly  successful  in  keeping  the 
Stockholm  conference  focused  on  its  own 
agenda.  The  United  States  is  working 
hard  to  achieve  a  successful  conclusion, 
by  the  September  19  adjournment  date, 
which  will  enhance  stability  and  security 
in  Europe  through  adoption  of  such 
measures  as  mandatory  notification  of 
military  activities  at  a  significantly 
reduced  threshold,  mandatory  observa- 
tion, and  an  annual  calendar  of  planned 
activities.  Adoption  of  certain  CDE 
measures,  such  as  mandatory  on-site  in- 
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spection  on  Soviet  territory,  could  also 
have  a  favorable  impact  on  other  U.S. 
arms  control  endeavors. 

Despite  these  gains,  it  is  true  that 
overall  Eastern,  and  in  particular  Soviet, 
compliance  with  CSCE  obligations, 
especially  in  the  human  rights  area, 
remains  seriously  flawed.  Andrey 
Sakharov  and  Elena  Bonner  remain 
under  house  arrest  in  Gorki,  and  Yuriy 
Orlov,  Anatoliy  Marchenko,  and  other 
Helsinki  monitors  are  either  in  prison  or 
internal  exile.  Also  the  number  of  Soviet 
Jews  permitted  to  emigrate  fell  from 
51,000  in  1979  to  barely  more  than  1,000 
last  year. 

The  record  of  Soviet  violations  has 
led  some  observers  of  the  Helsinki  proc- 
ess to  argue  that  the  United  States 
should  abandon  it  altogether.  I  accept 
the  good  faith  with  which  that  argument 
is  made,  and  I  share  the  frustration  with 
Soviet  violations  which  has  kindled  it. 
Nevertheless  I  believe  it  is  wrong.  That 
argument,  in  my  view,  is  akin  to  urging 
that  we  scrap  the  criminal  code  because 
there  are  people  who  break  the  law.  I 
firmly  believe  that  the  Helsinki  process 
has  been  and  remains  very  much  in  the 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

We  must  preserve  that  process  in 
order  to  keep  faith  with  those  who  strug- 
gle to  realize  the  goals  of  Helsinki.  I 
have  personally  asked  a  number  of 
Soviet  dissidents  and  "refuseniks"  in 
Moscow  and  other  parts  of  the  Soviet 
Union  if  they  felt  CSCE  was  a  waste  of 
time.  I  never  found  one— and  this 
includes  Anatoliy  Shcharanskiy  with 
whom  I  discussed  this  subject  last 
spring— who  told  me  he  wanted  the  proc- 
ess closed  down.  They  felt  rather  that, 
despite  the  U.S.S.R.'s  poor  compliance 
record,  the  publicity  generated  by  the 
review  meetings  on  Soviet  human  rights 
abuses  did,  indeed,  help  them. 

The  Vienna  FoUow-Up  Meeting 

Our  approach  to  Vienna  will  be  governed 
by  two  overarching  objectives.  First,  we 
must  secure  improved  Eastern  com- 
pliance with  commitments  already 
undertaken  in  the  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  concluding  document,  partic- 
ularly with  regard  to  human  rights.  As 
promised  in  President  Reagan's  state- 
ment on  the  occasion  of  the  11th 
anniversary  of  the  Final  Act:  "We  will 
work  to  ensure  that  the  upcoming 
meeting  in  Vienna  will  mark  a  step 
toward  making  the  promises  of 
Helsinki's  first  decade  a  reality  in  its 
second."  Second,  and  equally  important 
will  be  our  efforts  to  pursue  balanced 


progress  across  the  board  in  Vienna  to 
insure  that  human  rights  are  given  at 
least  equal  weight  with  other  CSCE 
elements  such  as  security. 

In  addition,  I  believe  we  will  have  an 
opportunity  in  Vienna  to  strengthen  the 
relevance  and  effectiveness  of  the 
Helsinki  process.  In  this  context,  we  will 
consider  whether  shorter  and  more  fre- 
quent follow-up  meetings  might  not  pro- 
vide a  greater  stimulus  for  progress.  We 
will  also  strive  to  lengthen  the  period  of 
time  devoted  to  implementation  review 
and  increase  the  openness  of  the  process 
as  much  as  possible. 

To  achieve  our  key  objectives,  we 
will  seek  a  thorough  review  of  implemen- 
tation as  well  as  balanced  and  construc- 
tive steps  forward.  In  order  to  build 
pressure  for  improved  compliance,  as 
well  as  identify  steps  that  can  help  bring 
that  about,  we  need  to  concentrate 
attention  on  the  East's  record.  That  will 
mean  devoting  a  substantial  amount  of 
time  in  Vienna  to  implementation  review 
in  order  to  establish  a  clear  record  of 
specifics  and  individual  cases  where 
CSCE  commitments  have  been  abused. 
Where  productive,  we  intend  to  cite 
specific  names  and  events  in  plenary 
session. 

As  always  in  CSCE,  basket  3  and 
principle  VII  issues  will  be  a  central 
focus  of  our  attention.  As  in  the  past, 
the  emphasis  will  be  to  bring  about 


steps  which  could  lead  to  real  progress 
in  improving  the  lot  of  individuals, 
reducing  barriers,  and  broadening 
human  contacts.  Notwithstanding  the 
frustrations  we  have  encountered  at 
experts'  meetings,  we  believe  these  are 
worthwhile  endeavors  and  should  be  part 
of  the  post- Vienna  agenda.  But  overall, 
our  proposals  will  be  focused  on  and 
directed  toward  achieving  better  com- 
pliance with  existing  commitments. 

Maintaining  balance  will  be  a  central 
challenge  for  the  Vienna  meeting.  This 
concept  of  balance  ties  the  various 
strands  of  the  CSCE  together,  based  on 
the  recognition  that  the  humanitarian, 
security,  and  economic  elements  of  the 
Helsinki  process  are  interdependent.  It 
is  unrealistic  to  believe  that  real,  endur- 
ing progress  can  take  place  in  East- West 
relations  without  progress  on  human 
rights. 

In  Vienna  we  will  have  to  weigh  the 
results  of  the  CDE,  and  the  other 
experts'  meetings,  as  well  as  the 
achievements  and  problems  in  all  aspects 
of  CSCE.  If  the  Stockholm  conference 
concludes  successfully,  security  ques- 
tions will  probably  receive  prominent 
attention  in  Vienna.  In  the  June  11 
Budapest  appeal,  the  Soviet  Union  and 
other  Warsaw  Pact  states  declared  their 
interest  in  pursuing  negotiations  on 
disarmament  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Urals.  At  their  ministerial  meeting  in 


The  Soviets  totally  failed  to  foresee  the  conse- 
quences of  the  commitments  they  assumed  in 
Helsinki.  .  .  they  were  confident  enough  to  publish 
the  complete  text  of  the  Final  Act  in  Izvestia,  thus 
making  it  available  to  every  Soviet  citizen  for  the 
price  of  three  kopecks.  The  Helsinki  monitoring 
groups.  .  .  were  a  major  unwelcome  surprise  to  the 
Soviet  regime. 


improvements  in  the  lives  of  individual, 
ordinary  people.  Our  vigorous  pursuit  of 
human  rights  improvements  will  be  con- 
sistent with  the  approach  taken  by  the 
President  with  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  at  the  Geneva  summit;  that 
is,  emphasizing  the  need  for  concrete 
results. 

Western  ideas  developed  during  the 
experts'  meetings  at  Ottawa,  Budapest, 
and  Bern  provide  a  wealth  of  material 
for  us  to  consider  in  developing  positive 


Halifax,  the  United  States  and  its  NATO 
allies  established  a  high-level  task  force 
to  examine  ways  to  strengthen  stability 
and  security  in  Europe,  through 
increased  openness  and  the  establish- 
ment of  a  verifiable,  stable  balance  of 
conventional  forces  at  lower  levels.  The 
task  force  will  issue  an  initial  report  in 
October  and  a  final  report  to  ministers  in 
December.  While  we  cannot  yet  predict 
the  outcome,  the  results  of  the  task  force 
study  will  no  doubt  have  an  important 
bearing  on  our  work  in  Vienna. 
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In  determining  our  approach  to 
security  questions,  we  must  be  careful  to 
insure  that  the  security  component  is  not 
allowed  to  dominate  other  aspects  of  the 
CSCE  process.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
must  also  remember  that  Soviet 
interests  in  security  and  economic  ques- 
tions will  provide  important  leverage  for 
us  to  secure  our  central  human  rights 
objectives.  And  we  must  bear  in  mind 
that  important  U.S.  security  interests 
are  engaged  in  the  CSCE  process. 

West  European  Objectives 

With  regard  to  the  Atlantic  alliance,  the 
CSCE  process  has  fostered  and  rein- 
forced allied  unity.  The  Soviets  and 
others  have  worked  very  hard  to  use  the 
CSCE  process  to  split  the  United  States 
from  its  NATO  allies.  Not  only  have  they 
failed  in  these  efforts,  but  I  believe  that 
CSCE  has  been  a  historic  monument  to 
alliance  cooperation.  In  turn,  alliance 
unity— in  insisting  on  compliance  with 
CSCE  undertakings  and  on  balance 
between  security  and  human  rights 
goals— has  been  essential  to  the  progress 
we  have  made  thus  far.  We  must  thus 
continue  to  present  a  united  front  if  we 
are  to  make  progress  on  issues  of  impor- 
tance to  us. 

I  believe  that  strong  U.S.  leadership 
and  skillful  alliance  management  both  at 
NATO  and  Vienna  will  allow  us  to 
achieve  that  objective.  Based  on  discus- 
sions I  have  had  at  NATO  and  in  allied 
capitals  earlier  this  year,  I  can  assure 
you  that  our  allies  fully  share  our  basic 
goals  for  the  Vienna  meeting.  It  is  often 
forgotten  in  this  country  that,  at  the 
outset  of  the  Helsinki  negotiations  in  the 
mid-1970s,  the  West  Europeans  showed 
a  stronger  and  deeper  interest  in  CSCE 
and  foresaw  much  earlier  the  importance 
of  the  human  dimension  than  did  the 
United  States. 

Since  the  1977  Belgrade  follow-up 
meeting,  expressions  of  Western  con- 
cern over  Soviet  human  rights  abuses 
have  become  increasingly  frequent  and 
specific.  This  approach  has  found  con- 
siderable resonance  among  West 
European  publics  and  has  increasingly 
been  endorsed  at  the  highest  political 
level.  Thus,  for  example,  during  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev's  visit  to  Paris  in 
October  1985,  French  journalists  on  both 
the  right  and  the  left  grilled  Mr. 
Gorbachev  on  Soviet  failure  to  live  up  to 
the  standards  enshrined  in  the  Final  Act. 
Also  during  that  visit,  President 
Mitterrand  insisted  that  movement  in 
basket  3  of  the  Final  Act  take  place  at 


CSCE  Follow-Up  Preparatory  Meeting 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  23,  1986' 

The  United  States,  Canada,  and  the  33 
other  European  states  which  participate 
in  the  Conference  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe  (CSCE)  begin  a 
2-week  meeting  today  in  Vienna.  This 
meeting  will  prepare  the  agenda  and 
working  program  of  the  third  CSCE 
follow-up  meeting  which  opens  there 
November  4. 

The  U.S.  delegation,  headed  by 
Ambassador  Warren  Zimmerman,  will 
seek  to  assure  that  the  practical 
arrangements  adopted  at  this  organiza- 
tional meeting  will  facilitate  achievement 
of  our  substantive  goals  for  the  follow-up 
meeting  itself. 

As  at  previous  follow-up  meetings— 
in  Belgrade  in  1977-78  and  Madrid 
1980-83-this  one  will  address  the  full 
range  of  issues  covered  by  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act  which  represents  a  framework 
for  seeking  to  resolve  the  humanitarian, 
economic,  and  security  issues  that  divide 
Europe.  The  Vienna  meeting  will  review 
the  results  of  various  subsidiary  CSCE 
meetings  held  since  Madrid.  These 
include  meetings  on  human  rights, 
human  contacts,  and  culture,  as  well  as 


the  same  pace  as  in  the  other  areas  of 
CSCE.  During  President  Mitterrand's 
visit  to  Moscow  this  July,  he  again  raised 
the  issue  of  human  rights,  focusing  on 
family  reunification  and  increased 
dialogue  on  individual  rights. 

Nevertheless,  we  need  to  recognize 
that  our  allies,  for  a  variety  of  reasons, 
will  pursue  somewhat  different 
approaches  toward  achieving  our  com- 
mon objectives.  They  may  not,  for  exam- 
ple, be  as  vocal  as  the  United  States  in 
citing  specific  cases  of  noncompliance. 
Some  may  tend  to  emphasize  the  impor- 
tance of  CSCE  as  a  process  rather  than 
as  a  negotiation.  In  my  view,  this  diver- 
sity of  approach  will  not  weaken  the 
impact  of  our  combined  efforts  to 
achieve  our  mutual  objectives  of 
increased  compliance  and  continued 
balance  in  the  CSCE  process. 

Soviet  Objectives 

For  years  the  Soviets  sought  to  deflect 
human  rights  criticism  by  hiding  behind 
the  principle  of  "noninterference  in 


the  outcome  of  the  Stockholm  Con- 
ference on  Confidence-  and  Security- 
Building  Measures  and  Disarmaments  in 
Europe  (CDE). 

The  Stockholm  conference,  which 
reached  an  accord  on  confidence-building 
measures  Monday  [September  22],  is  an 
integral  part  of  this  broader  CSCE  proc- 
ess which  recognizes  the  interrelation- 
ship between  peace  and  freedom  in 
Europe. 

The  follow-up  meeting  in  November 
will  take  stock  of  the  promises  made  and 
the  promises  kept  and  weigh  the  balance 
among  the  various  dimensions  of  the 
CSCE  process.  The  United  States  and 
its  allies  will  seek  improved  compliance 
by  the  East  with  all  the  principles  and 
provisions  of  Helsinki  and  Madrid.  We 
will  also  seek  to  promote  balanced  prog- 
ress among  the  different  dimensions  of 
the  CSCE  process.  In  particular  con- 
crete steps  by  the  East  to  resolve  prob- 
lems in  the  areas  of  human  rights  and 
humanitarian  cooperation  are  needed. 
The  question  of  the  future  of  the  CDE 
will  be  addressed  at  Vienna  in  this 
broader  context. 


iRead  to  news  correspondents  by  Depart- 
ment deputy  spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


internal  affairs."  The  hollowness  of  this 
defense,  however,  has  been  exposed  at 
successive  CSCE  meetings  during  which 
the  Soviets  have  been  forced  to  confront 
the  facts  of  their  poor  record.  The 
Soviets  have  begun  to  show  sensitivity 
to  such  criticism,  particularly  when  it 
adversely  affects  the  image  Moscow 
wants  to  cultivate  in  Western  Europe. 

Under  the  leadership  of  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev,  the  Soviets  appear 
to  be  changing  their  tactics.  On  the  one 
hand,  they  have  taken  the  offensive  in 
charging  the  West  with  abuses  of  social 
and  economic  rights,  and  we  can  expect 
a  long  litany  of  allegations  against  the 
United  States  at  the  Vienna  meeting. 
This  change  of  tactic,  however,  concedes 
the  legitimacy  of  raising  human  rights 
issues  involving  another  coimtry.  We 
will,  therefore,  welcome  the  debate  and 
will  engage  in  it  energetically. 

Mr.  Gorbachev  has  also  indicated  a 
greater  willingness  to  talk  about  Soviet 
performance  with  regard  to  human 
rights.  We  can  thus  expect  a  more  active 
Soviet  effort  in  Vienna  to  refute 
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Western  efforts  to  record  and  correct 
Soviet  abuses.  We  will  also  have  to 
guard  against  allowing  the  Soviets  to 
gain  credit  for  this  increased  willingness 
to  discuss  human  rights  as  a  substitute 
for  actual,  concrete  performance  on  the 
human  rights  front.  In  this  regard,  we 
must  continue  to  insist  that  words  and 
promises  be  backed  up  with  specific 
deeds. 

The  Soviets  have  also  indicated  a 
strong  interest  in  progress  on  security 
and  economic  issues.  While  we  will  have 
to  examine  any  Soviet  proposals  in  each 
CSCE  basket  in  the  context  of  Western 
objectives  and  proposals  in  these  areas,  I 
believe  that  they  can  help  us,  via  the 
principle  of  balance,  to  advance  our 
goals  with  regard  to  improved  com- 
pliance on  human  rights. 

Conclusion 

We  have  been  working  closely  with  the 
commission  in  developing  and  refining 
our  strategy  for  the  Vienna  follow-up 
meeting.  I  look  forward  to  continued 
close  collaboration  as  we  enter  the  final 
stages  of  preparation.  As  in  Madrid,  we 
will  rely  heavily  on  your  skills,  expertise, 
and  judgment. 

Given  the  Eastern  record  on  human 
rights  issues,  the  Vienna  meeting  is 
likely  to  be  a  difficult  conference. 
Nonetheless,  I  am  confident  that  prog- 
ress is  possible.  As  President  Reagan 
noted  in  his  statement  at  the  close  of  the 
last  review  meeting  3  years  ago: 
"Dialogue,  when  based  on  realistic 
expectations  and  conducted  with 
patience,  can  produce  results.  These 
results  are  often  gradual  and  hard  won, 
but  they  are  necessary  buildingblocks  for 
a  more  secure  and  stable  world." 


A  Discussion  on  U.S. -Soviet  Relations 


'The  completed  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  commission  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Following  is  an  interview  with 
Ambassador  Paul  H.  Nitze,  Special  Ad- 
viser to  the  President  and  the  Secretary 
of  State  on  Arms  Control  Matters,  and 
Mark  Palmer,  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  European  and  Canadian 
Affairs,  by  broadcast  journalist  Nelson 
Benton  on  June  16,  1986. 

Introduction 

Mr.  Benton:  Hello,  I'm  Nelson  Benton. 
Welcome  to  the  State  Department's  pro- 
gram on  U.S. -Soviet  relations.  Today, 
we  will  examine  U.S.  policy  toward  the 
Soviet  Union;  what  it  is,  and  how  it  got 
that  way,  and  what  the  prospects  are  for 
improved  relations.  Figuring  heavily  in 
this  equation  is  the  complex  issue  of 
nuclear  arms. 

In  November  1985  President  Reagan 
met  in  Geneva  with  Soviet  leader 
Mikhail  Gorbachev,  seeking  a  better  rela- 
tionship between  the  two  countries  and 
ways  to  reduce  the  nuclear  arsenals  of 
both  sides. 

Over  the  past  two  decades,  some 
Soviet-American  agreements  have  been 
reached;  some  treaties  have  been  signed. 
But  international  tension  has  always 
clouded  the  quest  for  improved  Soviet- 
American  relations. 

In  1981  President  Reagan  initiated 
new  negotiations.  Their  objective:  to 
bring  about  deep  reductions  in  nuclear 
weapons.  Today,  that  quest  goes  on. 

Interview 

Mr.  Benton:  What  are  the  prospects  for 
improved  relations  with  the  Soviets? 
How  can  we  solve  this  complex  problem 
of  nuclear  weapons?  To  discuss  these 
issues  from  the  perspective  of  the  U.S. 
Government,  we  have  with  us  today  two 
distinguished  diplomats. 

Ambassador  Paul  Nitze  is  a  giant  in 
the  world  of  diplomacy,  a  man  who  has 
served  as  adviser  to  Presidents  since 
Harry  Truman.  He  is  recognized  as  the 
expert  in  arms  control,  a  principal  nego- 
tiator of  the  1972  Anti-Ballistic  Missile 
(ABM)  Treaty,  present  at  the  Kennedy- 
Khrushchev  summit  in  Vienna  in  1961. 
He  has  dealt  with  the  Soviets  across  the 
table  throughout  four  decades.  Today,  he 
is  special  adviser  on  arms  control  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  to 
Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz. 

Mark  Palmer  is  a  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  at  the  Department  of  State. 


He  has  played  a  key  role  in  U.S. -Soviet 
relations  for  5  years.  He's  worked  on 
Soviet  affairs  for  over  two  decades.  He 
has  served  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  was  a 
Senior  Assistant  to  Secretary  Shultz  in 
planning  the  Reagan-Gorbachev  summit 
in  Geneva.  He  holds  the  personal  rank  of 
Minister-Counselor  and  has  been  nomi- 
nated by  President  Reagan  to  be  the 
next  U.S.  Ambassador  to  Hungary. 

Mr.  Nitze,  let  me  ask  you  first.  You 
have  negotiated  with  the  Soviets 
throughout  the  postwar  period,  what 
have  you  learned  about  their  negotiating 
techniques  over  that  long  time? 

Ambassador  Nitze:  The  Soviet 
Union  goes  at  the  negotiations  in  a  way 
which  is  much  more  closely  designed  to 
get  the  better  of  the  other  side  in  a 
negotiation.  Therefore,  they  go  into  a 
negotiation  with  very  extreme  demands- 
very  self-serving  to  their  position.  Then 
the  second  point  is  that  they  use  every 
outside  influence  that  they  can  develop 
to  bring  pressure  on  the  other  side  to 
make  the  concessions  that  they  want. 
They  really  don't  believe  that  anybody  in 
the  West  is  going  to  give  them  some  con- 
cession because  they're  fair  and  equita- 
ble. Then,  finally,  when  they  think  that 
the  situation  has  become  ripe  for  some 
kind  of  negotiation,  then  they  offer  a 
rather  small  concession  for  and,  they 
insist,  for  at  least  an  equal  concession  on 
the  other  side.  But  if  you  start  from 
unequal  positions,  then  obviously  that 
leads  to  a  position  of  advantage  to  them 
in  the  negotiations.  And,  finally,  they 
also  believe  that  it  is  important  to  ensure 
that  the  final  negotiations  take  place 
against  a  deadline.  They  think  they're  in 
a  better  position  to  get  a  better  deal  if 
there's  a  deadhne. 

Mr.  Benton:  Let  me  ask  you,  Mr. 
Palmer,  do  we  have  a  comprehensive, 
long-range  policy  toward  the  Soviet 
Union?  What  are  its  components? 


To  obtain  a  videotape  of  this  interview 
please  contact: 

Bureau  of  Public  Affairs 
Special  Projects  Staff 
U.S.  Department  of  State 
Washington,  D.C.  20520 

(Tel.:  202-647-2353) 
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Mr.  Palmer:  We  look  at  the  great 
sweep  of  our  relations  since  the  Second 
World  War,  and  we  have  to  recognize 
that  it  is  a  difficult  relationship.  The 
norm  over  the  last  40  years  or  so  has 
been  problems,  not  successes;  not 
cooperation  but  difficulty  and  antago- 
nism. And  I  think  realistically  one  has  to 
recognize  that  the  Soviet  world  view  is 
profoundly  different  than  ours  and  their 
system  is  profoundly  different.  There- 
fore, it's  no  use  sort  of  saying  let's  have 
some  simple  solution,  let's  just  talk  to 
them  a  little  bit  more,  smile  a  little 
more,  and  the  relationship  will  be  trans- 
formed; it  won't.  And  if  you  proceed 
that  way,  you're  bound  to  have  very 
sharp  vacillations  of  rising  expectations, 
and  then  something  like  the  Korean 
airliner  or  Afghanistan  will  come  along 
and  your  strategy  will  be  in  a  shambles. 

So  we  believe  we  should  proceed 
steadily,  recognizing,  being  realistic 
about  the  nature  of  the  differences. 
Secondly,  we  beheve  that  given  the  size 
and  scale  and  power  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
it's  important  to  recognize  that  they  will 
only  respect  us  and  deal  with  us  on  a 
basis  of  equality  if  we're  strong— strong 
not  only  militarily  but  also  strong  in 
terms  of  politics— recognizing  that  the 
struggle  in  the  final  analysis  is  a  political 
struggle,  that  the  Soviets  believe  that 
history  is  moving  in  their  direction.  But 
the  third  element  of  our  approach  is,  of 
course,  negotiations  and  engagement. 

And  with  all  the  difficulty,  I  think 
it's  important  not  to  despair.  Results  are 
possible.  We  have  had  times  when  things 
have  been  achieved  which  have  been 
valuable  for  them  and  for  us  and  for  the 
world.  And  President  Reagan  has  a  very 
ambitious,  perhaps  the  most  ambitious 
agenda  of  negotiations  that  we  have 
ever  had.  He  wants  to  do  away  with  all 
nuclear  weapons;  he  wants  to  have  an 
unprecedented  scale  of  people-to-people 
exchanges.  It's  those  kinds  of  bold  ideas 
that  we  think  are  important,  and  that's 
our  agenda.  We  want  to  touch  all  of  the 
key  areas:  arms  control;  regional  prob- 
lems like  Afghanistan,  Middle  East, 
southern  Africa;  human  rights,  a  very 
important  part  of  our  agenda;  and  all 
this  broad  scope  of  bilateral  things  from 
trade  to  people-to-people  programs. 
That's  our  agenda. 

Mr.  Benton:  What  about  the  prob- 
lem of  dealing  with  human  rights  and 
the  Soviet  Union.  Can  we  have  a  practi- 
cal effect  on  the  human  rights  practices 
of  the  Soviet  Union? 

Mr.  Palmer:  Within  certain  limits 
we  can  have,  historically  we  have  had. 


There've  been  periods  in  which  things 
have  happened:  large  numbers  of  emi- 
grants have  been  permitted  to  come  out 
of  the  Soviet  Union;  prominent  dissi- 
dents have  been  released  from  jail.  And, 
in  the  context  of  this  last  summit,  we  did 
see  some  results.  I  went  to  Germany  to 
greet  Mr.  Shcharanskiy  when  he  came 
out.  One  of  the  most  exciting  moments 
of  my  life  was  seeing  this  marvelous, 
courageous,  funny,  moderate  human 
being  finally  released  after  a  terrible 
ordeal  in  the  Soviet  Union.  One  of  the 
reasons  why  you  didn't  hear  more  at  the 
time  of  the  summit  is  that  the  President 
believes  that  the  most  practical  approach 
is  for  him  to  develop  a  quiet  relationship 
with  Mr.  Gorbachev  on  this  issue,  so  that 
while  we  as  a  people  and  a  government 
will  continue  to  speak  out  about  human 
rights  very  vigorously,  he  wants  to  have 
this  special  ability,  as  President  Nixon 
had  that  special  ability,  to  produce  prac- 
tical results  in  the  human  rights  field. 

Mr.  Benton:  Mr.  Nitze,  why  has 
President  Reagan  decided  that  we  will 
no  longer  be  constrained  by  the  limits  of 
the  SALT  II  [strategic  arms  limitation 
talks]  Treaty? 

Ambassador  Nitze:  The  President 
started  off  feeling  that  the  SALT  II 
Treaty  was  a  flawed  treaty,  but  he  also 
thought  that  negotiations  with  the 
Soviet  Union  were  important.  And  he 
thought  it  would  help  the  process  of 
negotiations  if,  at  least  for  a  certain 
period  of  time,  the  United  States  were  to 
restrain  itself,  exercise  restraint  with 
respect  to  its  programs  so  it  stayed 
within  the  limitations  of  SALT  II— which 
have  never  been  ratified  and  which 
would  have  expired  by  1985— provided 
the  Soviets  did  the  same  and  provided 
there  was  time,  they  were  prepared 
seriously  to  negotiate.  Now  that  decision 
he  made  in  1982.  So  that,  you  know,  a 
number  of  years  have  gone  by  since  that 
1982  decision.  He  has  said,  however, 
that  he  will  feel  himself,  the  United 
States,  not  to  be  constrained  by  those 
limits— because  of  the  passage  of  time, 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  Soviets  have 
not  restricted  themselves  to  the  restric- 
tions of  SALT  II. 

Mr.  Benton:  The  role  of  summitry- 
summitry  and  arms  negotiations  at  this 
point  seem  so  totally  tied  together.  What 
is  the  role  of  summitry  and  the  linkage 
to  arms  control  negotiations? 

Mr.  Palmer:  One  American  who's 
dealt  with  the  Soviets  since  the  time  of 
Lenin  said  to  me  that  they  are  a  system— 
that  everybody  is  afraid  of  the  man  next 


above  him,  until  you  get  all  the  way  up 
to  the  very  top.  And  it's  only  the  very 
top  man  who  really  can  make  decisions 
on  anything  of  any  importance.  And  I 
would  say  that  is  the  critical  reason  for 
summitry.  You've  got  to,  when  you  want 
to  do  something  big  and  ambitious, 
you've  got  to  get  to  that  man.  Every- 
body down  below  is  more  or  less  a  ner- 
vous bureaucrat  and  isn't  willing  to  take 
that  kind  of  big  step. 

So  the  President  has  outlined,  as  you 
know,  a  three  summit  agenda  which  is 
unprecedented,  I  think;  we've  never  had 
a  proposal  and  a  concept  for  three  sum- 
mits in  very  rapid  succession  in  order  to 
bring  about  these  kinds  of  big  agree- 
ments. So  I  would  say  that,  if  one 
approaches  summitry  in  the  right  way,  it 
is  necessary  to  get  the  kinds  of  things 
we  want. 

Mr.  Benton:  Given  the  fact  that 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  is  new  in 
his  job,  isn't  a  summit  from  pure  internal 
political  purposes  very  much  to  his 
advantage  in  establishing  his  power  in 
the  Soviet  Union? 

Mr.  Palmer:  I  think  that's  absolutely 
right  if  it  goes  well.  If  it  goes  badly  when 
you're  still  trying  to  consolidate  your 
power,  of  course,  it  can  go  very  badly 
from  your  own  personal  point  of  view. 
And  I  think  that's  what  we're  seeing 
now— a  little  uncertainty  on  his  part 
about  whether  he  wants  to  go  ahead 
with  a  commitment  that  he  made  in  writ- 
ing to  a  summit  this  year  in  Washington 
and  a  summit  next  year  in  Moscow.  My 
sense,  however,  is  that  he  still  sees  some 
advantages.  And  that,  as  the  President 
has  said,  we're  very  committed,  and  we 
hope  very  much  that  the  process  will  go 
ahead. 

Mr.  Benton:  Let's  get  back  to  arms 
control  policy  if  we  could  for  a  minute. 
How  do  you  respond  to  critics  who  say 
that  the  Administration  does  not  have  an 
agreed-upon  arms  control  policy? 

Ambassador  Nitze:  The  President 
has  wished  from  the  very  beginning  to 
set  up  the  preconditions,  the  conditions 
in  the  world  under  which  the  total 
elimination  of  nuclear  weapons  would  be 
possible.  You  can't  do  that  overnight.  A 
lot  of  things  have  to  be  done  to  make  it 
possible.  One  of  the  things  that  he 
thought  would  lead  in  the  direction  of 
such  a  world  was,  for  instance,  limita- 
tions on  conventional  arms.  He's  been 
interested  in  the  mutual  force  reduction 
program,  MBFR  [mutual  and  balanced 
force  reductions],  in  Europe.  Another 
thing  is  the  limitation  and  the  ban  on  the 
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production  and  deployment  of  chemical 
weapons.  He's  been  working  on  that; 
we've  been  working  on  that  hard.  The 
main  thing,  of  course,  is  the  limitation  of 
nuclear  weapons  and,  in  that  field,  part 
of  that  problem  is  a  problem  in  Europe 
and  that  has  to  do  with  the  intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces,  which  are  deployed 
in  Europe  and  some  in  the  Far  East. 
We've  been  working  hard  on  that 
with  respect  to  the  total  elimination  of 
that  entire  class  of  nuclear  weapons.  I, 
myself,  was  the  head  of  that  delegation 
which  works— has  been  working  for 
years  trying  to  get  that  done.  He's  been 
working  hard  on  the  question  of  the 
strategic  nuclear  weapons,  those  which 
are  weapons  of  intercontinental  range, 
which  affect  primarily  the  United  States 
and  the  U.S.S.R.  There,  he'll  again  wish 
to  see  that  there  would  be  meaningful 
and  strategically  important  reductions  in 
weapons  of  this  type— an  increasingly 
deep  reduction  so  that  this  would  end  up 
leading  toward  the  possibility  of  the  total 
elimination  of  nuclear  weapons.  It  was 
this  same  drive,  this  same  interest, 
which  caused  him  to  suggest  that  our 
technical  people  look  to  see  whether  or 
not  it  might  not  be  possible  to  develop 
defensive  weapons  which  could  con- 
tribute to  a  situation  in  which  the  aboli- 
tion of  nuclear  weapons  would  be  feasi- 
ble. So,  that's  what  we've  been  trying  to 
do,  and  I  think  all  parts  of  the  U.S.  pro- 
gram have  been  consistent  with  those 
objectives.  There  have  been  differences 
within  the  Administration  as  to  the  best 
way  to  approach  some  of  these  points. 
But  they've  been  differences  about  the 
techniques,  so  forth  and  so  on,  the  minor 
parts  of  it.  The  principal  objectives  have 
not  been  in  controversy  within  the  exec- 
utive branch. 

Mr.  Benton:  With  SDI  (Strategic 
Defense  Initiative),  some  are  concerned 
that  this  may  violate  the  Anti-Ballistic 
Missile  Treaty. 

Ambassador  Nitze:  It  clearly  does 
not  violate  the  Anti-Ballistic  Missile 
Treaty.  In  the  first  place,  the  Anti- 
Ballistic  Missile  Treaty  never  mentions 
the  word  research.  It  was  agreed  by 
both  the  Soviet  side  and  by  our  side  that 
research  was  not  to  be  limited  by  that 
treaty,  and  it  is  not  limited  by  that 
treaty.  The  Soviets  have  tried  to  suggest 
now  that  purposeful  research  is  some- 
how or  other  limited  under  the  treaty. 
But,  it  isn't  mentioned,  it  isn't  limited 
under  the  treaty.  There's  no  way  in 
which  you  could  verify  what  is  going  on 
in  the  minds  of  researchers  in 
laboratories,  and  so  forth  and  so  on. 


Mr.  Benton:  Secretary  Shultz  has 
called  for  less  use  by  the  Soviets  of 
highly  publicized  proposals,  particularly 
arms  control  proposals.  Why  is  that 
important,  Mr.  Nitze? 

Ambassador  Nitze:  Any  indication 
that  the  Soviets  are  really  prepared  for 
confidential  negotiations  would  be 
important.  That  is  where  one  really  does 
the  business  of  coming  to  conclusions 
which  would  take  into  account  not  only 
Soviet  interests  but  our  own. 

We  believe  that  the  place  for  those 
confidential  negotiations  is  in  Geneva, 
where  Max  Kampelman  [head,  U.S. 
delegation  on  arms  control  negotiations 
and  U.S.  negotiator  on  defense  and 
space  arms]  and  a  very  competent  team 
are  negotiating  with  a  very  competent 
team  on  the  Soviet  side.  Those  people  in 
Geneva  are  in  a  position  where  they 
could  take  into  account  not  only  the 
broad  principles  which  are  of  interest  to 
the  public  but  also  the  specific  details 
which  would  make  it  possible  to  trans- 
late those  principles  into  reality- 
something  that  you  could  count  on, 
something  that  would  be  verifiable, 
something  which  would  do  what  is 
intended. 

Mr.  Palmer:  Since  Lenin's  time,  the 
Soviets  have  believed  that  the  best  thing 
to  do  was  to  go  around  governments  and 
to  affect  people's  peace  movements- 
front  groups  to  affect  the  context  within 
which  political  leaders  in  other  societies 
make  decisions.  And  that  has  been  such 
a  strong  stream  in  Soviet  diplomacy, 
such  a  relatively  novel  approach  to 
diplomacy  because  it  means  not  going  to 
the  foreign  ministry  but  to  the  press,  in 
a  certain  sense,  that  in  the  1970s 
Suslov— who  was  then  head  of  the 
ideological  part  of  the  Soviet  Central 
Committee— Suslov  complained  that  they 
had,  at  that  point,  shifted  too  much  in 
the  direction  of  serious  negotiations  on 
arms  control,  the  Middle  East,  and  other 
areas  with  the  United  States  and  that 
they  needed  to  resurrect  more  of  the 
ideological  propaganda,  going  to  the 
people  approach.  And  Arkady  Shev- 
chenko,  one  of  the  senior  Soviets  who's 
come  over  to  the  West,  reports  about 
that  in  his  book.  This  remarkable 
phenomenon  of  trying  to  fine  tune  the 
distinction  between  serious  talks  with 
the  West  and  propaganda. 

Ambassador  Nitze:  What  I  look  for 
is  indications  of  a  decision  by  the  Polit- 
buro, that  the  Politburo  has  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  time  is  now  ripe  for  a 
deal,  that  they  want  a  deal— is  one  of  the 
best  indicators,  I  think,  is  when  they 


seriously  wish  or  indicate  that  they  want 
the  important  negotiations  to  be  con- 
fidential. At  the  time  when  they  are 
making  public  statements  as  to  their 
position,  then  it's  perfectly  clear  that 
they  have  not  reached  a  stage  where 
they  want  the  negotiations  really  to 
reach  that  final  phase. 

Ambassador  Semyonov  [head  of 
Soviet  SALT  I  delegation],  once  told  me 
during  one  of  the  negotiations— I  felt  we 
weren't  making  the  progress  that  I  had 
hoped  for— and  Ambassador  Semyonov 
said,  "Oh,  Mr.  Nitze,  don't  be  discour- 
aged, you  know  in  a  serious  negotiation 
of  this  kind,  one  gets  perhaps  30%  of  the 
business  done  in  the  first  couple  of 
months— each  side  establishes  its  posi- 
tion. But  then  it  takes  some  years  for 
the  next  30%  of  the  business  to  be  done. 
And  the  final  30%  is  done  in  the  last  20 
minutes." 

Mr.  Benton:  What  do  you  see  hap- 
pening in  the  next  2-3  years  down  the 
road  with  Moscow? 

Mr.  Palmer:  Well,  we  have  a  sense 
that  Mr.  Gorbachev  has  given  a  green 
light  to  people-to-people  programs,  and  I 
think  most  Americans  welcome  that. 
We've  been  inundated  with  ideas  from 
American  private  initiative  in  this 
field— everything  from  the  Dallas 
Cowboys  and  the  Washington  Redskins 
playing  a  game  in  Lenin  Stadium  to 
hosts  of  high  school  students  who  want 
to  go  over  there  and  study.  We've  had 
an  average  of  100  calls  a  day  with  new 
ideas  in  this  field.  So,  I  think  we'll  see  an 
expansion  in  people-to-people  programs. 
I  think  we're  going  to  see  a  regulariza- 
tion  of  the  discussions  on  critical  wars 
that  are  underway  today— Afghanistan, 
Cambodia,  Angola,  Ethiopia,  Nicaragua, 
the  whole  of  the  Middle  East.  We've 
begun  to  move  into  a  systematic  set  of 
talks  at  senior  levels,  and  I  think  that's 
going  to  continue,  and  that's  good. 

Ambassador  Nitze:  It  is  my  own 

view,  this  is  my  personal  view,  that  the 
Soviet  economy  is  not  in  deep  difficulty. 
It  isn't  an  efficient  economy,  but  it  does 
continue  to  grow,  because  it  started 
from  a  low,  very  low  level  and  they've 
got  an  enormous  country  and  enormous 
resources  and  a  very  large  body  of 
talented  people.  So  there's  no  reason 
why  it  shouldn't  continue  to  grow.  But, 
as  I  see  it,  they  are  beginning  to  meet 
the  phenomenon  of  rising  expectations 
on  the  part  of  their  populace,  that  means 
that  you  have  to  enter  the  modern 
world.  You  have  to  enter  the  world  in 
which  there  is  communication,  the  world 
in  which  there  is  a  greater  freedom  on 
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the  part  of  individuals  and  enterprises  in 
the  Soviet  Union  to  do  the  intelligent 
thing,  to  enter  this  modern  world. 

If  they  want  to  get  into  the  modern 
world,  then  I  think  it  is  in  their  interest 
to  reduce  the  burden  of  armaments, 
which  is  immense  in  the  Soviet  Union.  I 
would  think  that  if  they  really  want  to 
make  this  transition  into  the  modern 
world  and,  to  some  degree,  meet  these 
expectations  of  their  populace,  they 
should  be  interested  in  arrangements 
which  would  take  into  account,  not  only 
their  strategic  interests  but  those  of  the 
West  as  well. 

Mr.  Palmer:  I'm  mildly  encouraged. 
I  think  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  some 
incentives  now  for  dealing  with  us.  We 
have  restored  our  military  strength  to  a 
considerable  degree.  There's  still  much 
to  be  done,  but  there  is  now  a  greater 
recognition  in  Moscow  that  what  they 
call  the  correlation  of  forces  is  not,  at 
the  moment,  ineluctably  moving  in  their 
direction.  So,  they  have  some  incentives 
now  to  deal  with  us.  There  has  been,  in 
some  of  the  arms  control  fora,  a  little  bit 
of  an  indication  on  the  part  of  the 
Soviets  of  seriousness.  As  Paul  men- 
tioned, when  they  start  to  go  quiet  on 
something,  you  start  to  get  a  little  more 
encouraged,  and  there  have  been  a  few 
quiet  things  lately— modest,  not  to  exag- 
gerate their  significance,  no  break- 
through, but  a  little  bit  there  to  work 
with.  So  I'm— within  the  rather  cautious 
longer  term  context,  I  think  that  we 
have  some  opportunities  now.  I  know 
that's  the  President's  and  Secretary 
Shultz's  view  that  we  should  pursue 
these  opportunities  vigorously,  and  I'm 
confident  that  that  will  be  done  by  this 
Administration. 

Mr.  Benton:  Our  time  is  up.  Mr. 
Nitze,  Mr.  Palmer,  thank  you  very  much. 
And  thank  you  for  joining  us.  I  am 
Nelson  Benton  at  the  State  Depart- 
ment. ■ 


28th  Report  on  Cyprus 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
SEPT.  9,  1986' 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  95-384,  I  am 
submitting  to  you  a  bimonthly  report  on  prog- 
ress toward  a  negotiated  settlement  of  the 
Cyprus  question. 

Since  my  last  report  to  you,  the  United 
Nations  Secretary  General  has  continued  his 
initiative.  He  has  made  clear  his  commitment 
to  his  good  offices  mission  and  to  helping  the 
two  Cypriot  sides  move  forward  toward  an 
overall  solution.  In  this  regard,  he  will  be 
meeting  with  Mr.  Denktash  on  September  16 
and  with  President  Kyprianou  later  in  the 
month.  We  will  give  the  Secretary  General 
our  full  support  and  encourage  the  parties  to 
cooperate  with  him  and  carry  forward  the 
work  that  has  been  accomplished  since  the 
inception  of  his  initiative. 

Among  other  developments  in  Cyprus  of 
note,  Turkish  Prime  Minister  Ozal  visited 


northern  Cyprus  from  July  2  to  July  4. 
During  that  period,  movement  through  the 
primary  crossing  point  between  north  and 
south  Cyprus  was  blocked  by  demonstrations 
on  the  Greek  Cypriot  side.  On  July  4,  Turkish 
Cypriot  authorities  announced  the  closure  of 
all  crossing  points  on  their  side  of  the  U.N. 
buffer  zone  and  did  not  reopen  them  until 
July  12.  We  made  clear  to  all  concerned  our 
view  that  actions  that  could  exacerbate  ten- 
sions and  complicate  the  search  for  a  peaceful 
settlement  should  be  avoided. 
Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan 


^Identical  letters  addressed  to  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  Richard  G.  Lugar, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  15,  1986).  ■ 
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Religious  Persecution  in  the  Soviet  Union 


Following  are  statements  by  Edward 
J.  Derwinski,  Counselor  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  and  Richard  Schifter, 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Human  Rights 
and  Humanitarian  Affairs,  before  the 
Subcommittees  on  Human  Rights  and 
International  Organizations  and  on 
Europe  and  the  Middle  East  of  the  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on  July  30, 
1986.^ 


COUNSELOR  DERWINSKI 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity 
to  testify  today  on  the  subject  of 
religious  persecution  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  On  September  11,  of  last  year,  I 
devoted  my  remarks  to  the  persecution 
of  the  Soviet  Jewish  population.  Today 
my  testimony  will  cover  the  general 
situation  of  religion  in  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Soviet  persecution  of  non-Jewish 
religious  groups  and  organizations. 

As  I  noted  in  my  appearance  last 
September,  Soviet  authorities  have 
largely  succeeded  in  crushing  the 
political  and  nationalist  human  rights 
organizations  which  sprang  up  during 
the  1960s  and  1970s.  The  last  surviving 
Helsinki  monitoring  group  was  forced  to 
disband  in  the  face  of  heavy  repression 
in  late  1982.  With  the  mainstream 
human  rights  movement  in  the  Soviet 
Union  effectively  destroyed,  Soviet 
authorities  have  brought  increasing 
pressure  to  bear  against  the  largest 
remaining  center  of  organized  dissent  in 
the  Soviet  Union— the  religious 
community. 

The  Soviet  regime  regards  religion 
as  a  hostile  ideology  and  is  openly  com- 
mitted to  the  creation  of  an  atheist 
society.  Its  attitude  was  summed  up  by  a 
Byelorussian  party  official  who  wrote  a 
1984  article  in  Kommunist  Belorussii 
that  "religion  in  our  country  is  the  only 
legal  refuge  alien  to  socialism  in  ideology 
and  morals."  How  Soviet  authorities 
understand  freedom  of  conscience  is 
revealed  in  Soviet  constitutional  provi- 
sions, legislation,  administrative  regula- 
tions, and  extralegal  pressures  applied 
against  believers. 


Soviet  Law  and  Religion 

Article  52  of  the  U.S.S.R.  Constitution 
defines  freedom  of  conscience  as  the 
right  "to  conduct  religious  worship  or 
atheist  propaganda."  This  formulation  in 
effect  makes  illegal  the  conduct  of 


"religious  propaganda";  i.e.,  to  engage 
in  public  discussion  or  refute  atheist 
propaganda. 

The  1929  Law  on  Religious  Associa- 
tions circumscribes  believers'  rights  still 
further.  Soviet  authorities  interpret  the 
law's  requirement  that  primary  religious 
associations  must  register  with  local 
authorities  as  giving  it  the  right  to  grant 
or  withhold  registration.  In  practice,  this 
allows  the  state  to  limit  the  number  of 
religious  associations,  to  reduce  their 
number  gradually,  and  even  to  deny 
legal  status  to  an  entire  religious 
denomination  (as  has  been  the  case  with 
the  Ukrainian  Catholic  Church  and  the 
Jehovah's  Witnesses).  In  short,  the  state 
can  and  does  prevent  Soviet  citizens 
from  practicing  the  faith  of  their  choice. 
Soviet  constitutional  provisions  on  the 
separation  of  church  and  state  and  the 
obligations  of  the  Soviet  Union  as  a 
signatory  of  international  human  rights 
covenants  are,  in  practice,  contradicted 
by  the  law's  many  Draconian  restrictions 
on  religious  groups. 

Religious  groups  do  not  have  the 
status  of  independent  public  organiza- 
tions under  Soviet  law  or  the  juridical 
status  of  a  person-at-law  and,  therefore, 
cannot  own  property  or  inherit  funds  or 
property.  "Cults"— as  they  are  referred 
to  officially— have  no  specific  legal  right 
to  maintain  seminaries,  publishing 
facilities,  or  other  institutions  such  as 
monasteries;  those  that  exist,  exist 
precariously  by  special  permission.  The 
law  is  structured  to  prevent  the  clergy 
or  hierarchy  from  exercising  effective 
control  over  church  affairs.  At  the  same 
time,  it  allows  state  officials  to 
manipulate  church  activities  and  policies 
by  giving  them  a  role  in  determining  the 
membership  of  primary  religious  groups 
and  the  selection  of  their  leaders  and 
clergy.  The  lengthy  list  of  restrictions 
and  regulations  imposed  on  religious 
associations  and  clergy  prevents  them 
from  engaging  in  any  activity  except  the 
performance  of  religious  rites.  They  can- 
not proselytize  or  provide  religious 
instruction  to  children;  engage  in 
charitable,  social,  or  "political" 
activities;  or  organize  prayer  or  study 
groups,  libraries,  mutual  aid  societies, 
kindergartens,  or  cooperatives. 

The  regime  enforces  its  policy 
through  the  Council  for  Religious  Affairs 
attached  to  the  U.S.S.R.  Council  of 
Ministers.  The  council  monitors  religious 
activities  and  is  responsible  for  the  en- 
forcement of  laws  pertaining  to  religion. 


Its  administrative  regulations  thus  im- 
pose an  additional  level  of  restrictions  on 
religious  liberty.  According  to  official 
documents  of  the  council  and  unofficial 
reports  reaching  the  West,  the  council 
supervises  religious  activities  and  senior 
church  officials  in  minute  detail;  censors 
religious  publications;  passes  on  person- 
nel selections;  and  even  monitors  ser- 
mons and  biblical  passages  used  in 
religious  services.  Clergy  cannot  legally 
practice  their  calling  without  the  coun- 
cil's approval.  Whenever  possible,  the 
council  places  the  clergy  in  the  position 
of  acting  against  their  direct  respon- 
sibilities by  forcing  them  to  implement 
policies  designed  to  weaken  and  in  time 
destroy  religion:  by  closing  churches 
"voluntarily,"  keeping  silent  when 
believers  are  harassed,  and  ignoring 
violations  of  law  by  the  authorities.  In 
general,  the  regime  aims  at  compromis- 
ing the  integrity  of  clergy  and  religious 
institutions  and  at  rendering  organized 
religion  and  individual  believers 
incapable  of  defending  their  interests. 

Repression  of  Activities 

Believers  who  refuse  to  register  or  com- 
ply with  state  controls  become  subject  to 
a  wide  range  of  sanctions.  Repeated 
violations  of  the  Law  on  Religious 
Associations  can  lead  to  criminal 
charges.  Articles  of  the  Russian  Soviet 
Federative  Socialist  Republic  Criminal 
Code  used  against  believers  include 
those  aimed  specifically  against  religious 
activists  as  well  as  those  used  against 
political  dissidents:  Articles  142  (viola- 
tion of  laws  on  separation  of  church  and 
state  and  of  church  and  school),  143 
(obstructing  performance  of  religious 
rites),  227  (infringement  of  person  and 
rights  of  citizens  under  appearance  of 
performing  religious  ceremonies),  190.1 
(slandering  the  Soviet  state  and  system), 
or  70  (anti-Soviet  agitation  and  prop- 
aganda). In  addition,  articles  involving 
general  criminal  violations  are  also  used 
frequently,  such  as  hooliganism,  drug 
and  weapons  possession,  engaging  in 
prohibited  trades,  and  parasitism.  Cases 
against  believers  are  often  fabricated. 

Soviet  law  and  penal  practices  single 
out  religious  activists  for  especially 
harsh  treatment.  Those  convicted  under 
the  criminal  code  for  "religious  crimes" 
are  sentenced  to  strict  regime  labor 
camps  and  designated— together  with 
political  activists— as  "especially 
dangerous  state  criminals,"  a  category 
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that  disqualifies  them  from  amnesties  or 
leniency.  Indeed,  the  provisions  of 
amnesties  promulgated  in  recent  years 
demonstrate  that  authorities  regard 
religious  activism  (such  as  organizing 
religious  classes  for  children  or  cir- 
culating a  petition)  as  a  more  serious 
crime  than  assault,  robbery,  or  rape. 
Even  if  convicted  for  lesser  crimes, 
believers  rarely  qualify  for  early  release 
or  parole  because,  as  "prisoners  of  cons- 
cience," they  usually  refuse  to  provide 
the  required  expression  of  remorse  or 
admission  of  guilt.  Believers  who  are 
incarcerated  in  psychiatric  hospitals  face 
an  especially  agonizing  choice,  since  they 
are  often  promised  immediate  release  if 
they  renounce  their  belief  in  God.  Others 
face  deprivation  of  their  parental  rights 
under  provisions  of  the  Soviet  Family 
Code  that  obligates  parents  to  raise  their 
children  as  "worthy  members  of  socialist 
society." 

One-third  of  the  approximately  900 
known  Soviet  prisoners  of  conscience  are 
religious  believers.  The  percentage  of 
the  actual  total  may  be  even  higher.  Cur- 
rent estimates  are  that  there  are  up  to 
10,000  prisoners  of  conscience  in  Soviet 
labor  camps  and  psychiatric  hospitals.  A 
substantial  percentage  of  these  are 
thought  to  be  religious  believers,  many 
from  closed  or  remote  areas  of  the 
Soviet  Union  where  accurate  informa- 
tion is  difficult  or  impossible  to  obtain. 

In  addition  to  incarceration,  a 
variety  of  social  pressures  are  used 
against  believers,  including  public 
"exposure"  by  atheist  activists,  vilifica- 
tion in  the  Soviet  media,  exclusion  from 
high  education,  and  discrimination  in 
professional  advancement.  Young  peo- 
ple, especially,  are  subjected  to  heavy 
pressures  and  face  life  as  second-class 
citizens  if  they  become  known  as  practic- 
ing believers. 

Eyewash  for  Foreigners 

The  regime,  while  militantly 
antireligious,  seeks  to  portray  the  Soviet 
Union  to  the  outside  world  as  an 
enlightened,  humane,  and  democratic 
society.  It  also  recognizes  that  Soviet 
religious  groups  can  perform  useful  func- 
tions to  advance  Soviet  interests:  to 
demonstrate  to  foreigners  the  existence 
of  religious  freedom  in  the  Soviet  Union; 
to  support  Soviet  interests  abroad;  and 
to  bolster  morale  and  patriotism  in  time 
of  war.  The  pursuit  of  conflicting  objec- 
tives generates  internal  contradictions 
and  policy  fluctuations;  more  often,  it 
opens  up  a  huge  gap  between  prop- 
aganda claims  and  the  realities  of  Soviet 
life.  To  make  its  propaganda  credible, 


the  regime  must  exercise  tight  control 
over  religious  activists  (to  prevent 
independent  initiatives  or  public  protest) 
as  well  as  visiting  foreigners  to  ensure 
that  they  receive  the  best  possible 
impression  of  religious  life.  When  details 
of  its  antireligious  repressions  do  leak 
out,  the  regime  brands  them  as 
"malicious  slander." 

Soviet  spokesmen  typically  respond 
to  foreign  criticism  of  their  religious 
policies  by  citing  allegedly  positive 
impressions  of  Soviet  religious  life  by 
visiting  U.S.  religious  leaders.  The 
regime  also  relies  on  Soviet  religious 
leaders  (especially  the  Russian  Orthodox 
hierarchy)  to  support  official  policies 
when  attending  religious  conferences 
abroad  or  receiving  foreign  guests.  The 
display  of  restored  churches  and 
religious  services  to  tourists,  moreover, 
provides  a  steady  source  of  badly  needed 
hard  currency. 

In  spite  of  regime  policies,  popular 
interest  in  religion  has  increased 
significantly  during  the  past  decade, 
according  to  authoritative  official 
sources,  unofficial  reports,  and 
knowledgeable  foreign  observers. 

Against  the  backdrop  of  these 
general  remarks,  I  would  now  like  to 
discuss  the  specific  situation  of  some  of 
the  major  religious  groups  and  organiza- 
tions in  the  Soviet  Union,  beginning  with 
the  Russian  Orthodox  Church. 

The  Russian  Orthodox  Church 

The  Russian  Orthodox  Church  occupies 
an  anomalous  position  as  the  establish- 
ment church  of  an  atheist  regime.  It  is 
the  largest  single  religion  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  with  an  estimated  35-40  million 
believers.  As  the  church  of  the 
U.S.S.R.'s  dominant  cultural  and  ethnic 
group,  it  enjoys  privileges  that  set  it 
apart  from  other  denominations: 
representation  abroad  (including 
membership  in  the  World  Council  of 
Churches,  attendance  at  international 
conferences,  and  the  staffing  of  parishes 
and  bishoprics  outside  the  U.S.S.R.), 
three  seminaries  and  a  theological 
academy,  a  modern  publishing  center, 
and  a  plant  for  the  manufacture  of 
religious  goods.  Its  senior  hierarchs  live 
well  and  enjoy  perquisites  comparable  to 
those  of  the  Soviet  elite.  The  regime  ac- 
cords the  church  a  prominent  role  in  fur- 
thering Soviet  foreign  policy  objectives, 
such  as  involvement  in  peace  campaigns 
in  Western  Europe. 

The  Orthodox  Church  attained  its 
present  status  after  harsh  repression 
during  the  1920s  and  1930s,  a  period  of 
stabilization  and  official  recognition  as  a 


result  of  its  patriotic  role  during  World 
War  II,  and  a  renewed  period  of  repres- 
sion under  Khrushchev.  To  survive,  the 
institutional  church  paid  a  heavy  price:  it 
became  an  obedient  regime  supporter 
and  surrendered  its  ability  to  defend  its 
interests  or  protect  believers  from 
regime  pressures.  Even  worse,  the 
Patriarchate  permits  the  regime  to  com- 
promise the  church  in  the  eyes  of 
believers  by  forcing  it  to  act  against  its 
own  vital  interests.  Internal  documents 
of  the  regime's  Council  for  Religious 
Affairs  reaching  the  West  in  recent 
years  have  documented  how  authorities 
supervise  the  institutional  activities  of 
the  church  in  minute  detail  and  interfere 
in  every  aspect  of  church  life. 

The  church's  loss  of  institutional 
integrity  poses  a  personal  dilemma  for 
many  Orthodox  believers,  clergy,  and 
members  of  the  hierarchy.  One  result 
has  been  to  create  two  distinct  cleavages 
within  the  church:  a  vertical  division  of 
church  life  and  individual  behavior  into 
"official"  and  "unofficial"  sectors  (a 
characteristic  of  all  Soviet  life)  and  a 
horizontal  estrangement  between  the 
hierarchy  on  the  one  hand  and  individual 
believers  and  lower  parish  clergy  on  the 
other.  A  small  group  of  Orthodox 
believers— the  True  Orthodox  Church- 
rejects  any  contact  with  the  regime  or 
the  official  church  which  is  considered  as 
irredeemably  compromised;  it  leads  a 
clandestine  existence  and  is  regarded  by 
the  autho^ties  as  an  illegal  sect. 

Efforts  by  individual  priests  and 
believers  to  organize  religious  activities 
outside  regime  or  hierarchy  controls  are 
systematically  repressed  by  the 
authorities  and  find  little  or  no  support 
within  the  heirarchy,  which  takes  the 
position  that  the  Soviet  Constitution 
guarantees  freedom  of  conscience  and 
that  believers  are  not  prosecuted  for 
their  faith  but  only  for  violating  Soviet 
laws.  Since  October  of  last  year,  a 
number  of  activists  have  been  sentenced 
to  terms  in  labor  camps,  psychiatric 
hospitals,  or  internal  exile.  They  include 
Boris  Razveyev,  sentenced  to  3  years  in 
labor  for  "anti-Soviet  agitation";  Mikhail 
Bombin,  held  for  over  2  months  in  a 
psychiatric  hospital;  and  well-known 
writer  Feliks  Svetov,  who  was  sentenced 
to  2  years  of  internal  exile  for  "anti- 
Soviet  slander." 

The  resurgence  of  unofficial  activity 
in  the  church  is  by  no  means  confined  to 
dissent  and  protest,  however.  Its  most 
significant  feature  has  been  the  revival 
of  faith,  especially  among  young  people 
and  intellectuals,  who  are  joining  the 
church  in  increasing  numbers— a  fact 
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conceded  by  Soviet  atheist  literature. 
The  regime  has  reacted  by  stepping  up 
atheist  propaganda,  arresting  Orthodox 
activists,  destroying  unofficial  groups 
such  as  the  Christian  Seminar  and  the 
Christian  Committee  for  the  Defense  of 
Believers  Rights,  and  suppressing 
Orthodox  samizdat  publications. 

The  Ukrainian  Catholic  (Uniate) 
Church 

Another  large  Soviet  denomination,  the 
Ukrainian  Catholic  (Uniate)  Church,  is 
one  of  the  most  systematically 
persecuted  religious  groups  in  the 
U.S.S.R.  today.  Its  treatment  flows  from 
a  combination  of  Moscow's  general  anti- 
religious  policy,  the  church's  ties  to 
Rome,  and  Uniate  identification  with 
Ukrainian  national  aspirations.  Formally 
outlawed  in  1946,  this  church  and  its 
followers  have  been  subject  to  official 
harassment,  arrests,  and  other  forms  of 
discrimination  ever  since.  Its  under- 
ground nature  makes  it  particularly  dif- 
ficult to  determine  the  number  of 
believers.  Estimates  run  from  65,000  all 
the  way  to  3-4  million. 

The  Uniate  Church  has  a  long  and 
complex  history  that  reflects  Eastern 
Europe's  frequent  border  changes,  and 
it  is  intimately  tied  to  Ukrainian  national 
aspirations.  The  church  has  its  roots  in 
the  1596  Union  of  Brest— hence  the 
name— by  which  the  Vatican  sought  to 
end  the  bitter  resistance  of  Ukrainian 
Orthodox  congregations  to  forced  con- 
version to  Catholicism  by  the  Polish 
authorities  who  had  recently  occupied 
western  Ukraine.  The  Vatican's  solution 
was  to  subordinate  the  Uniate  congrega- 
tions directly  to  Rome  but  to  allow  them 
to  retain  their  liturgy,  language,  and 
distinctive  practices  rather  than  adopt 
Latin-rite  Catholicism.  This,  in  turn, 
divided  western  Ukrainians  from  their 
conationals  in  the  east  who,  being  under 
Russian  rule,  retained  their  allegiance  to 
Moscow  and  to  Russian  Orthodoxy. 

Initially,  in  order  to  resist  further 
polonization  of  the  Ukrainian  com- 
munity, the  Uniate  Church  allied  itself 
with  and  became  a  spokesman  for 
Ukrainian  national  goals.  When  these 
communities  subsequently  fell  under 
Russian  rule  and  were  pressured  to 
rejoin  the  Orthodox  Church,  the  linkage 
between  religion  and  nationalism  was 
further  strengthened.  During  World 
War  II,  the  Uniate  Church  actively 
cooperated  with  the  Ukrainian  national 
resistance  to  the  U.S.S.R.'s  occupation 
and  eventual  absorption  of  the  western 
Ukraine.  For  that  and  for  alleged 


collaboration  with  the  Germans,  the 
church's  hierarchy  was  condemned  to 
the  gulag. 

Having  effectively  decapitated  the 
Uniate  Church,  the  Soviet  authorities  in 
1946  convened  a  synod  in  Lvov  to 
repudiate  the  Union  of  Brest  and  rein- 
corporated the  4  million  Uniates  of  the 
western  Ukraine  into  the  Russian 
Orthodox  Church.  For  many  Ukrainians, 
this  forced  merger  only  strengthened  the 
attractiveness  of  Uniatism  as  a  symbol 
of  Ukrainian  nationalism  and  resistance 
to  Moscow.  Consequently,  although  the 
Soviets  were  able  to  take  nominal  con- 
trol of  the  parishes  still  operating— even 
today,  nearly  one-half  of  all  churches 
open  in  the  U.S.S.R.  are  located  in  the 
western  Ukraine— the  affected  congrega- 
tions continued  in  many  cases  to  look  to 
Rome  and  to  Uniate  communities  among 
Ukrainian  emigres  abroad.  In  addition, 
many  Uniates  were  actively  involved  in 
the  armed  resistance  to  Soviet  power  in 
the  Ukraine  which  lasted  into  the  early 
1950s. 

Since  that  time,  the  Soviet 
authorities  have  unremittingly  attacked 
the  sect  with  propaganda  and  occasional 
arrests,  the  persistency  of  which  testifies 
to  the  continued  strength  of  Uniatism  in 
the  Soviet  Union.  The  latest  effort  to 
destroy  the  Uniate  Church  has  been  a 
proposal  by  the  authorities  to  legalize 
the  Uniates,  if  they  will  break  with 
Rome.  Such  a  provocation  has  been  tried 
before.  Acceptance  would  only  bring  the 
Uniates  out  into  the  open  where  they 
would  be  subject  to  even  greater  abuse. 
Now  they  are  successfully  operating 
their  own  underground  monastery  which 
since  1981  has  managed  to  ordain  over 
80  parish  priests. 

During  the  past  2  years,  Uniate 
activists  have  also  begun  to  publish  an 
underground  samizdat  journal  entitled 
The  Chronicle  of  the  Catholic  Church  in 
Ukraine.  This  journal  has  effectively 
catalogued  the  many  abuses  which 
Uniate  believers  are  subjected  to  by 
Soviet  authorities.  In  1985,  two  of  the 
moving  forces  behind  the  journal— losif 
Terelya  and  Vasily  Kobrin— were 
sentenced  to  long  labor  camp  terms. 
Despite  this,  the  Chronicle  has  continued 
to  appear. 

Soviet  Protestants 

The  Protestant  community  in  the  Soviet 
Union  is  divided  into  two  camps.  There 
are  registered  groups  of  believers,  which 
adhere  to  the  restrictive  Soviet  laws  on 
the  practice  of  religion,  and  illegal 
unregistered  groups,  which  refuse  to 
adhere  to  these  laws. 


Registered  Protestants.  Currently 
three  main  groups  of  Soviet  Protestants 
are  registered  with  Soviet  authorities. 
Two  of  these  are  Lutheran— the 
Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Latvia, 
which  has  a  membership  of  400,000  and 
the  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of 
Estonia,  which  has  a  membership  of 
250,000.  The  third  group-the  All-Union 
Council  of  Evangelical  Christians  and 
Baptists— is  an  umbrella  organization  of 
545,000  registered  Evangelical 
Protestants  throughout  the  Soviet 
Union.  These  registered  Protestant 
groups  share  the  same  basic  problems 
faced  by  the  Russian  Orthodox  Church 
and  all  other  registered  groups  of 
religious  believers  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
They  must  limit  the  practice  of  their 
religion  to  conform  with  Soviet  law,  they 
are  discriminated  against  in  employment 
and  education,  and  they  are  targets  of 
official  antireligious  propaganda  in  the 
Soviet  media.  Their  official  represen- 
tatives are  forbidden  from  criticizing 
Soviet  religious  policies  and  are  fre- 
quently forced  to  publicly  support  Soviet 
foreign  policy  initiatives. 

Unregistered  Protestants. 

Unregistered  Evangelical  Protestant 
groups  represent  a  particular  problem 
for  the  Soviet  authorities.  Even  under 
repressive  Soviet  conditions,  they  are 
growing  rapidly,  particularly  among 
Soviet  young  people.  Although 
unregistered  Evangelical  Protestants 
are  gaining  converts  among  most  major 
national  groups,  they  are  especially 
strong  in  Ukraine,  the  northern 
Caucasus,  and  the  Pacific  coast  area. 

Reform  Baptists.  Among 
unregistered  Evangelical  Protestants, 
most  is  known  about  "reform"  or 
"initiative"  Baptists.  According  to 
reform  Baptist  pastor  Georgy  Vins, 
there  are  currently  2,000  reform  Baptist 
congregations,  representing  about 
100,000  adults  or  300,000  including  fam- 
ily members,  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
Reform  Baptists  represent  one  of  the 
oldest  organized  human  rights  groups  in 
the  U.S.S.R.,  dating  back  to  1962  when 
the  group  split  away  from  the  registered 
Baptist  community.  In  terms  of  numbers 
of  believers  incarcerated  in  labor  camps 
and  psychiatric  hospitals,  they  are  also 
the  most  repressed  religious  group  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  particular  intensity  of 
the  treatment  meted  out  to  them  is 
revealed  in  the  fact  that  fully  20%  of  all 
known  Soviet  prisoners  of  conscience  are 
Baptists.  There  are  also  reliable  reports 
that  Soviet  authorities  have  taken 
children  away  from  unregistered  Baptist 


November  1986 


79 


HUMAN  RIGHTS 


parents  to  prevent  the  parents  from  rais- 
ing them  in  the  Baptist  faith. 

There  are  three  main  reform  Baptist 
organizations— the  12-man  pastors' 
group,  the  Council  of  Churches  (10 
members  of  which  are  currently 
imprisoned;  its  chairman,  Gennady 
Kryuchkov,  has  been  in  hiding  for  15 
years);  the  secret  "Christian"  press 
which  prints  religious  literature,  in- 
cluding the  Bible  in  many  languages  of 
the  U.S.S.R.  (19  reform  Baptists  are  cur- 
rently imprisoned  for  their  religious 
samizdat  activities);  and  the  12-woman 
Council  of  Baptist  Prisoners'  Relatives, 
which  reports  on  the  situation  of  reform 
Baptist  prisoners  of  conscience.  Two  of 
these  groups  has  its  own  samizdat 
publication  printed  by  the  "Christian" 
press— the  Council  of  Churches  monthly 
journal,  Fraternal  Leaflet,  and  its 
quarterly  journal.  The  Herald  of  Truth; 
and  the  monthly  Bulletin  of  the  Council 
of  Baptist  Prisoners '  Relatives.  No  group 
of  religious  believers  in  the  Soviet  Union 
has  suffered  so  much  or  persevered  in 
the  face  of  intense  repression  with  such 
courage  and  tenacity  as  Soviet  Baptists. 

Seventh-Day  Adventists.  Another 
large  group  of  unregistered  Soviet 
protestants  are  Seventh-Day  Adventists. 
Some  unregistered  groups  of  Adventists 
split  from  registered  Adventist  churches 
as  early  as  1929.  These  reform 
Adventists  have  formed  their  own 
church  known  as  the  "True  and  Free 
Adventists  of  the  Seventh  Day."  This 
Adventist  group  rejects  any  state  control 
over  religion,  basing  this  view  on 
religious  commandments  and  the  separa- 
tion of  church  and  state.  Although  less  is 
known  about  this  group  than  some  other 
unregistered  Protestant  groups,  their 
number  is  estimated  to  total  approx- 
imately 40,000.  Their  governing  body  is 
known  as  the  All-Union  Council  of 
Churches  of  Faithful  and  True 
Adventists  of  the  Seventh  Day  and  they 
produce  an  underground  publication 
called  the  Faithful  Witness.  Accurate 
statistics  regarding  the  total  number 
currently  imprisoned  do  not  exist.  Unlike 
the  reform  Baptists,  there  are  no 
Adventist  representatives  in  the  West, 
but  50  would  seem  to  be  a  reasonable 
estimate  based  on  the  meager  informa- 
tion available. 

Reform  Pentecostals.  Pentecostals 
constitute  another  large  group  of 
unregistered  Soviet  Protestants. 
Although  a  few  Pentecostal  groups  have 
registered  in  recent  years,  most 
Pentecostals  continue  to  choose  the  risks 
of  the  unregistered  religious  life.  It  was 
not  until  1980  that  unregistered 


Pentecostals  formed  a  central  organiza- 
tion, known  as  the  Brother's  Council, 
which  represents  nearly  200,000  adults, 
or  about  1  million  people,  including 
families.  Many  thousands  of  Soviet 
Pentecostals,  despairing  of  their  situa- 
tion in  the  Soviet  Union,  have  applied  to 
emigrate.  On  May  15,  1980,  18 
Pentecostal  activists  organized  the 
Emigration  Council  for  Christian 
Evangelical  Protestants;  at  least  six 
members  of  this  council  have  been 
imprisoned.  Of  the  30,000  Soviet 
Pentecostals  who  have  applied  to 
emigrate,  only  a  handful  have  succeeded, 
most  notably  the  two  Pentecostal 
families— the  Vashchenkos  and  the 
Chmykhailovs— who  took  refuge  in  the 
U.S.  Embassy  in  Moscow. 

Recently  a  community  of  approx- 
imately 170  ethnic  German  Pentecostals 
living  at  Cheguevka  in  the  Soviet  Far 
East  has  come  in  for  particularly  harsh 
treatment  from  Soviet  authorities. 
Denied  permission  to  emigrate,  com- 
munity members  have  turned  in  their 
internal  passports,  undertaken  hunger 
strikes,  and  taken  their  chUdren  out  of 
schools,  the  latter  action  reportedly  due 
to  the  harassment  and  beatings  the 
children  were  subjected  to  at  school. 
Since  December  1984,  10  elders  of  the 
community  have  been  sentenced  to  labor 
camp  for  up  to  5  years  for  not  possess- 
ing internal  passports  or  for  conducting 
unauthorized  religious  services.  Every 
adult  member  of  the  community  has 
been  fired  from  his  or  her  job.  To  sur- 
vive the  families  forage  in  the  woods  for 
food.  Additionally  a  number  of  families 
have  been  repeatedly  threatened  that 
they  may  lose  custody  of  their  children 
for  having  taken  them  out  of  school. 
While  an  extreme  example,  this 
mistreatment  is  characteristic  of  the  par- 
ticularly harsh  attitudes  Soviet 
authorities  have  toward  Evangelical 
Christian  believers  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Jehovah's  Witnesses.  Another 
Soviet  Protestant  group,  the  Jehovah's 
Witnesses,  share  with  the  Ukrainian 
Catholic  (Uniate)  Church  the  distinction 
of  being  totally  banned  by  Soviet 
authorities.  As  a  result  and  due  to  the 
small  numbers  of  believers,  there  is  not 
much  information  available  about  them. 
Judging  from  attacks  in  the  Soviet 
media,  they  seem  to  be  active  in 
Moldavia,  the  north  Caucasus,  in 
southern  and  eastern  Ukraine,  and  in 
the  Stavropol  and  Krasnodar  regions. 
Sa,mizdat  sources  reveal  that  Jehovah's 
Witnesses,  who  are  imprisoned  in  large 
numbers,  continue  to  practice  their 
ministry  in  Soviet  labor  camps. 


Lithuanian  Catholic  Church 

Religious  faith  is  particularly  strong  in 
Lithuania  where,  as  in  Poland,  Roman 
Catholicism  remains  central  to  national 
life.  More  than  75%  of  the  population 
remains  faithful  to  the  church,  and  in 
large  measure  because  of  this,  the 
church  there  has  been  subject  to  special 
attacks  by  the  Soviet  authorities.  Due  to 
Soviet  restrictions  on  training,  nearly 
one-fourth  of  the  640  parishes  extant  do 
not  have  a  priest,  and  more  than  half  of 
the  republic's  696  priests  are  beyond 
retirement  age.  WTiile  these  figures  are 
significantly  better  than  those  for  other 
religions  in  the  Soviet  Union,  they  are  a 
far  cry  from  those  of  the  thriving 
Lithuanian  Church  before  the  forcible 
incorporation  of  that  republic  into  the 
U.S.S.R.  during  World  War  II. 
Antireligious  propaganda  and  general 
harassment  of  believers,  up  to  and 
including  the  murder  of  priests  (murders 
whose  perpetrators  are  never  brought  to 
trial),  have  been  regular  features  of 
Soviet  policy  there.  In  1983,  for  the  first 
time  since  1971,  the  authorities  arrested 
and  imprisoned  two  leading  priests,  a 
move  that  sparked  mass  protests  in  the 
republic.  Despite  these  protests,  arrests 
have  continued.  In  1985  Father  Jonas 
Matulionas  was  sentenced  to  3  years  in 
labor  camp  for  "disrupting  public 
order."  The  charge  reportedly  stemmed 
from  his  having  led  an  All  Saints'  Day 
procession  to  a  cemetery,  a  violation  of 
Soviet  laws  on  religion.  A  young 
Catholic  student  was  arrested  with  him 
and  sentenced  to  2  years  in  prison. 

That  the  Soviet  authorities  have  not 
moved  even  further  to  employ  the  full 
range  of  repressive  measures  at  their 
disposal  does  not  reflect  some  new  found 
commitment  to  human  rights  but  rather 
a  grudging  recognition  of  the  support 
the  church  commands  among  Lithuanians 
and  of  the  real  difficulties  involved  in  the 
suppression  of  such  a  broadly  based  and 
militant  group. 

Muslims 

The  second  largest  religious  group  in  the 
Soviet  Union— after  the  Russian 
Orthodox— and  the  one  with  potentially 
the  greatest  foreign  policy  implications, 
Soviet  Islam  has  been  frequently  attack- 
ed, and  on  occasion  protected,  according 
to  the  needs  of  Soviet  domestic  and 
foreign  policy.  The  exact  number  of 
Muslims  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  unknown. 
Most  estimates  are  based  on  some  frac- 
tion of  the  approximately  45  million  peo- 
ple who  belong  to  nationalities  where 
Islam  predominated  prior  to  1917.  Soviet 
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scholars  estimate  that  between  10%  and 
25%  of  this  group  are  still  religious  in 
some  sense;  Soviet  Islamic  leaders  and 
some  Western  observers  have  suggested 
that  the  share  of  Muslims  in  this  group  is 
closer  to  100%.  Part  of  the  reason  for 
this  divergence  is  to  be  found  in  the 
nature  of  Islam:  it  is  nonclerical  and  non- 
congregational  and  defines  a  way  of  life 
as  well  as  a  set  of  beliefs.  In  any  case, 
the  Islamic  nationalities  of  the  U.S.S.R. 
are  the  fastest  growing  segment  of  the 
Soviet  population  and  will  represent 
approximately  one-quarter  of  the  total 
number  by  the  year  2000. 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  Soviet 
Muslims  are  Sunni,  except  in  Azerbaijan 
where  approximately  two-thirds  of  the 
population  traditionally  belonged  to  the 
Shi'ia  branch  of  the  faith.  In  addition, 
there  are  followers  of  various  sufi 
orders.  These  illegal  and  mystical  sects 
range  from  the  contemplative  to  the 
activist  and  play  some  role  in  unofficial 
Islam.  The  Soviet  authorities  have 
organized  four  spiritual  directorates  to 
run  Islamic  religious  affairs— at 
Tashkent,  Ufa,  Makhachkala,  and  Baku. 
The  first  three  are  Sunni,  the  last  mixed 
Shi'ia  and  Sunni.  They  have  no  central 
body  and  report  directly  to  the  state's 
Council  of  Religious  Affairs. 

A  limited  number  of  mullahs  are 
prepared  each  year  at  the  medressah  in 
Bukhara  and  at  the  Islamic  Institute  in 
Tashkent.  In  addition— and  in  contrast  to 
other  faiths  in  the  U.S.S.R.— some 
Soviet  mullahs  attend  foreign  Islamic 
schools  such  as  Qom  in  Iran  and 
Al-Azhar  in  Cairo.  In  1984  there  were  by 
official  Soviet  claim  approximately  1,100 
"working"  mosques  in  the  Soviet  Union 
and  an  only  slightly  larger  number  of 
mullahs.  Obviously,  even  if  one  accepts 
the  low  Soviet  estimates  of  the  total 
number  of  Muslims  in  the  U.S.S.R.,  this 
number  of  mosques  and  mullahs  cannot 
satisfy  the  religious  needs  of  the 
population. 

Like  all  other  religions  in  the 
U.S.S.R.,  Islam  also  has  an  "unofficial" 
side,  one  that  exists  but  is  not  sanc- 
tioned by  the  authorities.  Being 
nonclerical,  mullahs  have  no  sacral  func- 
tions: anyone  who  can  read  the  Koran 
and  say  prayers  can  act  as  one.  Thus 
determination  of  an  Islamic  community 
is  difficult.  While  exact  figures  are 
impossible  to  come  by,  there  are  a  vast 
number  of  unofficial  Islamic  com- 
munities in  Central  Asia  and  the 
Caucasus;  large  unofficial  publishing 
operations  in  both  regions;  and  frequent 
pilgrimages  to  local  holy  places,  an 
obvious  substitute  for  the  nearly  impossi- 
ble haj  to  Mecca.  (At  present,  only  about 


60  Soviet  Muslims  are  able  to  make  the 
haj  each  year,  and  they  have  clear 
foreign  policy  tasks  assigned  to  them.) 

Soviet  Islam  has  been  subject  to 
periodic  campaigns  against  it  by  the 
Soviet  authorities.  Like  Uniatism  in  the 
Ukraine  and  Catholicism  in  Lithuania, 
Islam  is  closely  linked  with  local  national 
traditions  and  opposition  to  Russian 
rule.  This  has  made  it  especially  difficult 
to  wipe  out,  for  any  attack  on  it  has  been 
perceived  as  an  attack  on  nationality, 
something  the  Soviets  want  to  support 
because  it  divides  the  Islamic  peoples  in 
the  U.S.S.R.  Furthermore,  the  Soviets 
have  wanted  to  showcase  Soviet  Islam  to 
the  Third  World  in  order  to  gain  support 
there.  This  strategy  had  some  success  in 
the  1960s  and  1970s  and  led  to  an  easing 
of  the  Soviet  assault  on  Islam.  Now, 
however,  out  of  a  fear  that  events  in 
Iran  and  Afghanistan  might  find  some 
resonance  among  Soviet  Muslims, 
Moscow  has  renewed  its  crackdown 
against  them,  forcing  increasingly  large 
numbers  into  unofficial,  technically 
illegal  activities.  A  young  mullah, 
Akverdy  Eshkulov,  was  sentenced  to  2 
years  in  labor  camp  last  year  for  serving 
without  official  sanction.  The  Soviet 
press  has  also  reported  other  arrests  of 
Muslims  for  religious  activities,  including 
printing  and  distributing  religious  books. 

Although  these  are  the  largest 
religious  groups  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
there  are  other,  smaller  denominations 
which  have  also  suffered  under  intense 
persecution  from  Soviet  authorities.  One 
such  group,  the  small,  but  growing  Hare 
Krishna  movement,  is  a  prime  example. 
Although  the  total  membership  is  still 
quite  small,  more  than  20  believers  are 
currently  in  Soviet  labor  camps  or 
psychiatric  hospitals,  thus  illustrating 
that  no  religious  organization  in  the 
Soviet  Union  is  too  small  or  insignificant 
to  merit  persecution  from  Soviet 
authorities. 

Conclusion 

The  U.S.  Government  is  deeply  concern- 
ed at  the  systematic  violation  of  religious 
freedom  in  the  Soviet  Union  outlined  in 
this  testimony.  We  must  say  quite  can- 
didly that  we  have  seen  no  improvement 
in  the  religious  situation  there  since 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  came  to 
power.  If  anything,  conditions  for 
religious  believers  have  continued  to 
deteriorate.  We  have  catalogued  Soviet 
religious  persecution  in  our  annual  Coun- 
try Reports  on  Human  Rights  Practices 
and  in  our  semiannual  reports  on 
Implementation  of  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act.  We  have  raised  the  subject  of  Soviet 


violations  of  religious  freedom  forth- 
rightly  and  in  detail  at  the  Conference 
on  Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe 
(CSCE)  human  rights  experts,  meeting 
in  Ottawa  and  in  subsequent  meetings  in 
Budapest  and  Bern.  We  will  continue  to 
raise  the  issue  in  appropriate  public 
forums,  such  as  the  upcoming  Vienna 
review  conference.  We  strongly  believe 
that  calling  public  attention  to  these 
abuses  of  human  rights  puts  pressure  on 
the  Soviet  Union  to  change  its  restric- 
tive policies.  While  change  cannot  be 
expected  overnight,  we  beheve  that  the 
pressure  of  world  public  opinion  over 
time  can  and  will  achieve  results.  In  this 
regard,  we  encourage  Members  of  Con- 
gress and  representatives  of  non- 
governmental organizations  to  add  their 
voices  to  ours  in  condemning  Soviet 
abuses  of  religious  freedom.  We  believe 
it  is  particularly  important  for  brethren 
churches  in  this  country  and  in  other 
countries  around  the  world  to  speak  out 
on  behalf  of  their  suffering  coreligionists 
in  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  addition  to  our  own  public  efforts, 
we  have  raised  and  will  continue  to  raise 
our  concerns  over  Soviet  abuses  of 
religious  freedom  directly  with  Soviet 
authorities.  We  continue  to  make  clear 
to  them  that  these  and  other  human 
rights  abuses  are  serious  obstacles  to  the 
overall  improved  relations  with  the 
Soviet  Union  that  the  United  States 
seeks.  As  I  stated  in  my  testimony  last 
September,  we  cannot  and  will  not 
lessen  our  commitment  to  the  defense  of 
individual  human  rights,  a  commitment 
rooted  deep  in  American  tradition. 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
SCHIFTER 

As  this  is  part  two  in  a  series  of  hearings 
on  the  subject  of  religion  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  I  would  like  to  start  out  by  set- 
ting forth  my  understanding  of  the 
significant  difference  between  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  first  hearing  and  the 
subject  matter  of  the  present  hearing. 

The  first  hearing  focused  on  the 
treatment  of  Jews  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
Jews,  in  the  Soviet  scheme  of  things,  are 
viewed  not  as  a  religious  group  but  as  an 
ethnic  group  or,  to  use  Soviet  termi- 
nology, as  a  nationality.  Jews  suffer 
discrimination  in  the  Soviet  Union 
because  anti-Semitism— discrimination 
based  purely  on  ancestry— has  become 
state  policy.  Whether  a  Jew  attends 
services  in  a  synagogue  or  in  other  ways 
practices  his  religion  makes  a  marginal 
difference  at  best. 
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The  situation  is  vastly  different  with 
persons  who  practice  the  Christian  faith 
and,  perhaps  to  a  lesser  extent,  also  with 
Muslims.  Soviet  citizens  born  into  ethnic 
groups  that  historically  have  adopted 
Christianity  or  Islam  as  their  religion 
have  the  opportunity  of  rising  to  the 
very  top  of  the  Soviet  Union's  govern- 
mental pyramid,  provided  they  don't 
identify  themselves  with  the  religious 
faith  of  their  ethnic  groups.  If  they  do, 
they  limit  their  opportunities  for 
advancement.  The  severity  of  these 
limitations  is  proportional  to  the  extent 
of  the  person's  religious  involvement. 

In  recent  years,  to  be  sure,  we  have 
heard  eye-witness  reports  from  highly 
respected  American  religious  per- 
sonalities as  to  the  tolerance  of  religious 
observance  in  the  Soviet  Union.  These 
visitors  to  the  Soviet  Union  reported 
accurately  and  fairly  what  they  saw. 
They  were,  of  course,  unable  to  report 
what  was  hidden  from  their  view. 

What  these  recent  visitors  to  the 
Soviet  Union  may  have  thought  they 
might  encounter  was  an  active  crusade 
against  all  forms  of  religion,  a  continu- 
ing deep,  publicly  manifested  commit- 
ment to  atheism.  They  were  pleasantly 
surprised  not  to  encounter  evidence  of 
an  overt  atheistic  campaign.  What  they 
failed  to  understand  fully  is  that  a  newer 
approach  to  the  repression  of  religion 
had  taken  the  place  of  the  earlier  cam- 
paign for  atheistic  doctrine. 

The  Ruling  Class 

Atheism  was  undoubtedly  an  important 
element  of  the  ideological  foundation  on 
which  the  Bolsheviks  erected  their  state. 
But,  like  other  facets  of  that  ideology, 
the  commitment  to  atheism  has  been 
significantly  attenuated.  In  this,  the  69th 
year  of  its  existence,  the  Soviet  state  is 
committed  largely  to  maintaining  in 
power  its  ruling  class,  "The  New  Class," 
as  Milovan  Djilas  called  it. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  the  Soviet 
attitude  toward  religion  can  be  readily 
understood.  To  the  extent  to  which 
religion  can  serve  the  ruling  class,  it  will 
be  used.  To  the  extent  to  which  it  inter- 
feres with  the  objectives  of  the  ruling 
class,  it  will  be  suppressed. 

A  few  years  ago,  Jeane  Kirkpatrick 
reminded  us  all  of  the  significant  differ- 
ence between  totalitarian  and  authoritar- 
ian systems.  She  was  roundly  criticized 
for  her  observations  by  persons  who, 
nevertheless,  were  unable  to  disprove 
the  validity  of  her  thesis.  The  manner  in 
which  religion  is  dealt  with  in  the  Soviet 
Union  offers  an  object  lesson  in  the 
operation  of  a  totalitarian  system. 


The  Soviet  Union's  ruling  class, 
known  as  the  nomenklatura,  consists 
of  the  leaders  of  government,  the 
leaders  of  the  party,  the  leaders  of  the 
military,  and  the  leaders  of  the  various 
governmentally  operated  economic,  edu- 
cational, scientific,  and  cultural  institu- 
tions. What  is  expected  of  this  leader- 
ship group  is  loyalty  to  each  other, 
loyalty  to  the  system  that  maintains 
these  leaders  in  power.  What  is  expected 
of  them  is,  therefore,  a  single-minded 
commitment  which  must  not  be  diluted 
by  a  set  of  potentially  conflicting 
loyalties.  The  practice  of  a  religious  faith 
would  suggest  such  a  conflicting  loyalty 
and  is,  therefore,  deemed  unacceptable. 
It  follows  that  no  known  religious 
believer  may  join  the  nomenklatura. 

Immediately  below  the  leadership 
group  is  the  pool  of  persons  who  have 
been  identified  as  potential  candidates 
for  leadership,  the  lower-ranking 
members  of  the  Communist  Party.  They, 
too,  must  in  this  totalitarian  scheme  be 
free  of  the  danger  of  another  set  of 
loyalties.  Known  religious  believers  are, 
therefore,  disqualified  from  entering  the 
group  that  can  qualify  for  leadership 
positions. 

But  then  there  is  that  great  mass  of 
people  which  constitutes  the  country's 
rank  and  file.  As  George  Orwell  sug- 
gested in  his  remarkably  prescient 
outline  of  the  future  course  of  a  Leninist 
state,  different  rules  apply  to  the  com- 
mon people.  In  today's  Soviet  Union, 
these  persons  may  engage  in  religious 
observance  as  long  as  that  is  done  in  a 
place  authorized  by  the  government,  at  a 
time  authorized  by  the  government,  and 
in  a  format  authorized  by  the 
government. 

Regulating  Religion 

Under  a  statutory  scheme  first  put 
together  in  1929,  religion  may  be  prac- 
ticed in  the  Soviet  Union  under  the 
auspices  of  religious  associations  duly 
licensed  by  the  government  for  this  pur- 
pose. These  licensed  associations  must, 
in  order  to  remain  licensed,  act  in 
accordance  with  the  rules,  regulations, 
and  specific  instructions  of  the  Council 
of  Religious  Affairs,  the  body  that  super- 
vises all  licensed  religious  activities  in 
the  Soviet  Union.  The  council,  in  turn, 
works  through  regional  commissioners, 
with  whom  the  religious  associations 
must  register.  A  commissioner  can 
refuse  to  register  an  association  or  he 
can  cancel  a  registration  without  citing 
any  reason. 

By  utilizing  this  regulatory  scheme, 
the  Soviet  Gk)vernment  allows  the  per- 


formance of  traditional  rituals,  tradi- 
tional prayers,  and  traditional  religious 
practices  which  do  not  involve  signifi- 
cant interaction  among  religious 
believers.  To  illustrate  the  point  I  just 
made:  believers  may  pray  together,  may 
sing  together,  but  they  may  not  engage 
in  discussions  on  religious  topics. 

What  is  true  of  the  individual 
believer  is  also  true  of  the  clergy.  The 
clergy  may  perform  rituals,  may  lead 
congregations  in  prayer,  but  may  not 
otherwise  interact  with  believers. 
Moreover  what  is  expected  of  the  clergy 
is  support  of  the  state  when  called  upon, 
including  support  of  the  state's  foreign 
policy  objectives  at  international  gather- 
ings or  on  visits  abroad.  There  are  some 
clergymen  who  may  perform  the  tasks 
assigned  to  them  by  the  state  out  of  con- 
viction. There  are  others  who  view  these 
tasks  as  the  price  they  must  pay  in  order 
to  be  able  to  carry  on  their  religious 
traditions.  Beyond  that,  it  has  been  sug- 
gested that  the  clergy  has  been 
infiltrated  by  the  KGB  and  that  KGB 
operatives  might  even  be  hearing 
confession. 

So  far  I  have  described  what  in  the 
Soviet  Union  constitutes  the  authorized 
practice  of  religion.  That  is  what 
American  religious  personalities  have 
been  able  to  witness  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
It  is  a  new  format  of  an  old  tradition, 
that  of  creating  Potemkin  villages. 

Unlicense,d  Activities 

What  the  visitors  don't  see  is  what  goes 
on  with  regard  to  religious  observance  in 
the  Soviet  Union  outside  the  officially 
sanctioned  ceremonial  occasions.  What 
they  don't  see  are  the  unlicensed  activi- 
ties which  are  carried  on  illegally  and  at 
serious  risk  to  the  participants.  What  the 
totalitarian  system  of  the  Soviet  Union 
does  not  tolerate  is  any  form  of  associa- 
tion of  individuals  outside  the  duly 
licensed  pattern.  Bible  study  groups, 
religious  discussion  groups,  religious 
gatherings  in  places  not  duly  authorized 
by  the  government,  religious  meetings 
not  authorized  by  the  government, 
religious  events  held  under  the  auspices 
of  unlicensed  religious  groups  can  all 
lead  to  criminal  prosecution  and  punish- 
ment. To  make  sure  that  the  laws  on  this 
subject  are  enforced,  a  system  of  special 
volunteer  spy  committees  has  been 
created  whose  job  it  is  to  report 
violators.  These  neighborhood  commit- 
tees, which  are  called  "Public  Commis- 
sions for  Control  Over  Observance  of  the 
Laws  About  Religious  Cults,"  watch 
over  their  neighbors,  and  they  report 
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violators  to  the  authorities.  That  is  how 
Evangelical  Christians,  Mennonites, 
Baptists,  Pentecostals,  as  well  as 
Lithuanian  or  Ukrainian  Catholics  get 
into  trouble,  as  do  those  Russian 
Orthodox  who  refuse  to  be  coopted  by 
the  state. 

To  the  chagrin  of  the  authorities, 
interest  in  religion  on  the  part  of  the 
Soviet  people  has  been  on  the  increase  in 
recent  years.  This  has  included  not  only 
participation  in  governmentally  authorized 
religious  observance  but  also  in  what  in 
the  Soviet  Union  are  deemed  illegal 
religious  activities.  Violations  of  the  law 
have  become  too  numerous  to  permit 
them  to  be  enforced  rigidly  and  con- 
sistently. As  a  result,  a  good  many  viola- 
tions tend  to  be  ignored.  But  when  the 
KGB  decides  to  move,  it  clamps  down 
hard.  Persons  guilty  of  the  illegal  prac- 
tice of  religion  are  sent  off  for  many 
years  to  a  prison,  labor  colony,  or  forced 
into  exile,  often  on  trumped-up  charges. 
In  those  cases  in  which  it  appears  incon- 
venient to  invoke  what  in  the  post-Stalin 
era  has  been  called  "socialist  legality," 
namely  a  criminal  proceeding,  the 
luckless  religious  practioner  is  sent  off  to 
an  institution  for  the  mentally  ill. 
Whether  one  device  is  used  or  another,  a 
climate  of  fear  is  engendered  among 
those  whose  faith  requires  of  them 
religious  practice  other  than  that  which 
the  state  has  deigned  to  license. 

Although  the  advocacy  of  atheism  is, 
as  I  noted  earlier,  no  longer  a  high 
priority  item  in  the  Soviet  Union,  it  is 
still  the  prevailing  philosophy  in  the 
schools.  That  is  where  efforts  are  made 
by  teachers  to  indoctrinate  children  with 
the  Soviet  Union's  state  religion  of  com- 
munism and  where  children  from 
believing  families  are  held  up  for 
ridicule.  This  is,  therefore,  one  more 
hardship  imposed  on  the  families  of 
religious  believers. 

The  practices  which  I  have  here 
described  are  all  in  contravention  of  the 
provisions  of  such  international  instru- 
ments as  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights  and  the  Declaration 
Against  Religious  Intolerance, 
documents  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  United  Nations  without 
objection  from  the  Soviet  Union.  They 
are  also  in  violation  of  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act,  a  document  subscribed  to  in  1975  by 
General  Secretary  Brezhnev.  What,  we 
need  to  ask  ourselves,  did  the  Soviet 
Union  have  in  mind  when  it  acquiesced 
in  undertakings  which  it  had  no  inten- 
tion of  observing?  The  answer  is  that  it 
probably  considered  it  less  embarrassing 


ITU  Issues  Report  on  Soviet  Jamming 


On  September  12,  the  Department  of 
State  received  a  report  from  the 
Secretariat  of  the  International  Telecom- 
munication Union  (ITU),  a  specialized 
UN  agency,  detailing  their  findings  of 
harmful  interference— jamming— by  the 
U.S.S.R.,  Czechoslovakia,  and  Poland  of 
U.S.  short-wave  broadcasts,  including 
the  Voice  of  America  (VOA)  and  Radio 
Free  Europe/Radio  Liberty  (RFE/RL). 

This  study  was  undertaken  following 
interference  complaints  lodged  in  1984 
and  1985  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment by  Ambassador  Diana  Lady 
Dougan,  U.S.  Coordinator  and  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  International  Com- 
munications and  Information  Policy. 

The  ITU's  convention  prohibits 
harmful  interference  to  radio  transmis- 
sions that  are  in  accordance  with  the 
radio  regulations.  Utilizing  the  provi- 
sions of  Article  22  of  the  radio  regula- 
tions, the  U.S.  Government  filed  formal 
complaints  through  the  International 
Frequency  Registration  Board  (IFRB), 
which  is  part  of  the  ITU  Secretariat.  The 
IFRB  contacted  the  countries  involved 
and  requested  their  response. 

As  the  Governments  of  the  U.S.S.R., 
Czechoslovakia,  and  Poland  did  not 
respond  to  the  U.S.  complaints,  we  for- 
mally requested  the  IFRB  to  make  a 
study  and  report. 

We  have  now  received  the  IFRB 
report.  It  deals  with  jamming  transmit- 
ters at  specific  locations  operating 
against  specific  frequencies  on  a  daily 


basis  over  a  long  period  of  time  and  iden- 
tifies 37  short-wave  frequencies  on 
which  jamming  transmitters  located  in 
the  U.S.S.R.,  Czechoslovakia,  and 
Poland  were  found  to  be  operating 
against  VOA  and  RFE/RL  broadcasts. 

The  report  is  based  on  independent 
monitoring  data  submitted  by  many 
countries,  and  thus  the  extent  of 
jamming  has  been  documented  in  a 
technical  and  authoritative  way. 

The  IFRB  requested  that  the  offend- 
ing countries  take  appropriate  action  to 
insure  that  in  the  future  they  operate  in 
accordance  with  the  convention  and  in 
conformity  with  the  radio  regulations. 

Commenting  of  the  IFRB  report. 
Ambassador  Diana  Lady  Dougan  said: 

We  are  pleased  that  for  the  first  time  in 
the  long  history  of  Soviet  jamming  and  the 
even  longer  history  of  the  ITU,  the  United 
States  has  been  able  to  secure  formal  recogni- 
tion and  notification  of  Soviet  jamming  from 
the  secretariat  of  a  UN  agency. 

This  report  has  added  considerably  to  our 
arsenal  of  irrefutable  facts  on  Soviet  jam- 
ming. We  hope  it  will  increase  the  pressure  of 
world  opinion  to  get  those  governments  to 
reconsider  their  policies,  cease  violating  inter- 
national obligations,  and  stop  jamming  once 
and  for  all.  Such  a  cessation  would  improve 
the  general  atmosphere  of  East- West  rela- 
tions, comply  with  our  mutual  commitments 
under  the  terms  of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act, 
and  facilitate  cooperation  with  those  govern- 
ments on  a  variety  of  issues,  particularly  in 
the  ITU  where  such  cooperation  is  vital. 


Press  release  182  of  Sept.  18,  1986. 


to  go  along  with  the  text  and  then  ignore 
it  rather  than  to  make  an  issue  of  the 
matter. 

What  we  who  believe  in  freedom  of 
religion  need  to  do  is  make  it  clear  that 
such  conduct  is  not  acceptable,  that  it 
will  be  noted,  will  be  publicized,  and  the 
Soviet  Union  will  be  criticized  for  its 
failure  to  observe  the  internationally 
recognized  standards  of  freedom  of 
religion. 

Will  that  make  any  difference?  We 
can't  be  sure.  But  what  we  can  be  sure 
of  is  that  those  persons,  including 
religious  leaders,  who  look  the  other  way 


when  religious  believers  in  the  Soviet 
Union  are  deprived  of  their  rights,  allow 
these  repressive  activities  to  continue. 
Only  by  pointing  out  that  what  is  done  is 
wrong,  by  shining  a  spotlight  on  the 
wrongdoers,  can  we  hope  to  effect 
change.  What  this  committee  is  doing 
today  is  to  shine  a  spotlight  on  the 
problem.  That  is,  indeed,  a  significant 
contribution  to  the  cause  of  freedom. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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Visit  of  Brazil's  President 


President  Jose  Sarney  of  the 
Federative  Republic  of  Brazil  made  a 
state  visit  to  the  United  States  September 
9-13,  1986,  to  meet  with  President 
Reagan  and  other  government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by  the 
two  Presidents  at  the  arrival  ceremony  of 
September  10.^ 


President  Reagan 

It's  an  honor  to  welcome  President 
Sarney  to  the  United  States  and  to  the 
White  House.  Brazil  is  a  vast  nation  of 
hardy  people,  a  country  which  shares 
with  us  a  frontier  heritage  and  a  spirit  of 
enterprise  and  independence.  As  was 
true  for  our  country,  people  came  to 
Brazil  from  many  parts  of  the  world  to 
make  a  wilderness,  to  better  their  lives, 
and  to  live  in  freedom.  And  since  the 
early  days  of  both  our  nations,  our  coun- 
tries have  enjoyed  bonds  of  commerce 
and  friendship.  I'm  delighted  today  to 
have  this  opportunity  to  meet  with 
President  Sarney,  to  get  to  know  him 
personally,  and  to  discuss  those  issues 
which  arise  between  great  nations. 

President  Sarney  is  leading  Brazil 
during  a  time  of  great  transition, 
political  and  economic.  Its  peaceful 
return  to  democracy,  accomplished  with 


the  good  will  and  cooperation  of  all 
segments  of  Brazilian  society,  has  been  a 
model  which  others  throughout  the 
world,  but  especially  in  this  hemisphere, 
should  follow.  Indeed,  freedom  is  the 
birthright  of  all  Americans,  and  that 
means  every  soul  from  the  North  Slope 
of  Alaska  to  the  tip  of  Tierra  del  Fuego. 
President  Sarney,  we  rejoice  that  Brazil 
has  again  joined  the  ranks  of  free 
nations. 

And  from  what  we  can  see  and  hear, 
that  joy  is  apparent  in  your  country  also. 
You  described  it  when  you  said:  "Brazil 
has  just  emerged  from  a  long  night.  Her 
eyes  are  not  red  from  nightmares.  On 
her  lips  she  bears  an  open  gesture  of 
confidence  and  a  song  of  love  for 
liberty."  Well,  those  words  were  well 
spoken,  the  words  of  a  poet  and  a  leader 
who  loves  his  people  and  loves  liberty. 
We're  proud  to  have  such  a  man,  and 
such  a  country  as  lovely  as  yours,  as  our 
friend. 

Today  democracy  flourishes  in 
Brazil.  The  rights  of  each  individual  are 
protected.  Freedoms  of  expression, 
religion,  and  assembly  are  honored,  and 
the  franchise  to  vote  in  fair  and  direct 
elections  has  been  expanded.  And 
though  a  powerful  nation,  your  country 
threatens  no  one.  Brazil  is  at  peace  with 
itself  and  with  its  neighbors. 

And  today  Brazil  is  proving  the  fun- 
damental relationship  between  human 
freedom  and  economic  progress;  they  go 
hand  in  hand.  Your  countrymen  are 
enjoying  robust  economic  growth  and  an 
explosion  of  enterprise.  The  inflation 
rate  is  down  dramatically,  and  it  is 
estimated  that  IV2  million  new  jobs  have 
been  created  in  the  past  year.  Your  com- 
merce with  other  nations  is  surging,  and 
new  confidence  is  apparent  from  the  fac- 
tory to  the  marketplace.  Brazil  has  the 
eighth  largest  economy  in  the  Western 
world  and  is  gaining  on  number  seven. 

But  global  considerations  and  inter- 
national obligations  come  with  such  suc- 
cess. There  can  be  little  doubt  that 
Brazil  is  emerging  as  a  world  power  and 
is  facing  new  challenges  and  responsi- 
bility as  such.  As  two  of  the  world's 
most  energetic  economies,  we  have  a 
stake  in  strengthening  the  world  trading 
system,  protecting  the  viability  of  inter- 
national monetary  and  financial  institu- 
tions, and  promoting  growth  and 
development,  especially  in  the  Third 
World.  The  world  now  has  a  stake  in 
Brazil,  and  Brazil  has  a  stake  in  the 
world. 


The  free  flow  of  commerce  between 
countries,  for  example,  is  a  vital  force 
for  progress  on  this  planet  and  is  of 
utmost  importance  to  the  economic 
health  of  our  two  countries.  It  is  up  to  us 
to  do  our  best  to  keep  those  lines  of  com- 
merce open.  Trade  must  be  free,  and  it 
must  be  fair.  And  the  fight  for  free  trade 
must  start  at  home.  No  nation  can 
expect  to  continue  freely  exporting  to 
others  if  its  own  domestic  markets  are        M 
closed  to  foreign  competition.  Prosperity    " 
must  be  built  not  at  the  expense  of 
others,  but  on  the  principle  of  mutual 
benefit. 

I'm  looking  forward  to  discussing 
this  and  other  issues  of  great  importance 
with  you  during  our  meetings  today.  We 
have  just  scratched  the  surface  of 
cooperation  between  Brazil  and  the 
United  States.  Technology  is  opening 
potential  as  never  imagined  between  the 
free  peoples  of  the  world.  In  a  few  years 
the  world  will  not  only  enter  a  new 
decade  but  also  a  new  century  and,  yes,  a 
new  millennium.  Brazil  and  the  United 
States  stand  on  that  threshold  together, 
but  this  is  nothing  new. 

In  1876,  the  United  States 
celebrated  its  centennial,  and  there  to 
help  us  commemorate  our  first  100  years 
was  Dom  Pedro  II  of  Brazil.  Represent- 
ing your  people,  he,  alongside  President 
Grant,  inaugurated  the  celebration  and 
helped  send  the  United  States  off  to 
meet  its  destiny. 

President  Sarney,  we're  pleased  to 
stand  by  you  as  Brazil  is  realizing  the 
dream  of  those  pioneers  and  immigrants 
who  came  before  us.  They  came  to  Brazil 
and  to  the  United  States.  They  would 
want  our  peoples  and  the  leaders  of  our 
countries  to  be  the  best  of  friends.  We 
should  not  and  will  not  let  them  down. 

President  Sarney 

I  thank  you  for  your  invitation  and  for 
your  kind  words  which  show  the  right 
regard  you  have  for  Brazil  and  its  peo- 
ple. I'll  talk  with  you  about  friendship 
and  about  many  subjects,  but  my 
English  is  very  broken.  My  effort  in 
speaking  your  language  is  a  marathon  of 
good  will.  I  use  the  word  friendship 
again.  It  says  everything— Brazil,  the 
United  States,  our  peoples,  our  history, 
our  old  relationship.  We  worked 
together,  side  by  side  in  peace  and  in  the 
last  war.  We  wOl  build  together  the  con- 
struction of  the  present  and  of  the 
future.  All  Brazilians  feel  happy  with 
your  invitation.  Our  meeting  reinforces 
democracy  in  Brazil  and  in  Latin 
America— so  I  see  it.  The  only  ideology 
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of  Brazil  is  democracy.  It  guides  us,  and 
it  has  permitted  us  to  overcome  the 
trials  we  had  to  face  in  the  recent  past. 
We  are  now  back  on  our  feet.  We  need 
friends  like  the  United  States.  We  need 
a  partner  to  grow. 

President  Reagan,  we  admire  your 
performance,  your  strength,  your 
tenacity,  your  statesmanship.  Your 
qualities  inspire  confidence  to  the 
American  people.  You  gave  a  decisive 
personal  contribution  to  the  relations 
between  our  two  countries  in  a  moment 
of  a  great  deal  of  uncertainty. 

Now  almost  4  years  after  your  visit, 
Brazil  is  a  different  country,  a  new  coun- 
try. Conciliation  and  changes  helped  us 
achieve  a  peaceful  transition  to  a  free, 
democratic  government.  We  are  growing 
fast  again.  We  are  meeting  our  obliga- 
tions. Our  people  have  more  jobs  and 
better  wages.  We  believe,  like  you,  in 
free  enterprise  as  the  basis  for  develop- 
ment. We  know  that  political  freedom 
cannot  survive  when  economic  freedom 
no  longer  exists. 

You  once  said  that  Brazil  was  a  force 
in  favor  of  moderation  and  balance.  We 
are  proud  of  that  record.  We  will 
dedicate  all  our  efforts  to  continuing  to 
be  a  force  for  stability  and  peace. 

Our  meeting  will  mark  a  fresh  start 
for  our  relations,  relations  that  are 
based  on  common  goals  and  the  values 
earned  on  a  mutual  respect  for  our 
differences. 

To  Mrs.  Reagan,  Marly  and  I  wish  to 
express  our  most  friendly  greetings, 
thanking  her  for  the  very  warm  welcome 
with  which  we  are  being  distinguished. 

Mr.  President,  in  Brazil  we  say  that 
the  man  who  has  a  friend  has  two  souls. 
Brazil  and  the  United  States— two  souls 
on  one  single  destiny,  the  destiny  of 
friendship. 


Brazil— A  Profile 


iReld  at  the  South  Portico  of  the  White 
House  where  President  Samey  was  accorded 
a  formal  welcome  with  full  military  honors 
(text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presiden- 
tial Documents  oi  Sept.  15,  1986).  ■ 


People 

Nationality:  Noun  nrid  (irZ/fTOrc— Brazilian(s). 
Population  (1985):  135  million.  Annual 
growth  rate  (1982):  2.3%.  Density:  14.5  per 
sq.  km.  (37  aq.  mi.).  Ethnic  groups:  Portu- 
jjuese,  Italian,  German,  Japanese.  African, 
American  Indian;  55%  white,  38%  mixed.  ♦i'S'ii 
black,  remainder  Indian  or  Asian.  Religion: 
Roman  Catholic  (90%).  Languages:  Portu- 
guese (official),  English.  Education: 
Literary — 76%  of  adult  population.  Health: 
Infant  mortality  rate  (1981)— 92/l,()()().  Life 
experfanry  (1981)— 62.8  yrs.  Work  force  (50 
million,  1984):  Agrirvlture — 35'7(i.  Industry — 
25%.  SfTricf.s — 4()'7n.  Trade  Unlun  tneniber- 
ship — about  6  million. 


GUYANA 


SURINAME 

/  FRENCH  Atlantic 
uiANA   Ocean 


Geography 

Area:  8,511,965  s(i.  km.  (3,290,000  sq.  mi.), 
Cities:  ("o/iZ/u/- Brasilia  (pop.  1.4  million. 
1983).  Other  r/7(('s— Sao  Paulo  (8.5  million), 
Kio  de  .laneiro  (5.1  million),  Helo  Horizonte 
(1.86  million),  Salvador  (1.5  million),  F'or- 
taleza  (1.3  million),  Recife  (1.2  million),  Porto 
Ale^fre(l.l  million),  Novo  Ijcuacu(l.l 
million),  Curitiba  (1,0  million).  Terrain:  Dense 
forest;  semiarid  scrubland;  rugged  hills  and 
mountains;  rolling  plains;  and  coastal  strif). 
Climate:  Mostly  tropical  or  semitropical  with 
temperate  zone  in  the  south. 

Government 

Type:  Federal  republic.  Independence: 
September  7.  1822.  Constitution:  ,lanu- 
ary  24,  1967. 

Branches:  Eserutlre — president  (chief  of 
state  and  head  of  government)  elected  to  a 
single  6-yr.  term.  Legislative — Senate  (69 
members  elected  to  8-yr.  terms).  Chamber  of 


Deputies  (479  members  elected  to  4-yr. 
terms).  Jm(/(c((i/  — Supreme  F'ederal  Tribunal, 

Political  parties:  Party  of  the  Brazilian 
Democratic  Movement  (PMDB),  Liberal 
Front  Party  (PFL),  Democratic  Social  Party 
(PDS),  Democratic  Workers  Party  (PDT). 
Workers  Party  (PT),  Brazilian  Labor  Party 
(PTB).  Suffrage:  Compulsory  over  18. 

Subdivisions:  23  states,  3  territories, 
federal  district  (Brasilia). 

Defense:  7%  of  government  buciget. 

Economy 

GDP  (1984):  $218  billion  (agriculture  12'^.,  in- 
dustry 38'Ki,  services  50'7(i).  Annual  growth 
rate  (1984):  -^4%.  Per  capita  GDP  (1984): 
$1,645. 

Natural  resources:  Iron  ore.  manganese, 
bauxite,  nickel,  uranium,  gemstones. 

Agriculture:  Products — coffee,  soybeans, 
sugarcane,  cocoa,  rice,  beef,  corn,  oranges. 
Liiiid—\1%  arable,  cultivable,  or  pasture. 

Industry:  Types — steel,  chemicals, 
petrochemicals,  machinery,  motor  vehicles, 
consumer  durables,  cement,  lumber,  ship- 
building. 

Trade  (1984):  Exports— $27  billion: 
manufactures  67.5'7o;  primary  products. 
32.5%.  Major  markets  (1983)— US  23%.  FRG 
5.2%,  .lapan  6.5%,  Netherlands  5.7%,  Argen- 
tina 3.0%,  USSR  3.0%.  /»(/)<)r/,s'— $13.9 
billion:  crude  oil  48%.  capital  goods  18'^(),  raw 
materials  26%,  consumer  goods  4.5'5^).  Major 
uon-oll  suppliers — US  \6%,  ,Iapan  6'!'o,  FRG 
5%,  Italy  3%,  Argentina  3%. 

Official  exchange  rate  (July  1985):  6,420 
cruzeiros  =  US$1  (changes  frequently). 

Fiscal  year:  Calendar  year. 

Foreign  Investment  (registered  with 
Central  Bank,  1983):  $22.3  billion. 
Sources— V^  $7.2  billion,  FRG  $2.6  billion, 
Switzerland  $1.9  billion,  Japan  $1.8  billion. 

Membership  in  International 
Organizations 

UN  and  some  of  its  specialized  agencies, 
Organization  of  American  States  (OAS),  Rio 
Pact,  Latin  American  Integration  Association 
(ALADI),  International  Sugar  Organization 
(ISO),  International  Cocoa  Organization  (IC- 
CO),  INTELSAT,  Group  of  77. 


Taken  from  the  Background  Notes  of  Sept. 
1985,  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  Editor:  Juanita 
Adams.  ■ 
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U.S.-Brazil  Relations 


Background 

Brazil  borders  on  all  but  two  South 
American  countries  and  is  the  largest 
and  most  populous  nation  in  Latin 
America.  Its  geographic  and  demo- 
graphic preeminence,  its  rapidly  develop- 
ing economy,  its  wealth  of  natural 
resources  and  large  industrial  base,  and 
its  growing  role  in  world  affairs  make 
Brazil  of  paramount  interest  to  the 
United  States. 

Bilateral  Relations 

In  1822  the  United  States  was  the  first 
country  to  recognize  newly  independent 
Brazil  as  a  nation.  Brazil's  ties  with  the 
United  States  were  particularly  strong 
during  World  War  II;  Brazil  protected 
Allied  shipping  lanes  in  the  South  Atlan- 
tic, and  its  Expeditionary  Force  under- 
took an  active  combat  role  in  Italy.  Dur- 
ing the  1950s  and  1960s,  Brazil  received 
almost  $2.4  billion  in  U.S.  economic 
assistance.  Relations  in  the  mid-to-late 
1970s  were  troubled  by  frictions  over 
human  rights  and  nonproliferation 
issues.  Brazil  abrogated  bilateral 
military  agreements  with  the  United 
States,  and  we  phased  out  assistance 
programs. 

Presidents  Figueiredo  and  Reagan 
exchanged  state  visits  in  1982,  and  rela- 
tions improved  markedly.  We  have 
welcomed  Brazil's  return  to  democracy 
following  21  years  of  military  rule  and 
have  few  significant  political  differences. 
However,  the  rapid  growth  of  Brazil's 
economy  and  its  integration  into  the 
world  economy  have  led  to  bilateral 
strains.  Brazil's  large  debt,  roughly  a 
third  of  which  is  held  by  U.S.  private  or 
official  institutions,  is  a  matter  of  con- 
cern. In  addition,  trade  problems  similar 
to  those  the  U.S.  faces  with  Japan,  the 
European  Community,  and  other 
advanced  developing  countries  have  been 
a  source  of  friction.  The  most  prominent 
of  these  problems  has  been  in  the  area  of 
computers  and  computer-related 
materials  ("informatics"),  where  the 
United  States  is  seeking  to  reduce 
increasing  barriers  to  Brazil's  potentially 
lucrative  market. 

Political  Situation 

Following  nearly  two  decades  of 
military-dominated  government,  in  1982 
Brazil  elected  by  popular  vote  a  federal 
Congress,  state  governors,  and  other 


state  and  municipal  officers.  On  Janu- 
ary 15,  1985,  an  electoral  college  elected 
a  new  civilian  president— the  popular 
former  governor  of  Minas  Gerais  state, 
Tancredo  Neves.  In  March  1985,  on  the 
eve  of  his  inauguration,  Neves  fell  ill  and 
died  without  taking  office.  Vice 
President-elect  Jose  Sarney  became 
president.  President  Sarney  has  since 
established  himself  as  a  major  political 
figure  in  his  own  right.  A  large  part  of 
his  popularity  arises  from  his  boldness  in 
implementing  the  sweeping  economic 
stabilization  program  mentioned  below. 
Brazilians  will  go  to  the  polls  again 
on  November  15,  1986.  They  will  elect  a 
new  Congress,  state  governors,  and 
legislatures.  The  new  Congress  will 
serve  as  a  constituent  assembly  and  will 
write  a  new  constitution,  which  is 
expected  to  consolidate  and  institu- 
tionalize Brazil's  democracy. 

Economic  Situation 

As  the  world's  eighth  largest  free- 
market  economy,  Brazil's  performance 
has  begun  to  match  its  potential.  Brazil 
has  recovered  in  spectacular  fashion 
from  its  1981-83  recession,  and  its  1985 
economic  growth  of  8.3%  was  the 
world's  highest.  Driven  in  large  part  by 
the  need  to  service  its  $102  billion 
foreign  debt,  Brazil's  trade  performance 
has  been  strong,  as  demonstrated  by  its 
1985  trade  surplus  of  $12.5  billion 
($5  billion  with  the  United  States). 
Brazilian  exports  increasingly  reflect 
Brazil's  strong  technological  capabilities 
and  large  industrial  base,  often  making 
it  a  competitor  of  the  United  States  in 
third-country  markets. 

Domestically  President  Sarney 
attacked  Brazil's  chronic  inflation  in 
February  with  the  sweeping  "cruzado 
plan,"  under  which  prices  and  wages 
were  frozen,  a  new  currency  (the 
cruzado)  created,  and  the  indexation  of 
wages  and  financial  assets  halted.  In 
July  he  announced  further  measures 
intended  to  stimulate  investment  and 
maintain  economic  growth.  Among  these 
was  the  creation  of  a  National  Invest- 
ment Fund  to  be  financed  by  compulsory 
loans  to  the  government  assessed  on 
purchases  of  gasoline,  automobiles,  and 
airline  tickets. 

Brazil's  large  population  (137 
million),  growing  economy,  and  rich 
resource  base  present  the  United  States 
with  important  commercial  oppor- 
tunities. Already  a  major  focus  of  U.S. 
overseas  investment,  Brazil  is  an  enor- 
mous potential  market  for  U.S.  goods 
and  services. 


Brazil's  foreign  debt  of  $102  biUion 
makes  it  the  developing  world's  largest 
debtor.  Its  commercial  debt  management 
has  been  responsible.  Brazil  has  main- 
tained good  relations  with  its  creditors 
and  has  refrained  from  taking  unilateral  . 
action  to  restrict  commercial  debt 
payments.  Relations  with  official 
creditors  have  not  been  as  good.  Brazil 
has  withheld  some  payments  out  of  an 
expectation  that  creditors  would  agree  ; 
to  a  rescheduling  on  terms  similar  to  an 
earlier  agreement.  These  creditors, 
including  the  United  States,  have  not 
been  in  a  position  to  agree  to  Brazil's 
request. 


Taken  from  the  GIST  series  of  Sept. 
1986,  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  Editor:  Harriet 

Culley.  ■ 


Cuba:  New  Migration 
and  Embargo 
Measures 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
AUG.  22,  1986> 

President  Reagan  has  approved  a  series 
of  measures  to  improve  the  effectiveness 
of  the  current  U.S.  embargo  of  Cuba. 
These  measures  will  make  it  more  dif- 
ficult for  the  Government  of  Cuba  to 
obtain  U.S.  dollars  and  American  goods 
by  unlawful  means.  The  objective  is  to 
tighten  enforcement  of  the  embargo 
denying  to  the  Castro  regime  economic 
benefits  from  the  United  States  while 
Castro  continues  to  ignore  international 
obligations  and  to  pursue  policies 
inimical  to  U.S.  interests. 

Among  the  measures  approved  by 
the  President  are  crackdowns  on  trading 
with  Cuban  front  companies  located  in 
Panama  and  elsewhere  which  attempt  to 
evade  the  U.S.  trade  embargo.  The 
measures  also  foresee  closer  controls  on 
organizations  which  organize  or  promote 
travel  to  Cuba,  as  well  as  the  transmis- 
sion of  money  or  goods  to  Cuba.  The 
Castro  regime  controls  all  convertible 
currency  sent  to  Cuba  and  provides 
Cuban  recipients  only  a  small  share  of 
the  value  of  the  money  or  goods  sent. 

At  the  same  time,  the  President  is 
issuing  a  proclamation  to  prevent  the 
Cuban  Government  from  trafficking  in 
human  beings  by  charging  citizens  and 
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residents  of  the  United  States  thousands 
of  dollars  to  finance  the  indirect  travel  of 
their  Cuban  relatives  to  the  United 
States  through  third  states.  One  objec- 
tive of  this  measure  is  to  deny  the 
Castro  regime  the  benefits  of  the  Mariel 
agreement  on  migration  of  December 
1984,  which  the  Cubans  suspended  on 
May  1985.  Under  the  Mariel  agreement, 
Cuban  immigrants  could  receive  visas  in 
the  U.S.  Interests  Section  in  Havana, 
and  Cuba  was  obliged  in  turn  to  accept 
the  excludables  from  the  1980  Mariel 
boatlift. 

The  proclamation  prevents  the 
issuance  of  preference  immigrant  visas 
to  persons  who  leave  Cuba  and  go  to 
third  countries.  Preference  visa  process- 
ing stopped  in  the  U.S.  Interests  Section 
in  Havana  after  Cuba  suspended  the 
migration  agreement,  but  the  Cuban 
Government  has  exploited  the  loophole 
that  allows  Cubans  to  obtain  visas  in 
third  countries.  This  often  involves  pay- 
ment of  bribes  to  Cuban  and  other 
foreign  officials  in  an  effort  to  circum- 
vent U.S.  policy.  The  proclamation  will 
close  this  loophole. 

These  measures  will  not  affect  the 
existing  policy  of  the  U.S.  Government 
to  assist  long-term  political  prisoners 
who  are  permitted  by  the  Castro  regime 
to  leave  Cuba.  The  United  States  will 
continue  to  facilitate  their  departure 
from  Cuba  and  entry  into  the  United 
States  on  humanitarian  grounds. 


iRead  to  news  correspondents  by  Depart- 
ment acting  spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


Arrival  of  Cuban 
Political  Prisoners 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  12,  1986' 

We  are  pleased  to  announce  that  over 
100  current  and  former  political 
prisoners  and  family  members  are  being 
allowed  to  leave  Cuba  and  are  expected 
to  travel  from  Havana  to  Miami  on  a 
charter  flight  Monday,  September  15. 

Many  of  these  persons  are  political 
prisoners  who  were  on  a  list  which  the 
Cuban  Government  communicated  to  the 
U.S.  Catholic  Conference.  Before  this,  in 
January  1985,  U.S.  Catholic  bishops  had 
asked  the  Cuban  Government  to  release 
a  large  number  of  long-term  political 
prisoners.  Some  of  these  were  on  the 
Cuban  list,  but  many  which  the  U.S. 
Catholic  Conference  had  asked  be 
released  remain  in  prison  or  have  not 
been  granted  permission  to  leave.  Some 
persons  on  the  Cuban  list  did  not  wish  to 
leave  Cuba  or  have  died  or  are  too  ill  to 
travel.  In  addition  the  group  expected  on 
Monday  contains  persons  whose  release 
was  requested  by  Jacques  Cousteau 
[French  marine  explorer,  writer,  and 
film  producer]  and  who  were  found 
ready  to  travel.  The  remaining  persons 
are  family  members. 

The  Intergovernmental  Committee 
for  Migration  (ICM)  has  arranged 
transportation  from  Havana  to  Miami, 
while  the  U.S.  Catholic  Conference  is 
taking  primary  responsibility  for 
meeting  and  sponsoring  the  group  in  the 
United  States.  We  owe  both  these 
organizations  a  special  word  of  apprecia- 
tion for  their  efforts. 

Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Inter-American  Affairs  Elliott  Abrams 
and  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Immigra- 
tion Thomas  Ferguson  will  be  on  hand  to 
welcome  them  to  the  United  States. 
They  will  be  joined  by  Federal,  State, 
and  local  officials,  representatives  of  the 
Cuban-American  community,  and  the 
Catholic  Church. 

Officials  from  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  and  the 
Department  of  State  recently  inter- 
viewed these  persons  in  Havana.  None 
of  the  political  prisoners  whom  they 
were  able  to  interview  was  denied.  We 
expect  that  additional  political  prisoners 
and  family  members  who  either  have  not 
yet  been  interviewed  or  are  not  yet 
ready  to  travel  will  be  admitted  in  the 
near  future. 


We  share  the  joy  of  relatives  and 
friends  who  will  be  welcoming  these 
valiant  individuals  who  have  suffered  so 
many  years  in  Cuban  prisons.  The 
United  States  will  continue— as  has  been 
our  longstanding  policy— to  encourage 
the  release  of  long-term  political 
prisoners  in  Cuba.  Those  who  are  per- 
mitted by  the  Castro  regime  to  leave 
Cuba  and  who  wish  to  come  to  the 
United  States  will  be  considered  for 
admission  as  quickly  as  circumstances 
permit. 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  15,  1986* 

The  United  States  is  extremely  happy  to 
welcome  to  the  United  States  the  former 
Cuban  political  prisoners  and  family 
members  who  arrived  in  Miami  this 
morning.  Many  of  these  courageous  indi 
viduals  suffered  for  more  than  20  years 
in  Cuban  prisons.  Some  of  them  were 
still  in  prison  as  recently  as  last  week. 

We  share  the  joy  of  the  former 
prisoners  and  their  families  and  friends 
who  have  waited  so  long  for  their 
freedom.  We  extend  best  wishes  to  them 
all  as  they  begin  their  new  lives  in  the 
United  States. 

Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Inter-American  Affairs  Elliott  Abrams 
and  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Immigra- 
tion Thomas  Ferguson  welcomed  the 
group  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Government. 
They  were  joined  by  other  Federal, 
State,  and  local  officials,  as  well  as 
representatives  of  the  Cuban-American 
community  and  the  Catholic  Church  at 
the  early  morning  arrival  at  the  interna- 
tional airport  in  Miami. 

We  reiterate  that  the  United  States 
will  continue— as  has  been  longstanding 
policy  of  the  United  States— to  encour- 
age the  release  of  the  long-term  political 
prisoners  in  Cuba.  Those  who  are  per- 
mitted by  the  Castro  regime  to  leave 
Cuba  and  who  wish  to  come  to  the 
United  States  will  be  considered  for 
admission  as  quickly  as  circumstances 
permit. 

We  also  call  on  the  Cuban  Govern- 
ment to  terminate  its  suspension  of  the 
Mariel  immigration  agreement  which 
would  allow  the  resumption  of  normal 
migration  of  Cubans  to  the  United 
States. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  Depart- 
ment acting  spokesman  CJharles  Redman. 

^Read  to  news  correspondents  by  Depart- 
ment spokesman  Bernard  Kalb.  ■ 
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Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Arbitration 

Convention  on  the  recognition  and  enforce- 
ment of  foreign  arbitral  awards.  Done  at  New 
York  June  10,  1958.  Entered  into  force  June 
7,  1959;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  29,  1970.  TIAS 
6997. 

Accession  deposited:  Singapore,  Aug.  21, 
1986. 

Inter-American  convention  on  international 

commercial  arbitration.  Done  at  Panama  City 

Jan.  30,  1975.  Entered  into  force  June  16, 

1976.1 

Ratification  deposited:  Guatemala,  Aug.  20, 

1986^ 

Conservation 

Convention  on  the  conservation  of  Antarctic 

marine  living  resources,  with  annex  for  an 

arbitral  tribunal.  Done  at  Canberra  May  20, 

1980.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  7,  1982.  TIAS 

10240. 

Accessions  deposited:  Brazil,  Jan.  28,  1986; 

Spain,  Apr.  9,  1984;  Sweden,  June  6,  1984. 

Diplomatic  Relations 

Vienna  Convention  on  diplomatic  relations. 
Done  at  Vienna  Apr.  18,  1961.  Entered  into 
force  Apr.  24,  1964;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  13, 
1972.  TIAS  7502. 
Accession  deposited:  Qatar,  June  6,  1986. ^ 

Finance 

Articles  of  agreement  of  the  International 
Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development 
formulated  at  Bretton  Woods  Conference 
July  1-22,  1944.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  27, 
1945.  TIAS  1502. 

Signature  and  acceptance  deposited:  Kiribati, 
Sept.  29,  1986. 

International  Court  of  Justice 

Declaration  recognizing  as  compulsory  the 

jurisdiction  of  the  International  Court  of 

Justice  under  Art.  36,  para.  2  of  the  Statute 

of  the  Court.  TIAS  1598. 

Declaration  deposited:  Honduras,  June  6, 

1986^ 

Judicial  Procedure 

Convention  on  the  civil  aspects  of  interna- 
tional child  abduction.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Oct.  25,  1980.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  1, 
1983'. 

Extended  to:  Province  of  Saskatchewan  by 
Canada,  Aug.  11,  1986.2-3 

Jute 

International  agreement  on  jute  and  jute 
products,  1982,  with  annexes.  Done  at 
Geneva  Oct.  1,  1982.  Entered  into  force  pro- 
vi.sionally  Jan.  9,  1984. 

Entered  into  force  definitively:  Aug.  26,  1986. 
Accession  deposited:  Poland,^ug.  26,  1986. 


I 


Marine  Pollution 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  prevention  of  pollution 
from  ships,  1973.  Done  at  London  Feb.  17, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  2,  1983. 
Accession  deposited:  Egypt,  Aug.  7,  1986. 

Maritime  Matters 

International  convention  on  standards  of 

training,  certification,  and  watchkeeping  for 

seafarers,  1978.  Done  at  London  July  7,  1978. 

Entered  into  force  Apr.  28,  1984. i 

Accession  deposited:  New  Zealand,  July  30, 

T9867 

International  convention  for  the  safety  of  life 

at  sea,  1974,  with  annex.  Done  at  London 

Nov.  1,  1974.  Entered  into  force  May  25, 

1980.  TIAS  9700. 

Accession  deposited:  Malta,  Aug.  8,  1986. 

Pollution 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 

layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar.  22, 

1985.5 

Ratification  deposited:  U.S.,  Aug.  29,  1986. 

Postal 

Third  additional  protocol  to  the  constitution 
of  the  Universal  Postal  Union  of  July  10, 
1964,  general  regulations  with  annex,  and  the 
universal  postal  convention  with  final  protocol 
and  detailed  regulations.  Done  at  Hamburg 
July  27,  1984.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1, 
1986;  for  the  U.S.  June  6,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Germany,  Fed.  Rep. 
of,  Aug.  20,  1986;«  Korea,  Rep.  of,  Aug.  5, 
1986;  Malaysia,  Aug.  13,  1986;  Thailand, 
Aug.  27,  1986;  U.K.,  July  15,  1986.^ 

Money  orders  and  postal  travellers'  checks 
agreement,  with  detailed  regulations  with 
final  protocol.  Done  at  Hamburg  July  27, 
1984.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1,  1986;  for  the 
U.S.  June  6,  1986. 

Approvals  deposited:  Korea,  Rep.  of,  Aug.  5, 
1986;  Thailand,  Aug.  27,  1986. 
Ratification  deposited:  Germany,  Fed.  Rep. 
of,  Aug.  20,  1986.« 

Postal  parcels  agreement  with  final  protocol 
and  detailed  regulations.  Done  at  Hamburg 
July  27,  1984.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1, 
1986;  for  the  U.S.  June  6,  1986. 
Approvals  deposited:  Korea,  Rep.  of,  Aug.  5, 
1986;  Malaysia,  Aug.  13,  1986;  Thailand,  Aug. 
27,  1986;  U.K.,  July  15,  1986.^ 
Ratification  deposited:  Germany,  Fed.  Rep. 
of,  Aug.  20,  1986.6 

Prisoner  Transfer 

Convention  on  the  transfer  of  sentenced  per- 
sons. Done  at  Strasbourg  Mar.  21,  1983. 
Entered  into  force  July  1,  1985. 
Extended  to:  Isle  of  Man  by  the  U.K.^ 
RatificatiolTdeposited:  Cyprus,  Apr.  18,  1986. 

Satellite  Communications  System 

Agreement  relating  to  INTELSAT,  with 
annexes.  Done  at  Washington  Aug.  20,  1971. 
Entered  into  force  Feb.  12,  1973.  TIAS  7532. 
Accessions  deposited:  Mauritius,  Rwanda, 
Sept.  2,  1986. 


Operating  agreement  relating  to  INTELSAT, 
with  annex.  Done  at  Washington  Aug.  20, 
1971.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  12,  1973.  TIAS 
7532. 

Signatures:  Overseas  Telecommunications 
Services  Co.,  Ltd.  of  Mauritius,  Mauritius; 
Ministere  des  Transports  et  des  Communica- 
tions de  la  Republique  Rwandaise,  Rwanda, 
Sept.  2,  1986. 

Seabed  Disarmament 

Treaty  on  the  prohibition  of  the  emplacement 
of  nuclear  weapons  and  other  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  on  the  seabed  and  the  ocean 
floor  and  in  the  subsoil  thereof.  Done  at 
Washington,  London,  and  Moscow  Feb.  11, 
1971.  Entered  into  force  May  18,  1972.  TIAS 
7337. 
Accession  deposited:  Jamaica,  July  30,  1986. 

Terrorism 

International  convention  against  the  taking  of 
hostages.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  17,  1979. 
Entered  into  force  June  3,  1983;  for  the  U.S. 
Jan.  6,  1985. 

Accession  deposited:  Dominica,  Sept.  9,  1986. 
Ratification  Deposited:  Austria,  Aug.  22, 1986. 

Trade 

Agreement  on  trade  in  civil  aircraft.  Done  at 
Geneva  Apr.  12,  1979.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1980.  TIAS  9620. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Spain,  Aug.  6,  1986. 

Trade— Textiles 

Protocol  extending  the  arrangement  of  Dec.  20, 
1973,  (TIAS  7840)  regarding  international 
trade  in  textiles.  Done  at  Geneva  July  31, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  1,  1986;  for  the 
U.S.  Aug.  5,  1986. 

Acceptances  deposited:  Hong  Kong,  Uruguay, 
Sept.  8,  1986;  Japan,  Sept.  2,  1986;  Mexico, 
Aug.  25,  1986;  Sri  Lanka,  Aug.  8,  1986;  U.S., 
Aug.  5,  1986. 

Women 

Convention  on  the  elimination  of  all  forms  of 
discrimination  against  women.  Done  at  New 
York  Dec.  18,  1979.  Entered  into  force  Sept. 
3,  19811. 
Ratification  deposited:  Finland,  Sept.  4,  1986. 


BILATERAL 

Bangladesh 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  Mar.  8, 
1982,  as  amended  (TIAS  10483,  10642)  for 
sales  of  agricultural  commodities.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  letters  at  Dhaka  Aug.  28,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  28,  1986. 

Botswana 

Memorandum  of  understanding  concerning 
the  development,  installation,  and  operation 
of  a  seismic  data  acquisition  system.  Signed 
at  Reston  and  Gaborone  June  16  and  Aug.  13, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  13,  1986. 
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Canada 

Agreement  amending  the  treaty  concerning 
Pacific  salmon  of  Jan.  28,  1985.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Ottawa  May  5  and  Aug. 
13,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  13,  1986; 
effective  Mar.  18,  1986. 

China 

Agreement  concerning  exports  of  luggage  to 
the  United  States.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Washington  Sept.  8  and  9,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  9,  1986. 

Colombia 

Agreement  extending  agreement  of  July  1 
and  Aug.  11,  1982,  (TIAS  10543)  as  amended, 
relating  to  trade  in  cotton,  wool,  and  man- 
made  fiber  textiles  and  textile  products. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Washington 
July  30  and  Aug.  6,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  6,  1986;  effective  July  1,  1986. 

Czechoslovakia 

Agreement  concerning  exports  of  certain  tex- 
tile products  to  the  United  States.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Prague  June  25,  July 
3  and  22,  1986.  Entered  into  force  July  22, 
1986;  effective  June  1,  1986. 

Dominican  Republic 

Air  transport  agreement,  with  annexes. 
Signed  at  Santo  Domingo  July  22,  1986. 
Enters  into  force  on  exchange  of  notes 
confirming  completion  of  any  necessary  con- 
stitutional requirements. 

Agreement  relating  to  agreement  of  May  15, 
1985,  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  commodities. 
Signed  at  Santo  Domingo  Aug.  18,  1986. 
Enters  into  force  on  the  date  of  notes  indicat- 
ing completion  of  all  necessary  internal  pro- 
cedures of  importing  country. 

European  Communities 

Agreement  amending  the  arrangement  of 
Oct.  21,  1982,  as  amended  and  extended,  con- 
cerning trade  in  certain  steel  products,  with 
attachments  and  agreed  minutes.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  letters  at  Washington  and 
Brussels  Sept.  5,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  5,  1986;  effective  Sept.  15,  1986. 

France 

Agreement  for  cooperation  with  respect  to 
the  operation  of  distribution  license  systems. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Paris  Sept. 
5,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  5,  1986. 

Germany,  Federal  Republic  of 

Arrangement  extending  the  arrangement  of 
July  6,  1981,  for  the  exchange  of  technical 
information  and  cooperation  in  nuclear  safety 
matters.  Signed  at  Washington  July  17,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  17,  1986;  effective 
July  6,  1986. 

Guinea-Bissau 

Investment  incentive  agreement.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Bissau  Aug.  14  and  15, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  20,  1986. 


Guyana 

Agreement  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Georgetown  Aug.  7,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  7,  1986. 

Hungary 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  agree- 
ment of  Feb.  15  and  25,  1983,  (TIAS  10666) 
as  amended,  relating  to  trade  in  wool  textile 
and  textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Budapest  Aug.  15  and  25,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  25,  1986. 

Iceland 

Treaty  to  facilitate  defense  relationship,  with 
related  memorandum  of  understanding. 
Signed  at  New  York  Sept.  24,  1986.  Enters 
into  force  upon  the  exchange  of  instruments 
of  ratification  at  Reykjavik. 

India 

Grant  agreement  for  child  survival  health 
support  project.  Signed  at  New  Delhi  Aug  29, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  29,  1986. 

Jamaica 

Agreement  relating  to  trade  in  textiles  with 
annexes.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Washington  Aug.  27,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  Aug.  27,  1986;  effective  Sept.  1,  1986. 

Administrative  arrangement  relating  to  visa 
and  certification  procedures  for  textile  prod- 
ucts. Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Washington  Aug.  27,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  Aug.  27,  1986;  effective  Sept.  1,  1986. 

Agreements  amending  the  agreement  of  Jan. 
15,  1986,  for  sale  of  agricultural  commodities. 
Effected  by  exchanges  of  notes  at  Kingston 
May  29  and  June  4,  1986,  and  Aug.  18  and 
27,  1986.  Entered  into  force  June  4  and  Aug. 
18,  1986. 

Luxembourg 

Air  transport  agreement,  with  annex.  Signed 
at  Luxembourg  Aug.  19,  1986.  Enters  into 
force  on  a  date  to  be  determined  upon  com- 
pletion of  all  necessary  internal  procedures  by 
both  parties. 

Madagascai 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  Sept. 
27,  1985,  as  amended,  for  sales  of  agricultural 
commodities.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes 
at  Antananarivo  July  2  and  Aug.  8,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  8,  1986. 

Maldives 

Agreement  relating  to  and  amending  the 
agreement  of  July  13,  1985,  for  the  sale  of 
agricultural  commodities.  Signed  at  Male 
Aug.  25,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  25, 
1986. 

Mexico 

Agreement  relating  to  the  AM  broadcasting 
service  in  the  medium  frequency  band,  with 
annexes.  Signed  at  Mexico  Aug.  28,  1986. 
Enters  into  force  on  the  date  both  parties 
notify  they  have  concluded  their  respective 
constitutional  procedures. 


Morocco 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  May 
27,  1986,  for  sales  of  agricultural  commod- 
ities. Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at  Rabat 
July  24,  1986.  Entered  into  force  July  24, 
1986. 

Nepal 

Administrative  arrangement  relating  to  a  visa 
system  for  exports  of  Nepalese  textile  prod- 
ucts. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Kathmandu  July  28  and  Aug.  18,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  18,  1986;  effective 
Oct.  1,  1986. 

Pakistan 

Fourth  amendatory  agreement  to  agreement 
of  Apr.  13,  1982,  (TIAS  10378)  for 
agricultural  commodities  and  equipment. 
Signed  at  Islamabad  July  15,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  July  15,  1986. 

Fourth  amendatory  agreement  to  agreement 
of  May  23,  1983,  (TIAS  10724)  for  rural  elec- 
trification. Signed  at  Islamabad,  July  8,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  8,  1986. 

Peru 

Agreement  relating  to  and  amending  the 
agreement  of  Apr.  17,  1985,  with  memoran- 
dum of  understanding,  for  the  sale  of 
agricultural  commodities.  Signed  at  Lima 
Aug.  11,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Aug.  11, 
1986. 

Poland 

Agreement  regarding  the  consolidation  and 
rescheduling  of  certain  debts  owed  to, 
guaranteed  by,  or  insured  by  the  U.S. 
Government  and  its  agencies.  Signed  at 
Warsaw  July  29,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  8,  1986. 

Sri  Lanka 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  Oct. 
23,  1985,  as  amended,  for  the  sale  of 
agricultural  commodities.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Colombo  Aug.  25,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  25,  1986. 

Agreement  amending  agreement  of  May  10, 
1983,  as  amended,  relating  to  trade  in  cotton, 
wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  textile 
products.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Colombo  July  29  and  Aug.  4,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  Aug.  4,  1986. 

Turkey 

Agreement  amending  agreement  of  Oct.  18, 
1985,  concerning  trade  in  certain  textile  prod- 
ucts, with  annexes.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Ankara  July  30  and  Aug.  1,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  1,  1986;  effective 
July  1,  1985. 

U.S.S.R. 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  Nov. 
26,  1976,  as  amended  and  extended  (TIAS 
8528,  10531,  10532,  10696),  concerning 
fisheries  off  the  coasts  of  the  United  States. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Washington 
May  16  and  June  17,  1986.  Enters  into  force 
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following  written  confirmation  of  the  comple- 
tion of  internal  procedures  of  both 
governments. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  Sept. 
20,  1976,  as  amended  and  extended  (TIAS 
10213),  in  the  field  of  liquid  metal-cooled  fast 
breeder  reactors.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
letters  at  Washington  and  Risley  Aug.  26  and 
Sept.  2,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  2, 
1986. 

Agreement  concerning  the  Turks  and  Caicos 
Islands  and  narcotics  activities,  with  annex 
and  forms.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Washington  Sept.  18,  1986.  Enters  into  force 
on  date  U.K.  notifies  U.S.  in  writing  that  the 
Turks  and  Caicos  legislation  implementing 
this  agreement  has  come  into  effect. 

Yemen 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  Feb. 
18,  1986,  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Sanaa  July  26,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  July  26,  1986. 

Zambia 

Agreement  regarding  the  consolidation  and 
rescheduling  of  certain  debts  owed  to, 
guaranteed  by,  or  insured  by  the  U.S. 
Government  and  its  agencies.  Signed  at 
Lusaka  July  25,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  28,  1986. 


173 


9/5 


174       9/12 


'Not  in  force  for  the  U.S. 

^With  reservation(s). 

^With  declaration(s). 

^Applicable  to  Cook  Islands  and  Niue;  not 
extended  to  Tokelau. 

*Not  in  force. 

'^Applicable  to  West  Berlin. 

'Extended  to  overseas  territories  whose 
international  relations  it  assures;  also 
applicable  to  Channel  Islands  and  Isle  of 
Man.  ■ 
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Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

No.  Date  Subject 

•168         9/8       Program  for  the  state  visit  of 
Brazilian  President  Jose 
Sarney,  Sept.  9-13. 

*169         9/8       New  Treaty  Room  suite 
renovation  completed. 

*  170         9/8       Unveiling  of  portrait  of 
Alexander  Haig. 

*17I  9/8       Harry  W.  Shlaudeman  sworn 

in  as  Ambassador  to  Brazil, 
July  28  (biographic  data). 

•172         9/8       Otto  J.  Reich  sworn  in  as 

Ambassador  to  Venezuela, 
May  12  (biographic  data). 


75 

9/12 

76 

9/12 

77 

9/15 

78 

9/13 

179       9/16 


'180       9/16 


'181       9/16 


182 
•183 


9/18 
9/22 


*184       9/22 


•185       9/22 


186       9/20 


187       9/22 


*188       9/24 


*189       9/25 


190 
191 


9/26 
9/30 


Shultz:  address  at  Harvard's 
350th  anniversary 
convocation,  Cambridge. 

Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States,  1955-1957: 
Vol.  rV,  Western  European 
Security  and  Integration 
released. 

Shultz:  news  briefing,  White 
House. 

Program  for  the  official 
working  visit  of  Israeli 
Prime  Minister  Shimon 
Peres,  Sept.  14-16. 

Unveiling  of  portrait  of 
Edmund  S.  Muskie. 

Program  for  the  official 
working  visit  of  Philippine 
President  Corazon  Aquino, 
Sept.  15-19. 

Shultz:  statement  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Immigra- 
tion and  Refugee  Policy, 
Senate  Judiciary 
Committee. 

Shultz:  remarks  and 
question-and-answer  ses- 
sion, Congressman 
Regula's  issues  symposium, 
the  Capitol. 

Shultz:  remarks  and 
question-and-answer  ses- 
sion, senior  business 
executives  conference. 

ITU  report  on  Soviet 
jamming. 

Herbert  E.  Horowitz  sworn 
in  as  Ambassador  to  The 
Gambia,  Sept.  18 
(biographic  data). 

Dennis  Kux  sworn  in  as 
Ambassador  to  the  Ivory 
Coast,  Sept.  19  (biographic 
data). 

Princeton  Nathan  Lyman 
sworn  in  as  Ambassador  to 
Nigeria  (biographic  data). 

Shultz:  news  briefing  follow- 
ing meeting  with  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze. 

Shultz:  interview  on  ABC- 
TV's  "This  Week  With 
David  Brinkley,"  Sept.  21. 

Regional  foreign  policy 
conference,  Hartford, 
Conn.,  Sept.  30. 

Shultz,  Mathiesen:  remarks 
at  U.S. -Iceland  treaty  sign- 
ing ceremony,  New  York 
City,  Sept.  24. 

Shultz:  news  conference. 
New  York  City,  Sept.  25. 

Reagan,  Shultz:  news  con- 
ference, White  House. 


•Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 
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Free  single  copies  of  the  following 
Department  of  State  publications  are 
available  from  the  Correspondence 
Management  Division,  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State,  Washington, 
D.C.  20520. 

President  Reagan 

Prospects  for  World  Peace,  41st  UN  General 
Assembly,  Sept.  22,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#867). 

Keeping  America  Strong,  White  House, 
Sept.  23,  1986  (Current  Policy  #869). 

Secretary  Shultz 

Progress,  Freedom,  and  Responsibility,  350th 
anniversary  convocation  of  Harvard, 
Cambridge,  Sept.  5,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#864). 

Proposed  Refugee  Admissions  for  FY  1987, 
Subcommittee  on  Immigration  and  Refugee 
Policy,  Senate  Judiciary  Committee,  Sept. 
16,  1986  (Current  Policy  #866). 

Arms  Control 

U.S.  and  Soviet  Approaches  to  Arms  Control, 
Amabassador  Rowny,  Council  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  Baltimore,  Sept.  19,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #868) 

East  Asia 

U.S.  and  East  Asia-Pacific  Relations:  The 
Challenge  Ahead,  Assistant  Secretary 
Sigur,  Mansfield  Center  for  Pacific  Affairs, 
Helena,  Montana,  July  4,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #859). 

Economics 

Tokyo  Economic  Summit  (GIST,  Sept.  1986). 

Europe 

A  Discussion  on  U.S. -Soviet  Relations, 
Ambassador  Nitze  and  Deputy  Assistant 
Palmer,  videotape  interview,  June  16,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #865). 

Western  Hemisphere 

Central  America:  U.S.  Policy  (GIST,  Aug. 

1986). 
U.S.-Brazil  Relations  (GIST,  Sept.  1986). 


Free  single  copies  of  the  following  publica- 
tions may  be  obtained  from  the  Office  of 
Public  Diplomacy  for  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean,  Department  of  State,  Washington, 
D.C.  20520: 

Selected  Articles  Censored  from  La  Prensa, 

Oct.  1985-Apr.  1986. 
Dispossessed:  The  Miskito  Indians  in 

Sandinista  Nicaragua,  June  1986. 
Attack  on  the  Church:  Persecution  of  the 

Catholic  Church  in  Nicara^a,  July  1986. 
Libyan  Activities  in  the  Western  Hemisphere, 

Aug.  1986. 
Crackdown  on  Freedom  in  Nicaragua  and 

Profiles  of  Internal  Opposition  Leaders, 

Aug.  1986.  ■ 
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Department  of  State  Bulletin 


FEATURE 
Report  on  Reykjavik 


President  Reagan 

and 

General  Secretary  Gorbachev 

Meet  in  Reykjavik 

President  Reagan  and  Mikhail  S.  Gorbachev, 

General  Secretary  of  the  Central  Committee 

of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union, 

met  in  Reykjavik,  October  10-12,  1986. 


White  House  Statement, 
Oct.  3,  19861 

The  United  States  approaches  the 
Iceland  meetings  with  a  deep  sense  of 
serious  purpose.  Our  goal  in  Iceland  is  to 
narrow  the  differences  that  separate  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
President  believes  that  face-to-face 
private  discussions  with  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  are  the  best  way  to 
seek  progress  at  this  critical  juncture  in 
our  relationship.  The  President's  goal  is 
that  both  sides  will  gain  a  better 
understanding  of  each  other's  position  at 
this  time  and  move  forward  toward  a 
summit  in  the  United  States.  We  will  be 
satisfied  with  the  Iceland  meetings  if  we 
accomplish  better  understanding. 

Arms  control  is  important  to  both 
nations,  indeed,  to  the  world.  We  will  be 
diligent  in  our  efforts  to  seek  a  common 
ground  that  can  provide  the  basis  for 
progress  at  Geneva,  but  our  agenda  is 
broader  than  arms  control.  On  regional 
issues— the  tensions  in  Afghanistan, 
Africa,  the  Caribbean,  the  Middle  East, 
and  Southeast  Asia  contribute  to  ten- 
sions between  the  two  superpowers  and 
build  mistrust  that  makes  an  arms 
buildup  a  dangerous  fact  of  life  in 
today's  world.  Elimination  of  regional 
tensions  will  go  to  the  cause  of  mistrust 
between  the  United  States  and  Soviet 
Union. 


On  human  rights— as  Americans  we 
share  with  freedom-loving  people 
everywhere  a  deep  concern  over  human 
rights  on  a  worldwide  basis,  and  human 
rights  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  a  major 
cause  of  concern  to  the  President. 

Bilateral  relations— improving 
government-to-government  and  people- 
to-people  exchanges  in  the  fields  of  arts, 
education,  and  science  can  improve 
understanding  among  the  citizens  and 
contribute  to  the  cause  of  peace. 

Tlie  President  believes  that  this  is 
not  the  time  for  public  rhetoric,  but, 
instead,  for  private  talk.  The  President 
goes  to  Iceland  with  a  continuing  com- 
mitment to  seeking  understanding  that 
hopefully  can  lead  to  agreements  that 
will  benefit  both  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union. 


President's  Remarks 

to  Human  Rights 

Advocates, 
Oct.  7,  19862 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  talk  with 
you  about  a  most  important  subject  of 
my  upcoming  meeting  with  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev:  himian  rights.  And 
I  know  your  interest  in  that.  And  with 
me,  as  you  know,  is  Yuriy  Orlov  and  Mrs. 
Orlov.  Yuriy  is  a  founding  member  of  the 
independent  Soviet  Helsinki  monitoring 
group,  a  man  who  has  done  more  to 


inform  the  world  of  current  Soviet 
human  rights  violations  than  any  man  on 
Earth— as  I  said  yesterday,  a  hero  for 
our  time.  The  West  owes  him  a  profound 
debt,  both  for  his  courage  and  fortitude 
under  unspeakable  conditions  and  for 
reminding  us  how  precious  are  the 
freedoms  that  we  sometimes  take  for 
granted. 

As  you  all  know,  there  has  been 
much  speculation  that  our  upcoming 
meeting  in  Reykjavik  will  focus  on  arms 
control.  But  true  peace  requires  respect 
for  human  rights  and  freedom  as  well  as 
arms  control.  We  go  to  Iceland  in  pur- 
suit of  peace,  but  it's  important  that  the 
world  and  our  adversaries  understand 
what  we  mean  when  we  speak  of  peace. 
Peace  is  not  simply  an  absence  of  war, 
it's  the  presence  of  justice.  Human 
rights,  human  freedom  are  its  indispen- 
sable elements.  These  fundamental 
values  and  beliefs  are  matters  on  which 
we  Americans  cannot  and  will  not  com- 
promise. So,  our  agenda  for  the 
Reykjavik  meeting  will  deal  not  only 
with  arms  reductions  but  Soviet  human 
rights  violations,  militaiy  intervention 
by  the  Soviets  and  their  proxies  in 
regional  conflicts,  and  broadening  con- 
tacts between  our  two  peoples. 

This  meeting  is  not  to  sign 
agreements,  but  to  prepare  the  way  for 
a  productive  summit.  A  real  improve- 
ment in  the  Soviet  Union's  human  rights 
record  is  essential  for  such  a  summit. 
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We  will  not  sacrifice  fundamental  prin- 
ciples or  vital  U.S.  interests  to  get  a 
summit.  I'll  make  it  amply  clear  to  Mr. 
Gorbachev  that  unless  there  is  real 
Soviet  movement  on  human  rights,  we 
will  not  have  the  kind  of  political  atmos- 
phere necessary  to  make  lasting  prog- 
ress on  other  issues. 

There  is  much  room  for  improve- 
ment—the religious  persecution,  long 
divided  families,  suppression  of  emigra- 
tion, and  harassment  of  ethnic  and 
cultural  activists.  We  are  realistic  about 
the  Soviet  Union  and  have  no  illusions 
about  the  difficulty  of  making  progress 
on  these  key  issues,  but  I  see  no  alter- 
native to  our  twin  policy  of  strength  and 
dialogue. 


Secretary's 

News  Conference, 
Oct.  7,  19863 

A  couple  of  weeks  ago  the  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister  [Eduard  Shevardnadze] 
delivered  to  the  President  a  letter  from 
the  General  Secretary  [Mikhail  Gor- 
bachev] and  at  the  end  of  it  came  the 
suggestion  that  as  part  of  the  prepara- 
tory effort  before  the  planned  summit  in 
the  United  States,  it  might  be  construc- 
tive for  the  two  leaders  to  get  together 
less  formally,  briefly,  to  advance  the 
preparations  to  make  the  planned  U.S. 
summit  as  fruitful  as  possible.  The  Presi- 
dent thought  about  that,  discussed  it 
with  some  of  us,  and  felt  that  it  was  a 
good  idea  and  that  we  should  do  it. 

So  we  go  to  Reykjavik,  having  in 
mind  the  importance  of  trying  to 
advance  matters  along  the  following 
lines. 

First  of  all,  as  the  President  has 
said,  and  he  said  it  to  the  General 
Secretary  in  Geneva— he  seemed  to 
agree— that  the  fundamental  problems 
are  problems  of  distrust,  problems  of 
tension,  that  come  about  because  of  the 
differing  nature,  differing  interests,  of 
the  two  countries.  And  so,  for  that 
reason,  we  believe  it's  important  to 
discuss  the  tensions  that  arise  in  various 
regions  of  the  world  and  try  to  move  the 
ball  forward  on  those  regions  toward 
something  more  constructive— the  Presi- 
dent made  a  suggestion  for  how  to  do 
this  a  year  ago  in  his  UN  speech— and,  if 


not  to  move  the  ball  forward,  at  least  to 
remind  the  Soviet  leaders  of  how  critical 
and  how  important  these  problems  are, 
and  of  how  much  damage  they  do. 
So  we  will  want  to  explore  the 
various  regional  issues.  They  have  been 
discussed  a  great  deal  over  the  last  year 
or  so,  but  I'm  sure  the  President  will 
want  to  probe  into  them  once  more. 

Similarly,  perhaps  nothing  expresses 
the  difference  between  our  societies 
more  vividly  than  the  differences  in  our 
attitudes  toward  individual  human 
beings,  and  so  we  want  to  discuss  this 
subject.  We've  had  a  dramatic  example 
of  it  in  the  Daniloff  [U.S.  News  &  World 
Report  correspondent  Nicholas  Daniloff] 
case  recently.  We  have  made  progress 
with  the  Soviet  Union  in  discussing  what 
we  both  call  "humanitarian  issues," 
basically  involving  divided  families. 

But  there  is  a  crying  need  for  more 
observance  of  freedom  of  religion,  more 
readiness  to  accept  the  fact  that  people 
can  be  critical  without  having  to  be 
thrown  in  jail,  and  more  readiness,  if 
people  want  to  leave  a  country,  to  let 
them  leave.  So  these  issues  will  get  an 
important  share  of  attention. 

Of  course,  there  is  a  wide  range  of 
bilateral  matters  that  we  have  under 
review,  lots  of  things  that  have  been 
settled  and  are  underway,  some  things 
under  negotiation.  On  the  whole,  these 
matters  have  gone  along  pretty  well.  No 
doubt  the  two  leaders  will  want  to  probe 
into  them  a  little  bit,  but  I  don't  see  that 
they  need  to  spend  a  great  deal  of  time 
on  these  issues,  because  they're  moving 
along  in  a  reasonable  channel  in  a  good 
way. 

Beyond  these  issues,  there  are 
important  matters  in  the  field  of  arms 
control,  and  no  doubt  these  issues  will 
get  and  deserve  a  great  deal  of  attention 
at  this  meeting.  They  range  from  confi- 
dence-building measures— and  I  think  it's 
appropriate  for  the  two  leaders  to  take 
some  satisfaction  from  the  agreement 
reached  a  couple  of  weekends  ago  in 
Stockholm— to  review  possibilities  in 
such  areas  as  nuclear  risk  reduction 
centers,  possibilities  in  the  field  of  pro- 
liferation of  chemical  weapons,  nuclear 
nonproliferation.  And  then,  of  course, 
there  are  the  talks  going  on  in  Geneva, 
and  I'm  sure  and  hope  and  expect  that 
these  subjects  will  be  addressed  at  con- 
siderable length. 


Let  me  say  something  about  each 
one  of  them.  It  has  been  said  by 
spokesmen  for  both  sides,  including 
those  up  at  the  top,  that  in  the  field  of 
intermediate-range  nuclear  missiles, 
there  seems  to  be  more  opportunity  for 
agreement  than  perhaps  in  others  in  an 
immediate  sense.  I  hope  that's  true.  It 
may  or  may  not  be  true.  It  is  a  fact  that 
the  particular  differences  have  been  win- 
nowed out  and  are  pretty  well 
understood,  so  that  basically  decisions 
have  to  be  made  about  them. 

Nevertheless,  it's  also  true  that,  as 
in  most  negotiations,  the  issues  that 
come  at  the  end  tend  to  be  among  the 
most  difficult.  So  just  because  there  are 
only  a  few  left  doesn't  mean  it's  a  piece 
of  cake  by  any  means. 

At  any  rate,  no  doubt  there  will  be  a 
discussion  in  this  area,  with  the  hope 
that  out  of  it  can  come  some  additional 
impulse  and  guidance  to  our  negotiators 
in  Geneva  to  see  what  they  can  do 
toward  an  interim  INF  [intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces]  agreement. 

From  our  standpoint,  and  judging 
from  the  nature  of  the  joint  statement 
that  was  made  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
Geneva  meeting,  top  attention  needs  to 
be  paid  to  radical  reductions  of  strategic 
nuclear  afms.  It's  this  gigantic  arsenal 
of  armaments,  particularly  ballistic 
missiles,  which  are  the  source  of  the 
greatest  concern  and  the  greatest  poten- 
tial damage  and  instability. 

So  that's  got  to  be  the  focus  of  atten- 
tion. The  President  has  spoken  about 
this  for  as  long  as  I've  been  listening  to 
him,  long  before  he  was  President,  and 
at  least  we  can  say  at  this  point  that  the 
agenda  is  the  agenda  of  reductions,  and 
the  question  is  how  much  and  in  what 
weapons  categories,  and  so  on.  But 
that's  the  agenda,  and  that's  an  impor- 
tant agenda  that  we  want  to  push. 

Of  course,  the  third  area,  the  space 
defense  area,  is  also  of  very  great  impor- 
tance. We  hope  and  we  expect  to  engage 
in,  we  hope,  fruitful  discussion  in  this 
area. 

The  principal  point  here  is  that  there 
is  a  relationship,  obviously,  in  military 
terms,  security  terms,  between  offense 
and  defense,  and  that  is  what  the  Presi- 
dent's Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI) 
is  about-in  changing  the  mix  of 
offense/defense  in  the  concept  of  deter- 
rence so  that  the  deterrence  is  more 
stable  and  more  secure. 
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And  we  want  to  probe  into  that  and 
develop  that,  and  the  General  Secretary 
has  said  that  he  wants  to  discuss  SDI;  he 
no  doubt  has  a  different  approach.  But, 
at  any  rate,  we'll  want  to  engage. 

In  particular,  I  think,  we'll  want  to 
bring  out  what  is  the  guts  of  the  Presi- 
dent's most  recent  proposal— namely, 
the  proposal  that  strategic  ballistic 
missiles  be  eliminated.  And  as  he  has  put 
it,  if  you  eliminate  these  ballistic 
missiles,  then  the  problem  of  defending 
against  them  is  drastically  shifted,  as 
compared  with  a  situation  where  there 
are  lots  of  them,  and  you  come  down  to 
having  to  defend  yourself  against  possi- 
ble cheating  on  agreements,  or  the  possi- 
ble coming  into  the  hands  of  somebody 
of  a  few  of  these  missiles,  and  so  you 
need  an  insurance  policy.  That's  a  dif- 
ferent need  than  the  kind  of  defense  you 
need  when  there  are  thousands  and 
thousands  of  such  strategic  missiles. 

So  the  guts  of  the  President's  pro- 
posal and  the  idea  that  all  along  has  been 
to  get  rid  of  the  threat  that  is  imposed 
on  both  of  us— and  on  mankind  gener- 
ally, for  that  matter— by  the  existence  of 
so  many  of  these  very  powerful,  accu- 
rate, strategic  nuclear  ballistic  missiles. 
At  any  rate,  that  is  a  subject  that  will  be 
engaged  in  heavily,  and  that  is  broadly 
the  agenda,  as  we  see  it  anyway— and 
Pm  sure  that  they  expect  to  discuss 
these  issues  as  well.  That's  understood 
between  Shevardnadze  and  me  in  our 
discussions. 

And  our  hope  is  that  the  discussions 
that  will  take  place  in  Reykjavik  will 
make  a  contribution  to  what  the 
negotiators  in  their  various  fora  can 
work  out  so  that,  as  the  meeting  in  the 
United  States  takes  place,  as  the 
meeting  in  the  Soviet  Union  takes  place, 
we  will  see  a  process  of  progress  in 
developing  a  more  constructive  relation- 
ship, and  seeing  things  settle  down  more 
around  the  world  and  seeing  human 
rights  honored  more  greatly,  and  in  see- 
ing a  safer  world  due  to  the  fact  that 
there  are  fewer  nuclear  weapons  in  it. 

Q.  What  is  the  minimum  you 
expect  out  of  this  meeting?  I  mean, 
we've  been  given  these  lower  expecta- 
tions now  for  about  4  days.  Are  you 
going  to  get  anything  out  of  it  except 
the  dialogue? 

A.  Pm  not  going  to  make  the  same 
speech  Pve  just  made  over  again.  But 


you  can  see  that  there  are  many 
important— the  idea  is  not  to  try  to 
reach— we're  not  trying  to  reach  a  final 
agreement  on  something  or  other.  We're 
trying  to,  in  a  sense,  formulate  proposi- 
tions that  will  be  of  maximum  assistance 
and  direction  to  our  respective 
negotiators,  so  that  they,  as  the  people 
who  are  spending  all  their  time  on  the 
full  detail  and  scope  and  subtlety  of 
these  subjects,  can  advance  toward  an 
agreement.  That's  what  we're  pointing 
toward  in  all  of  these  areas. 

Q.  Can  you  give  us  some  idea  of 
what  the  decisions  are  that  still  await 
calls  from  both  sides  on  INF?  Are  we 
talking  numbers  or  verification,  or  all 
of  the  above?  What  are  the  problems 
there? 

A.  There  are  many,  but  there  are 
four  in  principle.  There  are  some  addi- 
tional ones  in  addition  to  those  that  I  list 
but- 
First  of  all,  we  insist  that  any  agree- 
ment be  global  in  nature,  so  that  it 
affects  Europe  and  Asia  deployments 
similarly,  and  we  think  we're  making 
progress  on  that,  but  it's  still  to  be  seen 
how  the  Soviets  are  willing  to  address 
questions  involving  Asia,  and  that's  an 
essential  ingredient  as  far  as  we're 
concerned. 

Second,  there  are  the  problems  of 
verification,  and  there  are  some  impor- 
tant issues  there,  and  clearly,  it's  so  that 
adequate  verification  has  to  include  some 
means  that  are,  relative  to  the  past, 
intrusive  in  examining  what  is  taking 
place.  So  that's  a  subject  that  has  to  be 
addressed. 

Third  is  the  problem  of  duration, 
although  I  think  a  formulation  in  one  of 
the  Soviet  earlier  drafts  that  this  agree- 
ment stands  until  it  is  replaced  by 
something  mutually  agreeable,  or 
something  like  that,  is  an  adequate  way 
to  handle  it.  But  at  any  rate,  duration  is 
an  issue.  And  then  there  are  the  ques- 
tions of  missiles  that  are  shorter  in 
range  than  the  principal  ones  being 
talked  about,  and  which  are  of  concern 
and  need  to  be  addressed  in  some 
fashion. 

Now,  I  think  beyond  that,  it  is  to  be 
noted  that,  of  course,  we  have  had  the 
position  all  along  that  what's  needed  is 
the  complete  elimination  of  this  class  of 
weapons— and  both  sides,  in  principle 
anyway,  agree  on  that.  So  in  that  sense. 


any  agreement,  if  it  is  less  than  that,  is 
an  interim  agreement;  it's  a  step.  And  so 
we  would  want  to  see  explicit  provision 
made  for  the  reconvening  of  the 
negotiating  groups  and  continued  work 
toward  subsequent  steps  that  get  us  to 
the  goal  we're  seeking. 

Q.  You're  at  this  point  not  only 
negotiating  with  the  Soviets  but  also 
with  Congress,  and  specifically  House 
Democrats,  about  their  restrictions, 
arms  control  restrictions.  Where  does 
that  stand  at  this  point?  And  would 
the  Administration  be  willing  to 
accept  a  provision  requiring  continued 
observance  of  the  SALT  [strategic 
arms  limitation  talks]  Treaty  until 
next  spring  when  all  these  issues  will 
come  up  again? 

A.   I  think  that  such  a  provision 
would  be  quite  unhelpful  as  we  go  into 
these  sessions.  And,  it  is  a  continuing 
problem  in  this  country  that  the  things 
we  are  talking  about  and  bargaining 
about  with  the  Soviet  Union,  get,  in  a 
sense,  taken  away  by  the  Congress,  and 
that  tends  to  undermine  the  position  of 
our  negotiators. 

Now,  I  think  that  the  Members  of 
the  Congress  appreciate  that,  and  I 
think  there  are  some  pretty  good  indica- 
tions that  as  they  see  these  meetings 
coming  up,  and  everybody  recognizes 
their  importance  and  the  importance  of 
going  as  a  country  in  a  unified  way,  that 
perhaps  something  will  be  worked  out 
that  will  be  mutually  satisfactory.  But 
Pm  not  going  to  go  into  it  further  than 
that. 

Q.  Talking  about  the  guts  of  the 
President's  proposal  to  eliminate 
ballistic  nuclear  missiles,  and  then 
[inaudible]  that  would  change  the 
defensive  need,  haven't  you  once  again 
outlined  the  so-called  grand  com- 
promise in  which,  if  the  Soviets  will 
agree  to  sharp  reductions  in  ballistic 
missiles,  the  President  could  agree  to 
a  lower  SDI-type  defense? 

A.  What  I  said,  I  think,  is  something 
quite  obvious:  that  if  you  have  no 
ballistic  missiles  to  defend  against,  the 
problem  is  very  different  than  if  you 
have  several  thousand.  So  that's  the  kind 
of  thing  we  want  to  talk  about— what  is 
the  relationship  between  offense  and 
defense?  And  the  whole  idea  of  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  from  the 
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outset  has  been  to  make  obsolete,  so  to 
speak,  these  strategic  ballistic  missiles. 
And,  of  course,  the  surest  way  to  have 
them  obsolete  is  to  have  them  non- 
existent. But  since  you  never  can  be  sure 
once  they  have  been  invented,  you  better 
have  an  insurance  policy  around. 

But  at  any  rate,  the  guts  of  the 
whole  thing  has  always  been  to  obviate 
the  threat  of  the  strategic  ballistic 
missile,  and  that's  the  guts  of  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal. 

Q.  It  may  seem  obvious,  but  every 
time  the  question  is  put  the  other  way 
around,  that  is,  "Can  we  make  the 
kind  of  reductions  in  strategic  ballistic 
missiles,  and  therefore,  make  some 
sort  of  trade-off  in  reduction  of  SDI?" 
Administration  spokesmen  say,  "No, 
no.  SDI  is  sacrosanct."  You  seem  to  be 
outlining  a  much  more  reasonable  view 
of  the  negotiation. 

A.  I  think  that  it  is  absolutely 
essential  for  the  United  States  to  pursue 
the  SDI  program  fully  and  seriously, 
because  we  hope  that  these  negotiations 
will  come  to  something,  but  we  don't 
know,  so  we  must  look  to  our  "hole 
card"  and  be  ready  to  defend  ourselves. 

Furthermore,  I  think  it's  quite  clear 
that  the  way  to  have  the  maximum 
chance  for  these  negotiations  to  come  to 
something  is  for  it  to  be  clear  that  there 
is,  more  and  more  in  prospect,  the 
genuine  possibility  and  capability  of 
defense  against  ballistic  missiles. 

Q.  Can  you  say  which  is  the  most 
promising  and  which  is  the  most 
dangerous  regional  issue  that  you  will 
be  discussing? 

A.  We've  had  extensive  discussions 
of  all  of  the  regional  issues,  and  they 
have,  I  think  both  sides  would  agree, 
have  been  useful  discussions  in  clarifying 
the  issues  somewhat,  perhaps  in  a  kind 
of  damage-control  sense  so  that  we  try 
to  keep  them  from  being  explosive  in  the 
sense  of  leading  to  a  superpower  con- 
frontation in  a  direct  way.  But  beyond 
that,  they  really  haven't  gotten  that  far. 

Now,  it  is  said  that  there  is  the 
possibility  of  some  movement  on 
Afghanistan— and  I  hope  that's  true.  We 
understand  and  we  see  a  lot  of  prepara- 
tions for  what  looks  like  a  kind  of 
publicized  event  of  the  withdrawal  of 
some  Soviet  forces  from  Afghanistan, 
maybe  even  timed  for  the  Reykjavik 


summit— I  don't  know.  But  that  would 
seem  to  be  a  situation  where  you're  talk- 
ing about  a  very,  very  small  proportion 
of  the  total  forces,  and  there  is  a  little 
puzzlement  about  it,  but  it  almost  looks 
as  though  new  forces  are  coming  in  as 
some  are  being  withdrawn,  so  it's  kind 
of  a  puzzling  situation. 

But  leaving  that  aside,  if  there  is 
some  progress  to  be  made  on 
Afghanistan,  that  would  be  fine;  if  there 
is  some  progress  to  be  made  in  southern 
Africa,  that's  always  seemed  to  me  an 
area  where  possible  discussions  might 
get  somewhere. 

Leaving  aside  the  areas  that  the 
President  has  referred  to  in  his  speech 
that  we  have  discussed  with  the 
Soviets— the  Iran-Iraq  war,  a  number  of 
times— and  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that 
both  of  us  would  like  to  see  that  war 
come  to  an  end  without  a  victim  and 
without  a  vanquished.  And  it  may  be 
that  something  useful  can  be  done  on 
that. 

Q.  One  suspects  deliberately 
you've  given  us  very  few  benchmarks 
on  which  to  judge  the  success  or 
failure  of  the  meetings  in  Reykjavik. 
Would  you  imagine  that  a  firming  up 
of  the  General  Secretary's  commitment 
to  come  on  a  date  certain  to 
Washington  is  one  way  of  judging? 

A.  I  think  it's  going  to  be  hard  to 
judge  it.  Of  course,  I  have  to  go  about 
judging  it  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
insides  of  it  and  the  substance  of  it  and 
whether  or  not,  in  one  way  or  another,  it 
seems  to  me  to  advance  matters.  So  I'll 
give  it  my  own  grade,  which  is  probably 
not  one  that  I'll  be  able  to  pursuade 
anybody  of— it's  just  my  own  internal 
way  of  appraising  it.  But  I  don't  know- 
but  what  the  best  way  of  appraising  it 
may  be  to  see  whether  or  not  there  is 
some  progress  in  these  other  negotia- 
tions, or  in  some— one  of  the  issues  at 
some  subsequent  time.  In  other  words,  I 
don't  know  that  it's  going  to  be  possible 
on  Sunday  afternoon  to  say  A,  B,  or  C. 

Q.  On  the  short-range  missiles, 
are  you  seeking  some  sort  of  commit- 
ment that  they  should  be  dealt  with 
perhaps  in  a  parallel  negotiation  with 
INF,  or  folded  into  INF?  And  on 
START  [strategic  arms  reduction 
talks]  would  it  be  useful,  to,  at  least, 
since  you're  so  close  on  numbers  of 
warheads,  to  reach  some  conclusion. 


some  commitment  to  specific  numbers 
of  warheads  and  [inaudible]  direct  the 
negotiators  to  work  out  supplement  to 
the  mix? 

A.  You're  too  sophisticated  for  me 
with  all  those— such  a  question.  But  at 
any  rate,  on  the  short-range  systems, 
that  issue  has  been  on  the  table;  it  hasn't 
been  addressed  as  strongly  as  the  other 
systems  have.  And  I  think  it's  one  of 
those  things  where,  as  one  item  becomes 
less  important,  another  that  was  not  as 
important  when  something  else  was  up 
there  looms  greater  in  and  of  itself,  and 
I'm  sure  that  it  needs  to  be  addressed. 
And  particularly  insistent  on  that  are  the 
countries  which  are  within  range  of  the 
shorter  range  system,  and  particularly 
here,  of  course,  Germany  is  involved. 

Insofar  as  START  is  concerned, 
you're  right.  There  has  been  a  narrow- 
ing; the  concept  of  warhead  as  at  least 
an  important  unit  of  account  is  being 
talked  about,  and  the  numbers  are  a 
little  closer  than  they  have  been  in  the 
past,  so  that's  a  measure  of  some 
progress. 

As  I  said  in  my  opening  statement,  I 
think  in  broad  terms  the  real  name  of 
the  game  over  a  period  of  time  is  to  get 
radical  reductions  in  these  kinds  of 
forces.  That's  what  we're  trying  to  bring 
about. 

Q.  You  said  last  week  that  the 
issue  of  the  25  Soviet  diplomats  will 
also  come  up  again  in  Iceland.  Do  you 
foresee  any  possibility  that,  as  a  result 
of  the  talks  there,  we  are  going  to 
change  on  the  names  that  we  submit- 
ted to  the  Soviets? 

A.  We  don't  have  any  plan  to 
change.  We  have  given  a  list  and  the 
only  thing  that  was  done  since  we  gave 
the  list,  that  is,  one  thing  happened, 
quite  a  few  of  the  people  on  the  list  left, 
but  not  all.  The  President  granted  an 
extension  to  the-I  think  it  is  the  14th  of 
October,  by  which  the  balance  must 
leave,  and  that's  where  the  matter 
stands. 

Q.  What  exactly  do  you  need  to 
nail  down  a  firm  date  for  a  summit  in 
the  United  States? 

A.  As  far  as  we're  concerned,  we 
believe  that  it's  something  that  should  be 
gone  ahead  with  and  we're  ready  to 
establish  the  date.  It's  the  Soviet  Union 
that  has  been  reluctant. 
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President  Reagan  and  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  open  their  meetings  at  Hofdi  House  on  October  11. 
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Nikolai  Uspenskiy  is  to  the  left  of  General  Secretary  Gorbachev. 


Q.  What  do  you  need?  What's  it 
going  to  take? 

A.  Their  agreement. 

Q.  All  right.  But  they  have 
established  some  conditions  for  that — 

A.  It  has  been  rather  elusive  and 
floating  conditions.  We'll  just  have  to 
see. 

Q.  How  close  are  you  to  it? 

A.  I  don't  know.  I've  always 
believed  that  you're  not  there  until 
you're  there,  and  optimism  and 
pessimism,  closeness,  progress,  and  so 
forth,  are  very  elusive  words  in  this  kind 
of  a  field. 

Q.  The  one  issue  that  you  didn't 
mention  at  all  is  probably  at  the  top  of 
Gorbachev's  agenda,  which  is  the 
moratorium  on  nuclear  testing.  Could 
you  give  us  some  idea  of  whether 


either  on  verification  or  reducing  the 
number  of  nuclear  tests  or  the  size  of 
those  tests,  there  might  be  some  prog- 
ress made  at  this  meeting,  or  is  that 
something  that  as  far  as  the  United 
States  is  concerned  is  not  even  on  the 
agenda  as  far  as  any  hope  for 
progress? 

A.  As  far  as  we're  concerned,  we'd 
like  to  see  progress  on  the  subject  of 
testing,  and  we  think  the  way  to  go 
about  it  is  to  walk  before  you  try  to  run. 
And  the  way  to  walk  is  to  put  into  place 
the  known  measures  of  verification  that 
will  enable  us  to  have  increased  con- 
fidence by  orders  of  magnitude  about  the 
size  of  the  tests  conducted  under  the  150 
kiloton  limit,  and  under  those  conditions, 
to  ratify  those  treaties.  That  gets  you  in 
business,  so  to  speak. 

Under  provisions  of  the  Threshold 
Test  Ban  Treaty,  it  provides  that  the 


two  sides  will  then  start  in  further 
negotiations  and  discussions  with  the 
ultimate  aim  of  a  comprehensive  test 
ban. 

Now,  it  is  our  view,  and  I  think  it  is 
almost  an  obvious  proposition,  that  as 
long  as  you  have  nuclear  weapons,  you 
have  to  conduct  tests,  and  so  you  put  the 
cart  before  the  horse  if  you  say,  "Let's 
stop  tests."  The  horse  is  the  nuclear 
weapons,  and  we  say,  "Well,  let's  get  rid 
of  them."  And  when  we  get  rid  of  them, 
and  perhaps  to  some  extent  as  we  get 
rid  of  them,  if  we  see  a  schedule  that's 
actually  being  implemented,  then  you 
are  in  a  position  to  do  something  about 
tests  in  various  ways.  But  let's  be  sure 
we  get  the  cart  and  the  horse  in  the 
right  order.  But  we  think  that  progress 
can  be  made,  and  we  have  described  in 
broad  terms  a  way  of  making  it.  Just  to 
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all  of  a  sudden  stop  testing,  we  don't 
think  would  be  a  wise  idea  from  our 
standpoint. 

Q.  You  seem  to  be  saying  that  if 
SDI  is  not  the  bargaining  chip  that 
some  of  us  thought  it  was  in  the  past, 
that  at  least  the  size  of  SDI  and  the 
frequency  of  nuclear  testing  are 
bargaining  chips  dependent  on  the  size 
of  the  reductions  that  the  Soviets 
might  [inaudible]. 

A.  If  I  can  use  a  sort  of  image  from 
geometry,  if  you  think  of  a  graph  and  it 
has  on  one  axis  the  numbers  of  nuclear 
weapons  and  on  the  other  axis  some 
measure  of  testing,  and  can  you  imagine 
a  straight  line,  a  direct  function  of  one 
or  the  other,  no.  What  I  said  was  that  if 
you— you  are  not  going  to  say,  let's 
eliminate  one  nuclear  weapon,  we'll 
eliminate  one-quarter  of  a  nuclear  test, 
or  some  ridiculous  proposition  like  that. 
But  if  what  we  see  is  radical  reductions 
in  nuclear  weapons  and  a  genuine  pros- 
pect for  their  disappearance,  then  that 
makes  it  more  sensible  to  talk  about 
testing.  And,  of  course,  if  there  aren't 
any  more,  then  you  don't  have  to  test 
them.  That's  obvious. 

Q.  Does  that  also  include  foreseen 
in  reductions  in  SDI,  in  the  size  and 
scope  of  SDI? 

A.  Just  to  repeat  what  I  said,  I  tried 
to  really  call  your  attention  to  what,  at 
least  to  me,  is  the  guts  of  the  President's 
most  recent  proposal,  namely  to  say 
eliminate  ballistic  missiles  and  then  that 
changes  radically  what  you  need  to  do  to 
defend  against  them,  and  I  think  that's  a 
pretty  obvious  proposition.  It  doesn't 
eliminate  entirely  the  desirability  of 
being  able  to  defend  against  them, 
because  you  don't  know  about  some 
being  retained  in  some  fashion,  or 
somebody  coming  up  with  one,  or 
whatever,  so  you  still  have  to  worry 
about  it  once  something  like  this  has 
been  invented.  But  your  problem  is  very 
different  if  you  ever  get  to  that  point. 

But  in  the  meantime,  the  thing  we 
must  have  in  our  country,  we  have  to 
look  to  our  security  and  the  security  of 
our  allies,  and  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  we  want  to  have  it  depend  on 
what  we  do,  not  what  somebody  else 
does.  And  if  we  can  learn  how  to  defend 
ourselves  against  ballistic  missiles,  that 
is  a  measure  of  safety  and  we  believe 


that  if  you  had  that  in  operation  on  both 
sides,  you  would  have  a  more  stable  pat- 
tern of  deterrent  than  the  pattern  you 
have  now,  which  is  wholly  dependent 
upon  offense,  and  an  offense  that  has 
greater  and  greater  elements  of 
elusiveness  in  it  as  these  weapons 
become  more  powerful,  more  accurate, 
and  more  mobile. 

Q.  On  the  regional  conflicts,  in 
southern  Africa,  how  would  you  envi- 
sion Soviet  involvement  in  that  area? 
Would  you  envision  a  kind  of  joint 
superpower  approach  to  settling  the 
problems  of  the  region? 

And,  secondly,  I  guess  a  related 
but  somewhat  different  question  is 
how  does  the  death,  or  the  reported 
death,  of  the  Americans  in  Nicaragua 
affect  the  discussions  on  Central 
America? 

A.  Insofar  as  southern  Africa  is  con- 
cerned, I  think  one  set  of  problems 
involves  what's  going  on  in  Angola, 
where  there  is  a  big  Soviet-Cuban 
presence  in  the  form  of  troop  levels  in 
the  midst  of  a  civil  war,  and  where  some 
process  of  reconciliation  among 
Angolans,  with  the  leaving  from  Angola 
of  all  foreign  forces— Cubans,  South 
Africans,  any  foreign  forces— might  lead 
to— or  would  lead  obviously  to  a  better 
situation  in  Angola,  and  I  think  could  be 
followed  on  by  implementation  of  UN 
Resolution  435  on  the  independence  of 
Namibia. 

So  that's  one  kind  of  goal  to  be 
worked  at,  just  to  take  an  example.  I 
think  that's  what  I  have  in  the  front  of 
my  mind.  And  I  don't  say  that  because  I 
think  there  is  something  in  the  offing 
immediately,  but  it  is  just  an  obvious 
sort  of  point  if  the  parties  there  feel  that 
it's  time  to  try  to  work  out  their 
problems. 

Q.  There  is  nothing  in  the  offing? 

A.  I  don't  have  any  particular  thing 
in  mind  other  than  in  response  to  a  ques- 
tion about  examples  of  things  that  could 
be  worked  on.  This  is  an  example. 

Q.  What  about  Nicaragua  with  the 
death  of  the  Americans? 

A.  I  don't  see  that  that  has  any  par- 
ticular Reykjavik  spinoff  to  it.  The  peo- 
ple involved  were  not  from  our  military, 
not  from  any  U.S.  Government  agency— 


Q.  CIA  [Central  Intelligence 
Agency]? 

A.  —CIA  included,  so  it's— these  are 
private  citizens,  and  it's  not  a  govern- 
mental operation. 

Q.  On  the  Iraq-Iran  war,  you  said 
that — in  your  meeting  with  the  GCC 
[Gulf  Cooperation  Council] 
countries — that  the  Soviet  Union  is  not 
cooperating  with  you  to  stop  arms  for 
Iran.  How  can  you— what  means  will 
you  try  to  work  out  with  the  Soviets  to 
convince  Iran  to  come  to  the 
negotiating  table? 

A.  We  think  that  in  the  current 
situation,  it's  Iran  that  seems  to  be  the 
recalcitrant  party  in  trying  to  get 
together  and  come  to  some  resolution. 
And  so  a  way  to  change  the  situation, 
insofar  as  Iran  is  concerned,  is  to  make 
it  difficult  for  them  to  buy  arms,  and 
we've  been  trying  to  do  that,  not  with 
complete  success  but  with  some  success. 
And  an  awfuJ  lot  of  the  arms  come  from 
states  with  whom  the  Soviet  Union  has, 
we  think,  great  influence,  and  so  we'd 
like  to  see  them  use  that  influence  and 
give  that  curtailment  and  that  might 
shift  the  situation. 

Q.  Does  President  Reagan  intend 
to  bring  any  new  proposals  with  him 
to  Iceland  on  either  medium-range 
missiles  or  any  of  these  other  topics 
you  mentioned  that  might  narrow  any 
of  the  differences  between  the  two 
countries?  And  is  he  prepared  to 
negotiate  on  these,  or  does  he  see  this 
more  as  an  opportunity  to  talk  and 
more  fully  understand  the  differences? 

A.  In  a  broad  sense,  any  meeting 
like  this  is  a  negotiation,  but  I  wouldn't 
expect  that  the  two  heads  are  going  to 
get  down  into  the  nuts  and  bolts  of  these 
particular  issues.  But  I  think  there  are 
ways  of  formulating  statements  about 
key  issues  that  would  be  useful  to  the 
negotiators  as  they  try  to  move  things 
forward. 

So  the  President  will  be  going  there 
ready  to  discuss  all  of  these  issues  in  a 
spirit  of  the  proposal  the  General 
Secretary  made;  namely,  let  us  get 
together  and  see  if  through  discussions 
between  us  we  can't  advance  things 
somewhat  in  the  interests  of  making  the 
planned  summit  meeting  in  the  United 
States  be  as  fruitful  as  possible.  And 
that's  the  spirit  in  which  the  President  is 
going  there. 
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Q.  He  may  be  carrying  some  new 
proposals? 

A.  We  have  very  interesting  pro- 
posals being  put  forward,  put  forward  in 
Geneva.  Those  meetings  have  just 
started,  and  so  there's  a  flow  of  discus- 
sion back  and  forth,  and  the  President 
will  be  ready  to  engage  in  it,  and  the 
same  is  true  for  all  of  the  issues  that  I've 
mentioned  here. 

Q.  Members  of  the  Administration 
have  said  that  one  of  the  President's 
primary  objectives  at  Reykjavik  is 
going  to  be  to  try  and  decouple  SDI 
from  START.  You  said  here  that  you 
hoped  to  be  able  to  flesh  out  the  Presi- 
dent's SDI  proposals  in  Iceland. 

The  question  is  what  precisely — or 
even  in  general  terms — is  the  Presi- 
dent going  to  do  to  get  the  Soviets  to 
accept  the  concept  of  SDI,  and  to,  in 
fact,  agree  to  focus  on  strategic 
weapons  when  SDI  has  been  such  a 
stumbling  block  all  along? 

A.  First,  we  think  the  President's 
proposals  and  ideas  on  this  are  so 
eminently  reasonable  that  it's  a  mystery 
why  they  aren't  embraced  by  everybody, 
and  so  we  want  to  continue  to  try  to 
explain  them,  and  really  engage  on  this 
question  of  offense/defense  relationships. 

Now,  insofar  as  the  relationship 
between  the  START  area  and  the  space 
defense  area,  that  was  discussed 
between  Mr.  Gromyko  [former  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister]  and  1  when  we— back 
in  Geneva  when  the  statement  that  set 
up  these  negotiations  started,  and  we 
both  agreed  at  the  time  that  there  were 
relationships  among  all  these  areas,  and 
if  agreement  were  reached  in  one  of 
them,  then  both  agreed  at  the  time  that 
there  were  relationships  among  all  these 
areas,  and  if  agreement  were  reached  in 
one  of  them,  then  both  sides  would  have 
to  consider  whether  you  wanted  to  go 
forward  with  that  or  not,  because  it 
didn't  preempt  the  subject  of  going 
ahead  with  one  without  going  ahead  with 
all. 

Perhaps  that  will  be  possible  in  INF. 
It  may  not  be  possible  in  START, 
although,  as  one  of  the  questions  here 
suggested,  there  has  been  quite  a  lot  of 
motion  in  the  START  negotiations,  and 
so  one  of  our  purposes,  of  course,  is  to 
highlight  that  because  that's  where  the 
most  powerful,  the  longest  range,  the 


most  destructive,  the  most  quick-hitting, 
the  most  destabilizing  weapons  are.  So, 
that's  the  big  paydirt  and  that's  what 
you  want  to  dig  into. 

Q.  If  I  could  just  follow  up  for  just 
a  second,  Mr.  Secretary,  how  then  do 
you  try  and  deal  with  SDI  beyond 
repeating  what  you  have  just  called 
the  President's  "eminently  reason- 
able" position?  Is  there  anything  new 
you  can  bring  to  that  dialogue? 

A.  We  have  put  forward  a  strong 
set  of  ideas  in  the  President's  most 
recent  reponse  to  the  General  Secretary, 
and  it  is— those  proposals  have  yet  to  be 
really  engaged,  and  we  want  to  engage 
them  and  explain  them,  and  find  out  if 
they  don't  like  them,  why  they  don't  like 
them.  And  they  say,  both  of  us  say,  that 
we'd  like  to  work  to  eliminate  nuclear 
weapons,  and  the  General  Secretary 
made  a  proposal  that  seemed  to  have  in 
it  the  idea  that  we  should  set  a  deadline 
of  the  end  of  the  century.  I  know  when  I 
happened  to  be  the  person  that  literally 
was  the  mailman  and  brought  that  over 
to  the  President,  he  looked  at  it,  and  he 
said,  "Why  wait  until  then?" 

So  we're  trying  to  find  a  path  down. 
And  why  isn't  an  important  step  on  that 
path  the  elimination  of  ballistic  missiles, 
which  are  the  most  destabilizing  and  dif- 
ficult? And,  of  course,  if  they  are 
eliminated,  that  has,  as  I've  said  here 
several  times,  an  important  bearing  on 
what  it  is  you  need  to  do  to  defend 
against  them.  That's  an  obvious  point. 
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I'm  leaving  today  for  Iceland  for  a 
meeting  with  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  of  the  Soviet  Union.  This  will 
be  essentially  a  private  meeting  between 
the  two  of  us.  We  will  not  have  large 
staffs  with  us  nor  is  it  planned  that  we 
sign  substantive  agreements.  We  will, 
rather,  review  the  subjects  that  we 
intend  to  pursue,  with  redoubled  effort, 
afterward,  looking  toward  a  possible  full- 
scale  summit.  We'll  be  talking  frankly 
about  the  differences  between  our  coun- 
tries on  the  major  issues  on  the  East- 
West  agenda:  arms  reduction,  human 
rights,  regional  conflicts,  and  bilateral 


contacts.  We'll  be  talking  about  how  we 
can— while  recognizing  those 
differences— still  take  steps  further  to 
make  progress  on  those  items  and  to 
make  the  world  safer  and  keep  the 
peace. 

Let  me  say  here— and  this  is  par- 
ticularly fitting  because  this  is  Leif 
Erikson  Day— how  much  the  United 
States  appreciates  the  hospitality  on  this 
occasion  of  the  Icelandic  Government 
and  the  people  of  Iceland.  The  United 
States  and  Iceland  have  been  allies  for 
more  than  40  years— first,  in  the  defense 
of  freedom  and  democracy  during  World 
War  II  and,  now,  in  working  in  NATO  to 
defend  peace  and  freedom  and 
democracy.  There  can  be  no  better 
testimony  to  the  enduring  commitment 
of  the  Icelandic  people  and  government 
to  the  search  for  a  just  peace,  a  lasting 
peace,  than  their  gracious  consent  to 
host  these  meetings. 

At  Geneva  last  year,  Mr.  Gorbachev 
and  I  made  a  fresh  start  toward  improv- 
ing relations  between  our  two  countries. 
And  when  I  look  back  on  the  success  of 
Geneva,  I  find  myself  feeling  the  real 
credit  belongs  to  the  American  people. 
I  knew  at  every  step  that  I  had  our 
nation's  unified  support.  I  knew  that 
Americans  of  both  parties  had  said  that 
differences  stopped  at  the  water's  edge. 

Last  Saturday  I  asked  again  for 
unified  national  support  as  I  head  for  a 
second  meeting  with  the  Soviet  leader. 
And  let  me  say  now  how  much  I  ap- 
preciate the  support  that  I  have  received 
over  the  years  from  the  American  peo- 
ple. Few  things  have  been  more  gratify- 
ing or  more  important  to  our  success.  I'll 
need  this  same  support  through  the 
negotiations  of  the  coming  year. 

The  world  has  never  known  a  force 
as  strong  or  decent  as  that  of  America 
when  we're  unified.  Together  we 
Americans  settled  this  great  continent 
that  God  put  between  two  oceans  for 
free  men  and  women  all  over  the  world 
to  find  and  cherish.  Together  we're 
transforming  the  world  with  our 
technology,  making  life  longer  with 
greater  opportunities  and  more  fulfilling 
for  millions  all  over  the  earth.  And  most 
of  all,  together  we've  led  the  forces  of 
freedom  around  the  world  in  this  cen- 
tury. In  World  War  II,  and  still  today, 
we've  been  the  great  friend  of  mankind's 
dreams  of  freedom,  whether  in  Europe 
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or  the  Americas  or  Africa  or 
Afghanistan.  And  together  we  can  be 
true  to  the  cause  of  freedom  even  while 
we're  true  to  the  cause  of  peace. 

Last  Tuesday,  a  group  of  human 
rights  leaders  reminded  me  of  how 
important  America's  missions  of  both 
peace  and  freedom  are.  And  among 
them  was  Yuriy  Orlov,  who  was  released 
only  a  week  ago  from  Siberian  exile 
where  he  was  being  kept  for  the  crime  of 
wanting  his  government  to  respect  basic 
human  rights.  We  didn't  forget  him,  and 
we  must  never  forget  those  like  him. 
They're  our  inspiration,  and  we  are  their 
hope. 

So,  we  go  to  Reykjavik  for  peace. 
We  go  to  this  meeting  for  freedom,  and 
we  go  in  hope.  As  a  great  American  who 
knew  the  extremes  of  hope  and  despair, 
Robert  E.  Lee,  once  said,  "History 
teaches  us  to  hope."  Today  we're  mak- 


ing history,  and  we're  turning  the  tide  of 
history  to  peace  and  freedom  and  hope. 

I've  long  believed  that  if  we're  to  be 
successful  in  pursuing  peace,  we  must 
face  the  tough  issues  directly  and 
honestly  and  with  hope.  We  cannot  pre- 
tend the  differences  aren't  there,  seek  to 
dash  off  a  few  quick  agreements,  and 
then  give  speeches  about  the  spirit  of 
Reykjavik.  In  fact,  we  have  serious  prob- 
lems with  the  Soviet  postions  on  a  great 
many  issues,  and  success  is  not  guaran- 
teed. But  if  Mr.  Gorbachev  comes  to 
Iceland  in  a  truly  cooperative  spirit,  I 
think  we  can  make  some  progress. 

And  that's  my  goal,  and  that's  my 
purpose  in  going  to  Iceland.  The  goals  of 
the  United  States,  peace  and  freedom 
throughout  the  world,  are  great  goals; 
but  like  all  things  worth  achieving,  they 
are  not  easy  to  attain.  Reykjavik  can  be 
a  step,  a  useful  step;  and  if  we 


persevere,  the  goal  of  a  better,  safer 
world  will  someday  be  ours  and  all  the 
world's. 


White  House  Statement, 
Oct.  10,  19865 

As  the  President  meets  this  week  with 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  in 
Reykjavik,  Iceland,  he  believes  it  is 
crucial  that  all  Americans  join  with  him 
in  forging  a  strong,  bipartisan  consensus 
on  a  nuclear  testing  policy  that  promotes 
our  national  security  interests  and 
advances  longstanding  U.S.  arms  control 
objectives. 

In  recent  weeks  there  has  been 
substantial  disagreement  in  the  Con- 
gress and  in  the  nation  over  the  best 
approach  to  reach  the  goal  we  all  seek— 


Secretary  Shultz  and  Foreiffn  Minister  Shevardnadze  join  the  meetings 
on  October  12.  Other  participants  include  (clockwise)  Nikolai 
Uspenskiy,  Soviet  interpreter;  General  Secretary  Gorbachev;  Pavel 


Palazhchenko,  Soviet  notetaker;  Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze; 
Dimitry  Zarechnak,  U.S.  interpreter;  President  Reagan;  and  Secretary 
Shultz. 
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a  world  in  which  there  will  be  no  nuclear 
testing  because  the  need  for  it  has 
vanished.  The  dispute  threatened  to  give 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  the  false 
impression  of  a  divided  America.  The 
President  did  not  believe  it  was  in  the 
best  interests  of  our  nation  to  create  this 
impression. 

U.S.  policy  on  nuclear  testing  limita- 
tions is  clear.  Our  highest  arms  control 
priority  in  the  area  of  nuclear  testing 
has  been,  and  remains,  to  seek  the 
necessary  verification  improvements  to 
the  existing  Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty 
(TTBT)  and  Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions 
Treaty  (PNET). 

Once  our  verification  concerns  have 
been  satisfied  and  the  treaties  have  been 
ratified,  and  in  association  with  a  pro- 
gram to  reduce  and  ultimately  eliminate 
all  nuclear  weapons,  we  are  prepared  to 
engage  in  discussions  on  ways  to  imple- 
ment a  step-by-step,  parallel  program  of 
limiting  and  ultimately  ending  nuclear 
testing. 

We  remain  committed  to  the 
ultimate  goal  of  the  total  elimination  of 
nuclear  testing,  but  only  when  we  do  not 
need  to  depend  on  nuclear  deterrence  to 
ensure  international  security  and  stabil- 
ity; and  when  we  have  achieved  broad, 
deep,  and  verifiable  arms  reductions, 
substantially  improved  verification 
capabilities,  expanded  confidence- 
building  measures,  and  greater  balance 
in  conventional  forces. 

In  order  to  make  progress  toward 
our  goals,  encourage  the  Soviet  Union  to 
negotiate  verification  improvements,  and 
ensure  the  necessary  national  consensus 
for  our  objectives,  the  President  has 
decided  to  take  two  new  steps. 

First,  the  President  will  inform 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  in 
Reykjavik  that  if  the  Soviet  Union  will, 
prior  to  the  initiation  of  ratification  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Senate  next  year,  agree 
to  essential  TTBT/PNET  verification 
procedures  which  could  be  submitted  to 
the  Senate  for  its  consideration  in  the 
form  of  a  protocol  or  other  appropriate 
codicil— the  President  will,  as  a  first 
order  of  business  for  the  100th  Con- 
gress, request  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate  to  ratification  of  the  TTBT 
and  PNET.  However,  if  the  Soviet 
Union  fails  to  agree  to  the  required 
package  of  verification  improvements 
prior  to  the  convening  of  the  100th  Con- 
gress, the  President  will  still  seek 


Senate  advice  and  consent,  but  with  an 
appropriate  reservation  to  the  treaties 
that  would  ensure  they  would  not  take 
effect  until  they  are  effectively 
verifiable. 

Second,  the  President  will  inform 
the  General  Secretary  that,  once  our 
TTBT/PNET  verification  concerns  have 
been  satisfied  and  the  treaties  have  been 
ratified,  the  President  will  propose  that 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
immediately  engage  in  negotiations  on 
ways  to  implement  a  step-by-step, 
parallel  program— in  association  with  a 
program  to  reduce  and  ultimately 
eliminate  all  nuclear  weapons— of 
limiting  and  ultimately  ending  nuclear 
testing. 

The  congressional  leadership  has 
responded  to  the  President's  decision  in 
a  bipartisan  spirit  and  is  supporting  the 
President's  proposal.  The  President  is 
grateful  for  this  show  of  unity.  As  a 
result,  the  President  can  make  it  clear  to 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  that 
America  is  united  in  its  determination  to 
take  prompt,  practical  steps  to  limit 
nuclear  testing,  that  the  first  require- 
ment is  for  him  to  act  now  to  resolve  the 
verification  problems  with  the  existing 
treaties,  and  that  the  United  States  and 
the  world  are  awaiting  his  response. 

While  the  President  believes  these 
new  steps  will  allow  progress  in  this 
area,  they  must  not  divert  us  from  the 
primary  goal:  elimination  of  the  weapons 
themselves.  Broad,  deep,  equitable,  and 
verifiable  reductions  in  offensive  arms 
remain  our  highest  priority.  Here,  too, 
we  have  made  significant  proposals  and 
await  a  constructive  Soviet  response.  If 
they  are  willing,  the  road  to  a  safer 
world  is  open  before  us. 


Secretary's 

News  Conference, 
Reykjavik, 
Oct.  12,  19866 

I  have  just  spent  2  full,  intensive  days 
watching  the  President  of  the  United 
States  engage  with  the  General 
Secretary  of  the  Soviet  Union  over  the 
full  range  of  issues  that  we  are  con- 
cerned about  together.  The  President's 
performance  was  magnificent;  and,  I 


have  never  been  so  proud  of  my  Presi- 
dent as  I  have  been  in  these  sessions, 
and  particularly  this  afternoon. 

During  the  course  of  these  2  days, 
extremely  important  potential  agree- 
ments were  reached  to  reduce,  in  the 
first  instance,  strategic  arms  in  half;  to 
deal  effectively  with  intermediate-range 
missiles;  although,  we  didn't  finally  have 
the  opportunity  to  come  to  grips  with  it 
probably  to  work  out  something  satisfac- 
tory about  nuclear  testing;  a  satisfactory 
manner  of  addressing  regional  issues; 
humanitarian  concerns;  a  variety  of 
bilateral  matters;  and  a  tremendous 
amount  of  headway  in  the  issues  in  space 
and  defense  involving  the  ABM 
[Antiballistic  Missile]  Treaty. 

Throughout  all  of  this,  the  President 
was  constructive  in  reaching  out  and 
using  his  creativity  and  ingenuity  to  find 
these  very  sweeping  and  substantial  and 
important  agreements.  It  has  been  clear 
for  a  long  time— and  it  was  certainly 
clear  today,  and  particularly  this 
afternoon— the  importance  the  Soviet 
leader  attaches  to  the  Strategic  Defense 
Initiative  (SDI),  and  I  think  it  was  quite 
apparent  that  at  least  a  key  reason  why 
it  was  possible  to  reach  such  sweeping 
potential  agreements  was  the  very  fact 
of  SDI's  vigorous  presence. 

In  seeking  to  deal  with  these  issues, 
the  President  was  ready  to  agree  to  a 
10-year  period  of  nonwithdrawal  from 
the  ABM  Treaty,  a  period  during  which 
the  United  States  would  do  research, 
development,  and  testing  which  is  per- 
mitted by  the  ABM  Treaty  and,  of 
course,  after  which  we  would  be  permit- 
ted to  deploy  if  we  chose.  However,  as 
the  agreement  that  might  have  been 
said,  during  this  10-year  period,  in 
effect,  all  offensive  strategic  arms  and 
ballistic  missiles  would  be  eliminated  so 
that  at  the  end  of  the  period  the  deploy- 
ment of  strategic  defense  would  be 
substantially  altered  in  what  was  needed 
and  would  be  in  the  nature  of  an  insur- 
ance policy— insurance  against  cheating, 
insurance  against  somebody  getting  hold 
of  these  weapons— so  it  would  maintain 
an  effective  shield  for  the  United  States, 
for  our  allies,  for  the  free  world. 

As  we  came  more  and  more  down  to 
the  final  stages,  it  became  more  and 
more  clear  that  the  Soviet  Union's  objec- 
tive was  effectively  to  kill  off  the  SDI 
program  and  to  do  so  by  seeking  a 
change  described  by  them  as 
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"strengthening,"  but  a  change  in  the 
ABM  Treaty  that  would  so  constrain 
research  permitted  under  it  that  the  pro- 
gram would  not  be  able  to  proceed  at  all 
forcefully. 

The  President,  hard  as  he  had 
worked  for  this  extraordinary  range  and 
importance  of  agreements,  simply  would 
not  turn  away  from  the  basic  security 
interests  of  the  United  States,  our  allies, 
and  the  free  world  by  abandoning  this 
essential  defensive  program.  He  had  to 
bear  in  mind— and  did  bear  in  mind— that 
not  only  is  the  existence  of  the  strategic 
defense  program  a  key  reason  why  we 
were  able  potentially  to  reach  these 
agreements,  but  undoubtedly  its  con- 
tinued existence  and  potential  would  be 
the  kind  of  program  you  need  in  the  pic- 
ture to  ensure  yourself  that  the 
agreements  reached  would  be  effectively 
carried  out.  And  so  in  the  end,  with 
great  reluctance,  the  President,  having 
worked  so  hard  creatively  and  construc- 
tively for  these  potentially  tremendous 
achievements,  simply  had  to  refuse  to 
compromise  the  security  of  the  United 
States,  of  our  allies,  and  freedom  by 
abandoning  the  shield  that  has  held  in 
front  of  freedom. 

So  in  the  end  we  are  deeply  dis- 
appointed at  this  outcome;  although,  I 
think  it  is  important  to  recognize  how 
effectively  and  constructively  and  hard 
the  President  worked  and  how  much  he 
achieved  potentially,  how  ready  he  was 
to  go  absolutely  the  last— not  just  the 
last  mile,  but  as  you  can  see  from  what 
I've  told  you,  quite  a  long  distance  to  try 
to  bring  into  being  these  potentially  very 
significant  agreements.  But  he  could  not 
allow  the  essential  ingredient  to  be 
destroyed  in  the  process— and  would  not 
do  so. 

Q.  You  said  you  were  not  able  to 
succeed  on  SDI.  Did  you  succeed  on 
any  arms  agreement? 

A.  Everything  that  was  discussed 
here  was  discussed  to  a  degree,  you 
might  say,  in  relation  to  the  other  parts, 
although  obviously  many  of  the  things 
that  we're  doing  go  on.  Of  course,  we 
will  return  to  Geneva,  as  I  assume  they 
will,  and  the  things  that  were  talked 
about  I  assume  will  be  seen  in  the 
(jeneva  talks  and  in  the  other  talks 
where  we  meet  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
And  we  will  continue  to  strive  in  every 
way  we  can  to  have  a  constructive  rela- 
tionship and  one  that  is  able  to  resolve 


these  problems.  But  we  will  never  do  so 
at  the  expense  of  the  security  of  the 
United  States  and  our  allies. 

Q.  Could  you  say,  just  to  be  clear, 
that  you  had  vdthin  your  grasp  the 
possibility  of  eliminating  all  offensive 
missiles  within  a  10-year  period  if 
there  had  been  that  ultimate  final  con- 
cession by  the  President  on  SDI?  Is 
that  correct? 

A.  That  is  not  the  way  I  think  we 
must  think  about  it,  because  while  we 
had  set  out  many  sweeping  and  poten- 
tially very  significant  things,  if  they  only 
came  to  pass  as  a  result  of  scuttling  the 
SDI  program  then  you  had  to  ask 
yourself  if  they  would  really  come  to 
pass  after  all  after  the  SDI  program  was 
gone.  So  they  were  there  potentially, 
and  I  think  myself  for  the  Soviet  Union 
to  try  to  change  the  ABM  Treaty  in  a 
way  that  would  very  sharply  curtail  the 
research  that  could  be  done  under  it  was 
perhaps  an  indication  of  where  they  are 
headed. 

Q.  Do  you  have  a  date,  did  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  agree  to  a  date  to 
come  to  the  United  States  for  a  full- 
scale  summit? 

A.  No,  and  there  was  very  little 
discussion  of  a  full-scale  summit.  Of 
course,  it  was  mentioned,  particularly  in 
the  first  day,  and  I  hope  at  some  point 
he  comes  to  the  United  States.  But  we 
ended,  of  course,  having  worked  so  hard 
and  gotten  so  far,  in  the  deep  disappoint- 
ment at  discovering  that  in  the  end  a 
change  in  the  ABM  Treaty  that  would 
have  made  effective  research  very,  very 
difficult  was  a  price,  and  obviously  the 
kind  of  price  that  if  you  paid  it,  you 
might  wind  up  losing  everything  else  you 
had  achieved. 

Q.  Are  U.S. -Soviet  relations  better 
or  worse  than  they  were  before  this 
meeting,  and  why? 

A.  They  are  certainly  more  inten- 
sive, but  it's  hard  for  me  to  assess  that 
question  offhand  because  I've  been 
involved  in  this  2  days.  We  all  had  very 
high  hopes,  and  we  came  very  close  to 
realizing  them,  and  that's  always  kind  of 
a  tough  moment.  But  the  meetings  show 
that  the  two  sides  can  come  together,  and 
these  two  leaders  at  least  can  engage 
very  effectively  on  important  matters. 
Whether  they'll  be  able  to  do  so  at  some 
time  in  the  future  remains  to  be  seen; 
but  in  the  meantime  we  will  continue  in 


every  way  we  can  to  pursue  our  four- 
point  agenda  and  to  advance  these 
causes  as  best  we  can  and  try  to  have  a 
constructive  relationship. 

Q.  Did  the  Soviets  mislead  you 
about  what  was  possible  at  the  sum- 
mit? Did  they  come  here  in  good  faith? 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  comment  on 
people's  good  faith.  We  came  in  good 
faith,  and  certainly  they  engaged  with  us 
in  a  very  intensive  process.  They 
obviously  made  quite  a  wide  variety  of 
important  proposals.  In  the  end, 
however,  on  the  absolute  key,  they 
wanted  to  make  a  change  that  I  think 
you'd  have  to  say  was,  predictably,  not 
possible  for  us.  But  I  wouldn't  say  they 
came  here  not  in  good  faith,  because 
they  worked  at  this  very  hard. 

Q.  Would  you  describe  the  change 
that  they  fostered  in  the  ABM  Treaty? 

A.  The  change  in  the  ABM  Treaty 
was  the  one  that  would  confine  the 
research  and  testing  and  development  to 
the  laboratory.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
ABM  Treaty  about  that,  so  this  would 
definitely  be  a  change.  They  described  it 
as  a  strengthening;  in  our  view,  it  was 
an  insistence  on  a  limitation  that  would 
effectively  destroy  the  ability  to  do  the 
kind  of  energetic  research  leading  to  our 
ability  to  defend  ourselves  that  is  possi- 
ble to  do,  has  great  prospects,  and  we 
must  do. 

Q.  When  did  they  begin  insisting 
on  this  change?  Was  this  right  from 
the  beginning  or  was  this  something 
they  sprung  on  you  this  afternoon? 

A.  No,  no.  These  things  all  were 
sort  of  laid  out  and  we  discussed  them— 
we  discussed  all  these  things  on  the  first 
day,  and  we  discussed  them  throughout. 
And,  of  course,  we  had  a  lengthy  session 
most  of  the  night  last  night  with  our  two 
teams,  and  in  those,  on  the  basis  of  what 
was  said  on  the  first  day,  managed  to 
agree  on  very  good  language,  particu- 
larly in  the  area  of  strategic  arms.  So  I 
don't  want  to  say  that  this  was  somehow 
a  last-minute  thing.  They've  been  talking 
about  this  for  a  long  time,  and  we've 
been  saying  for  a  long  time  that  we 
simply  couldn't  agree  to  it.  That's  where 
we  came  down. 

Q.  Given  that  the  President  and 
Mr.  Gorbachev  could  not  reach  an 
agreement  here  today,  what  can  you 
reasonably  expect  to  happen  in  Geneva 
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that  they  couldn't  accomplish  here? 
And  doesn't  this  effectively  end  the 
chances  for  a  meaningful  arms  agree- 
ment in  Mr.  Reagan's  term? 

A.  I  hope  it  doesn't  end  the  chances 
for  agreements,  but  I  can't  say  for  sure 
about  that.  What  I  can  say  is  that  our 
negotiators  will  be  back  in  Geneva,  and 
we  will  be  there  knowing  all  of  the  ins 
and  outs,  as  they  will,  of  what  was 
discussed  here.  We  will  be  there  in  a 
constructive  spirit,  and  we  will  see  what 
we  can  do  to  advance  things  further.  The 
purpose  of  this  meeting,  you  remember, 
was  to  try  to  advance,  to  give  instruc- 
tions to  these  negotiators  and  others  in 
other  fora  that  would  move  matters 
along.  And  while  in  the  end  we  weren't 
able  to  wrap  all  these  up,  in  the  course 
of  the  discussions  many  important  things 
were  agreed  to  [that]  sort  of  depended 
upon  other  things  so  that  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  potential  accomplishment  still 
there.  But  I'm  not  going  to  try  to  predict 
exactly  what  will  happen. 

Q.  Given  the  claim  for  potential 
accomplishments  that  you  talk  about, 
do  the  talks  in  Geneva  start  from  the 
point  where  you  left  off  here,  or  does 
it  go  back  to  where  it  was  before  this 
summit  took  place? 

A.  We're  glad  to  pick  up  where  we 
left  off  here.  What  they  will  want  to  do, 
we  will  have  to  see.  But  there  were  a 
great  many  important  ideas  advanced, 
as  you  can  see  from  what  I've  told  you. 
We  will,  as  the  time  unfolds  here,  give 
you  a  complete  rundown  on  all  this, 
which  I  just  can't  do  offhand  here.  But 
at  any  rate,  a  great  deal  of  progress  was 
made. 

Q.  As  you  know,  there  have  been 
some  various  interpretations  of  the 
ABM  Treaty.  Could  you  clarify 
whether  you  are  talking  about  wanting 
to  adhere  to  the  so-called  narrow 
interpretation  of  the  treaty  or  the 
broad  interpretation?  And  what  is  the 
Administration's  position  on  that  nar- 
row or  broad  question?  Are  you  trying 
to  defend  the  broad  interpretation  that 
you've  always  said  was  legally  proper 
or — at  least  the  last  few  years? 

A.  That  was  not  the  issue.  The  issue 
was  a  proposal  to  change  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty, not  to  interpret  it  in  any  particular 
way  but  to  change  it  in  such  a  manner 
that  research  would  be  confined  to  what 
you  could  do  in  a  laboratory.  That's  a 
change. 


Now  insofar  as  our  position  is  con- 
cerned, what  the  President  put  forward, 
as  he  has  before,  was  the  notion  that 
during  this  period  our  research  would  be 
as  permitted  in  the  ABM  Treaty.  And,  of 
course,  we  have  been  discussing. 
Ambassador  Kampelman  [Max  M. 
Kampelman,  U.S.  negotiator  on  defense 
and  space  arms  and  head  of  U.S.  delega- 
tion on  arms  control  negotiations]  has 
been  discussing— and  we  are  perfectly 
prepared  to  continue  discussing  in 
Geneva— what  we  believe  the  treaty 
means.  And  there  is  a  very  long, 
well-developed  and,  by  now,  very  well- 
researched  record  on  exactly  that  ques- 
tion. So  the  issue  wasn't  an  interpreta- 
tion; the  issue  was  their  proposal  to 
make  a  change  which,  in  our  view— and 
it  wasn't  just  the  President's  view  or  my 
view,  but  I  think  all  of  our  experts  that 
we  assembled  here— a  change  that  would 
have  made  it  extremely  difficult  to  do 
effective  research  to  defend  ourselves. 

Q.  What  you  have  said  means  that 
we  should  not  expect  to  see  a  super- 
power summit  in  Washington  within 
the  next  few  months,  as  per  the  Presi- 
dent's invitation  last  year? 

A.  I  don't  see  any  prospect  of  it, 
based  on  this;  but  I've  long  since  learned 
not  to  rule  anything  out. 

Q.  Did  you  have  the  feeling  as  you 
left  this  meeting  that  the  Soviet  posi- 
tion on  this  was  set  in  concrete  or  is 
there  any  way  that  is  possible  to 
return  to  this  amendment  in  any  kind 
of  forum  to  advance  some  of  the 
changes  that  you  had  talked  about? 

A.  We  certainly  argued  about  it 
long  and  hard,  and  we  had— we  came— 
I've  lost  track  of  the  amount  of  time;  I 
don't  even  know  what  time  it  is  now. 
But  at  any  rate,  we  convened  in  Hofdi 
House;  we  took  time  for  caucusing;  we 
reviewed  proposals;  we  made  counter- 
proposals back  and  forth  to  a  con- 
siderable extent  around  this  issue.  So 
there  was  a  tremendous  amount  of 
effort.  And  in  the  last  session,  which 
went  on  for  quite  some  period— I  don't 
know  how  long— but  we  all  know  that  in 
the  last  session  after  our  last  caucus, 
which  really  did  focus  on  this  issue 
directly,  there  was  a  very  long,  search- 
ing effort  and  this  didn't  succeed.  So  I 
don't  know  what  concrete  is  like,  but  it 
seemed  fairly  firm. 


Q.  You  came  into  this  meeting  say- 
ing you  hoped  to  elevate  the  issue  of 
human  rights.  Did  you,  or  did  it  get 
lost  in  this  discussion  about  SDI  and 
arms  control? 

A.  The  issue  of  human  rights  was 
brought  up  on  a  number  of  occasions, 
and  some  very  significant  material  was 
passed  to  the  Soviet  Union  which  they 
accepted  that  stated  not  only  our  views 
but  in  detail  things  about  Jewish  emigra- 
tion, the  number  of  people  who  have 
signified  their  desire  to  leave,  lists  of 
people,  and  things  of  that  kind.  So  all  of 
that  was  covered,  and  in  what  might 
have  been  a  statement  coming  out  of  the 
meeting  dealing  with  this  issue  the  sub- 
ject is  explicitly  setting  up  some  kind  of 
systematic  basis  for  discussing  it.  But,  of 
course,  that  remains  to  be  seen. 

Q.  Are  you  in  effect  saying  that 
potential  progress  was  made  on  INF 
[intermediate-range  nuclear  forces], 
but  that  the  Soviets  are  now  linking 
that  progress  to  SDI  again? 

A.  I  wouldn't  put  it  that  formally, 
but  certainly  as  we  have  gone  through 
these  things  we  saw  the  potential  of  a 
set  of  genuinely  significant 
agreements— on  INF,  on  strategic  arms, 
on  potentially  the  elimination  of  all 
offensive  ballistic  missiles,  on  space  and 
defense— and  there  was  a  kind  of  inte- 
grated feel  to  them.  And  we  came  up  to 
the  end,  and  we  didn't  agree,  so  we 
didn't  go  back  and  say,  "Well,  now  that 
we  have  failed  to  agree,  let's  see  how  we 
can  sort  this  out."  We  came  to  the  end, 
and  the  sorting-out  process  we'll  have  to 
take  up,  no  doubt,  in  Geneva. 

Q.  Do  you  have  one  piece  of  paper, 
as  you  seem  to  be  suggesting,  which 
listed  all  of  these  progress  areas,  but 
that  when  the  discussion  broke  down 
over  the  ABM  issue  the  Soviets  would 
not  agree  to  the  individual  points  on 
the  paper?  I'm  trying  to  get  the  feel  of 
why  everything  became  interlocked. 
The  INF,  we  thought,  had  been 
separated  out. 

A.   I  think  the  best  way  for  me  to 
answer  that  question  is  sort  of  descrip- 
tively in  the  process.  In  the  process  we 
took  up  each  of  these  subjects;  and  then 
last  night  in  the  two  working  groups  we 
tried  to  go  from  the  statements  that 
were  made  in  the  meetings  of  the  two 
leaders  to  explicit  language;  and  we 
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were  able  to  find  such  language  in 
START  [strategic  arms  reduction  talks] 
and  across  the  range  of  bilateral, 
regional,  and  humanitarian  issues.  We 
were  unable  to  do  so  last  night  in  INF, 
but  with  the  strong  discussion  on  that 
today  positions  shifted,  and  we  were  able 
to  find  what  I  think  could  be  a  very  fine 
agreement.  We  didn't  get  around  to 
actually  reducing  that  to  specific 
language,  but  I  think,  given  the 
agreements  that  were  reached,  it 
wouldn't  have  been  too  difficult. 

Similarly,  in  the  field  of  nuclear 
testing,  we  talked  out  a  pretty  fair 
measure  of  agreement  on  the  content  of 
what  might  be  said,  and  my  belief  is  that 
if  we  had  gone  forward,  we  would  have 
been  able  to  work  that  out.  And  we  had 
pieces  of  paper  that  we  were  working 
from  on  the  space  defense  ABM  issue 
that  represented  the  nature  of  the 
discussion;  and  it  was  over  that  wording 
that  finally,  in  the  end,  about  however 
long  ago  it  was— three-quarters  of  an 
hour  ago— the  two  leaders  just  decided 
that  they  weren't  able  to  agree.  And  at 
that  point,  not  being  able  to  agree,  we 
adjourned.  We  didn't,  in  other  words,  go 
back  and  say,  "Now,  wait  a  minute.  How 
much  of  this  and  how  much  of  that?" 

Descriptively,  these  were  the  things 
that  went  along,  and  as  we  pick  up  and 
continue  to  work  on  this  relationship,  as 
at  least  we  certainly  intend  to  do,  we 
will  want  to  see  how  much  constructive 
material  we  can  develop  out  of  these 
really  extraordinary  discussions  that 
were  had  here  in  Reykjavik. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  exactly  what 
was  the  potential  agreement  that  you 
reached  on  START? 

A.  Basically  to  reduce  strategic 
offensive  arms  in  half,  with  references  in 
the  agreement  numerically  to  both  the 
launchers  and  the  warheads.  I  could 
describe  it  in  more  detail,  but  that's  the 
essence  of  it. 

Q.  Could  you  say  whether  there 
was  any  progress  made  at  all  on  the 
issue  of  verification  as  regards  to 
nuclear  testing?  And  a  second  ques- 
tion: the  critics  have  charged 
undoubtedly  that  this  Administration 
has  chosen  "Star  Wars,"  or  SDI,  over 
arms  control.  Is  that  a  fair  accusation? 

A.  That's  a  totally  misplaced  kind  of 
statement  because  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  the  existence  of  a  strong  research 
program  about  strategic  defense  and  its 


undoubted  promise  has  had  a  great  deal 
to  do  with  bringing  these  talks  to  the 
point  that  they've  gotten  to;  and  I 
believe  that  the  continued  strong  work 
on  that  program  in  existence,  as  reduc- 
tions, if  they  had  taken  place,  were 
going  on  would  be  your  best  insurance 
policy,  that  they  would  continue.  That  is, 
T  think  we  have  to  think  beyond  verifica- 
tion into  compliance  and  what  brings 
about  compliance.  And  in  effect  the 
promise  of  strategic  defense  is  the  thing 
that  would  help  deliver  on  these  prom- 
ises, so  that's  the  way  I  think  of  it.  And 
perhaps  the  significance  of  strategic 
defense  is  not  lost  on  either  side,  and 
that's  what  it  comes  down  to. 

Q.  Did  the  President  make  any 
statement  to  Mr.  Gorbachev  on  the 
consequences  of  this  outcome  of  their 
meetings? 

A.  They  both  shared  their  disap- 
pointment, and  I  think  they  could  both 
see  the  very  positive  consequences  as 
people  in  the  United  States,  people  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  for  that  matter 
people  all  over  the  world  might  con- 
template getting  rid  of  ballistic  missiles 
and,  for  that  matter,  getting  rid  of 
nuclear  weapons.  So  there  is  a  great 
sense  of  disappointment,  but  at  least  at 
this  meeting  a  tremendous  amount  of 
headway  was  made.  But  in  the  end,  we 
couldn't  quite  make  it. 

Q.  Was  there  any  animosity 
between  the  two  men  at  the  end? 

A.  They  were  both  disappointed,  but 
the  discussion  throughout  was 
straightforward  and  civil,  and  people 
didn't  lose  their  tempers  and  so  on, 
although  it  was  a  vigorous,  intense 
discussion.  But  it  was  conducted  in  a 
very  good  manner  throughout,  including 
at  the  end,  despite  the  great 
disappointment. 

Q.  Would  you  characterize  the 
INF  accord  that  you  said  appeared  to 
be  worked  out?  Did  the  Soviets 
address  the  question  of  the  Asian 
missiles?  And  can  you  tell  us  what— 
were  discussed? 

A.  Yes.  Let  me  say  first  of  all  that 
we  all  felt  that  we  reached  an  agreement 
in  the  discussion  between  the  two  heads, 
but  we  didn't  get  around  to  that  often 
exotic  process  of  reducing  what  two 
leaders  agree  to  into  actual  language.  So 
with  that  caveat,  I  believe  that  we  made 
very  good  contact  with  each  other  on  the 


subject  of  verification;  that  we  addressed 
successfully  the  issue  of  short-range  INF 
missiles;  that  we  addressed  successfully 
the  issue  of  duration;  and  that,  insofar  as 
the  actual  outcome  is  concerned,  we 
would  have  wound  up  with  a  global  ceil- 
ing on  INF  missiles  of  100  warheads. 

That's  a  breathtaking  reduction  from 
what  now  exists,  and  those  warheads 
would  have  been  located  in  the  Asian 
side  of  the  Soviet  Union,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  in  the  United  States  on  the 
other.  So  it  would  have  been  a  very 
sweeping  shift,  thinking  of  where  we 
were  4  or  5  years  ago  and  where  we 
might  still  wind  up.  I'm  not  saying  that 
these  agreements  aren't  potentially 
possible;  as  of  this  moment,  they  don't 
have  standing  other  than  we  managed  to 
get  ourselves  to  that  point. 

So  we  were  consistent  with  our 
friends  in  Europe  and  consistent  with 
our  friends  in  Asia.  And  I  think,  also,  I 
might  say  in  the  discussion  across  all 
subjects,  there  was  a  vigorous 
assertion— in  some  ways,  rather 
interesting— a  vigorous  assertion  on  both 
sides  of  how  insistent  they  were  both 
going  to  be  on  adequate  verification, 
which,  of  course,  we  welcomed. 

Q.  The  ABM  Treaty  says  that  each 
party  undertakes  to  develop  tests— not 
to  develop  tests  or  deploy  ABM 
systems  or  components — space-based, 
land-based,  or  sea-based.  Why  did  the 
Soviets  want  to  change  that?  What 
prompted  them?  Was  it  the  American 
insistence  on  the  broad  interpretation 
or— during  this  10  years?  Why  did  they 
want  to  change  that? 

A.  You  have  to  ask  them  that  ques- 
tion. I  don't  know  the  answer  to  that 
question.  I  can  only  tell  you  that  they 
sought  a  change  in  the  treaty  that  would 
confine  research  to  the  laboratory,  and  it 
was  our  view  and  the  President's  view 
and  all  of  his  advisers'  view  that  if  you 
confined  it  that  way  you  would  not  wind 
up  with  an  effective  program.  And  so  we 
just  couldn't  buy  it  because  that  would 
be,  in  effect,  the  end  of  the  promising 
effort  to  give  us  a  shield  and  a  defense 
against  ballistic  missiles. 

Q.  Did  you  specifically  discuss  the 
continuation  of  talks  at  Geneva?  And 
did  the  Soviets  either  leave  it  unclear 
or  indicate  to  you  in  any  way  that  they 
might  not  return  to  the  table  at 
Geneva? 
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A.  As  I  said  in  response  to  an 
earlier  question,  I  could  only  answer 
descriptively  and  we  didn't  discuss  at  the 
end,  well,  are  we  going  back  to  Geneva 
or  what  are  we  going  to  do.  We  ended 
unable  to  reach  an  agreement  finally, 
and  there  wasn't  time  or,  frankly,  I 
don't  think  any  particular  "umph"  to  go 
back  and  recapitulate  that  way.  But  I 
can  say  what  the  United  States  will  do. 
We  will  have  our  negotiators  in  Geneva, 
and  we  will  be  ready  to  work  on  these 
important  issues. 

Secretary's 

News  Conference, 
NATO  Headquarters, 
Oct.  13,  19867 

The  President  said,  as  he  was  leaving 
Iceland  last  night,  "We  came  to  Iceland 
to  advance  the  cause  of  peace  and, 
though  we  put  on  the  table  the  most  far- 
reaching  arms  control  proposals  in 
history,  the  General  Secretary  rejected 
them.  However  we  made  great  strides  in 
Iceland  in  resolving  most  of  our  dif- 
ferences, and  we're  going  to  continue 
the  effort."  I  think  the  President 
summed  it  up  well. 

Today  I  had  the  opportunity  to 
describe,  in  detail,  the  process  and  the 
content  of  the  meeting  in  Reykjavik  to 
my  colleagues  in  NATO  [North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization]  and  each  of  them 
had  an  opportunity  to  express  his  view.  I 
was  struck,  as  I  always  am  in  these 
meetings,  at  the  cohesion,  at  the  con- 
structive tone  of  our  alliance  discussions 
and  of  the  genuine  sense  in  which  the 
Reykjavik  meeting  is  viewed  by  our 
allies  as  a  tremendous  success  in  bring- 
ing to  the  surface  so  many  issues  of 
genuine  significance  and  showing  with 
some  real  content  what  prospectively 
might  be  done  with  things. 

The  fact  that  we  were  not  able  to  get 
final  closure  can't  diminish  the  fact  that 
these  ideas  are  on  the  table  now  in 
rather  specific  form  and  we  will  pursue 
them,  as  the  President  has  said.  Our 
negotiators  will  return  to  Geneva,  and 
they  will  pick  up,  as  will  our  negotiators 
in  various  other  fora.  As  in  one  way  or 
another  different  representatives  in  the 
alliance  put  it,  "Reykjavik  was  a  success. 
It  would  have  been  a  failure  not  to  try 
and  would  be  a  failure  not  to  follow  up 


on  the  many  achievements  at 
Reykjavik." 

So  you  can  be  sure  that  the  Presi- 
dent, with  the  support  and  participation 
of  our  allies,  will  be  wanting  to  do  just 
that.  I'll  be  glad  to  take  your  questions. 

Q.  You  already  answered  my  first 
question  about  where  the  Geneva  talks 
would  pick  up.  Apparently  the 
negotiated  elements  of  Reykjavik  are 
on  the  table.  There  was  some  ambi- 
guity about  that.  But,  do  you  feel— 

A.  What  I  can  say  is  our  negotiators 
will  return  to  Geneva,  and  of  course  all 
of  the  ideas  involved  are  known  to 
everyone,  so  we'll  proceed  on  that  basis. 
I'm  not  trying  to  speak  for  what  the 
Soviet  Union  will  do,  and  we  didn't  have 
any  understanding  about  that. 

Q.  But  what  do  you  feel  are  the 
possibilities  of  negotiators  in  Geneva 
reaching  an  agreement  when  the 
leaders  couldn't? 

A.  There  is  a  perfectly  good 
possibility  of  reaching  agreement  on  INF 
[intermediate-range  nuclear  forces].  The 
leaders  developed  a  great  deal  of 
material  that  people  can  try  to  build  on. 
The  Reykjavik  meeting  was  proposed  by 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  as  a 
meeting  to  prepare  for  a  subsequent 
meeting  in  the  United  States  and  is  part 
of  the  preparatory  process,  and  Geneva 
is  very  much  a  part  of  the  preparatory 
process,  you  might  say.  So,  we  certainly 
intend  to  feed  the  Reykjavik  ideas  into 
our  discussions  in  Geneva.  As  I  say,  I 
don't  presume  to  know  how  the  Soviet 
Union  will  approach  this,  but  that's  the 
way  we're  going  to  approach  it. 

Q.  Did  any  of  your  European  allies 
express  concern  that  the  SDI 
[Strategic  Defense  Initiative]  program 
could  prevent  reaching  an  agreement 
in  arms  control? 

A.  They  didn't,  but  I  think  the 
reason  is  the  increasing  perception  that 
the  possibility  of  learning  how  to  defend 
ourselves  against  these  devastating 
offensive  ballistic  missiles  is  the  very 
possibility  that  had  a  great  deal  to  do 
with  a  willingness  of  the  Soviet  Union  to 
come  forward  with  us  with  the  kind  of 
program  that  we're  talking  about.  I 
think,  if  such  a  program  were  ever 
agreed  to  as  something  to  get  started 
with,  the  realization  of  that  program 
that  is  actually  taking  place  would  be 
strengthened  tremendously  by  having  a 


vigorous  and  prospective  strategic 
defense  program  in  being.  That  is,  the 
research  on  it  continuing.  Therefore,  the 
President  felt,  and  I  certainly  agree  with 
him,  that  to  agree  to  something  now  that 
would  have  the  effect  of  crippling  our 
ability  to  find  a  way  to  defend  ourselves 
would  have,  in  effect,  undermined  what 
we  were  hoping  to  get  agreed  to.  I  think 
people  understand  that  point.  It  isn't  a 
trivial  point,  it  isn't  just  hanging  onto 
some  program  or  something  like  that.  It 
is  a  very  deep,  underlying  problem. 

Q.  Can  you  confirm  that  the  only 
point  on  which  the  breakdown  took 
place  was  the  definition  of  the  ongoing 
research  in  SDI? 

A.  The  Soviets  insisted  on  what 
would  have  been  a  radical  change  in  the 
ABM  [Antiballistic  Missile]  Treaty  to 
restrict  research— other  than  the  kind  of 
research  done  on  the  system  that  they 
have  deployed— to  the  laboratory.  Now, 
what  that  means  is  a  proposal  to  cripple 
strategic  defense  research.  So  you  have 
to  see  it  for  what  it  is  and  then  ask 
yourself  about  the  implications  of  that 
for  the  broader  program. 

So  the  President  felt,  much  as  he 
would  like,  as  anyone  would,  to  reach 
such  a  sweeping  and  good  agreement, 
that  he  had  to  have  the  strength  not  to 
agree  to  something  that  might  look  good 
today  and  7  years  from  now  turn  out  to 
be  crumbling  because  of  an  essential 
ingredient  that  had  been  unwisely  given 
away,  and  he  just  wouldn't  do  it.  I  must 
say  I  admire  his  courage.  It  takes  a  lot  of 
courage  to  do  that. 

Q.  It  was  well  known  before  the 
summit  took  place  that  the  Soviets 
were  trying  to  confine  research  on  SDI 
to  the  laboratory.  Our  position  also  is 
well-known,  that  we  wanted  to  be  able 
to  deploy  an  SDI  system  at  the  end  of  a 
period,  whether  it  was  Vh  or  10  years. 
Can  you  say  whether  any  effort  was 
made,  and  if  not,  why  not,  to  try  to 
split  that  difference,  to  try  to  come  up 
with  a  formula  under  which,  for  exam- 
ple, testing  might  have  been  permitted 
but  not  testing  integrated  SDI  com- 
ponents so  that  you  might  have  been 
able  to  achieve  the  truly  extraordinary 
other  accomplishments  that  were 
achieved? 

A.  The  question  of  discussing  the 
meaning  of  the  ABM  Treaty  is 
something  that  has  been  going  on  in 
Geneva,  and  we  are  quite  prepared  to 
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continue  that  process  and  said  so.  How, 
to  pick  up  on  something  you  said— it 
wasn't  exactly  the  question  you  asked. 
This  difference  of  opinion  about  research 
was  known  before  we  arrived  in 
Reykjavik,  but  so  were  a  lot  of  other  dif- 
ferences. And  many  of  these  differences 
were  narrowed  greatly  or  even  resolved, 
and  both  parties  made  concessions. 

With  respect  to  space  and  the 
strategic  defense  and  the  ABM  Treaty, 
the  President  made  a  major  concession 
in  agreeing— and  we  thought  that  this 
was  what  the  Soviets  were  driving  for, 
and  they  certainly  seemed  to  say  that— 
in  agreeing  to  a  nonwithdrawal  from  the 
ABM  Treaty  provision  for  10  years  and 
linked  it  to  a  program  of  reductions  to 
zero,  at  the  end  of  10  years,  of  offensive 
ballistic  missiles.  So,  he  gave  the  10-year 
nonwithdrawal  provision  that  they  seem 
to  be  seeking  and  we  felt  that  if  you 
wind  up  at  the  end  of  10  years  and  there 
are  no  more  offensive  ballistic  missiles, 
then  how  can  you  be  concerned  and  why 
should  you  be  concerned  about  a  defense 
against  them. 

I  suppose  somebody  might  say,  well, 
why  would  you  want  to  spend  all  the 
money  to  put  them  into  place?  But  cer- 
tainly, from  the  standpoint  of  any  threat 
that  might  hold,  it  wouldn't  be  a  threat. 
And,  of  course,  it  would  be  true  that,  if 
you  got  to  that  point  in  10  years,  what 
you  would  have  to  deploy  would  be  a 
much  reduced  and  different  thing  than 
what  you'd  have  to  deploy  against  a 
large  offensive  force.  But  you  do  have  to 
have  an  insurance  policy  against 
cheating  and  against  the  possibility  that 
somebody  sometime  might  come  up  with 
these  missiles  which,  after  all,  people 
know  how  to  build,  and  so  you'd  better 
have  a  policy  of  insurance. 

Q.  At  your  last  meeting  with  the 
NATO  foreign  ministers  in  Halifax  you 
faced  a  lot  of  criticism  on  the  Presi- 
dent's SALT  II  [strategic  arms  limita- 
tion talks]  decision.  How  did  this 
meeting  compare  with  that  in  tone? 
Were  you  asked  for  an  explanation  of 
why?  After  the  overall  agreement  fell 
through,  the  two  leaders  didn't  go 
back  to  try  to  reach  an  individual 
agreement  on  such  things  as  INF.  Is 
there  any  criticism  of  the  fact  that 
they  didn't? 

A.   I  think  I've  described  the  tone 
already.  It  was  a  very  positive  tone,  and 
I  think  people  can  see  that  one  of  the 


President  Reagan  and  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  after  concluding  their  second  round 
of  talks.  Pavel  Palazhchenko,  interpreter,  is  in  background. 


reasons  why  we've  made  as  much  prog- 
ress as  we  have  is  the  cohesion  and 
determination  and  strength  of  the 
alliance  and  the  basic  policy  of  the 
alliance  to  be  strong,  to  be  cohesive,  and 
to  be  reasonable  and  ready  to  talk.  But 
that  basic  policy  proves  itself  out  here, 
and  we  fully  intend  to  pursue  it,  and  I 
think  there's  genuine  unity  on  that. 

So  I  was  very  encouraged  and 
pleased  at  the  degree  to  which  people 
felt  that,  to  the  contrary  of  some  of  the 
criticism,  it  would  have  been  a  tragic 
mistake  not  to  go  to  Reykjavik  and  make 


this  effort.  And  it  would  be  a  tragic 
mistake  not  to  follow  up  on  it,  and  we 
need  to  gear  ourselves  to  do  that  and 
keep  the  pressure  on  in  every  way  we 
can.  So  it  was  a  very  supportive 
meeting. 

Q.  Was  there  a  lot  of  disappoint- 
ment with  the  outcome? 

A.  Of  course,  people  would  like  to 
have  final  closure.  But  I  think  there  was 
a  little  bit  more  of  the  sense  of  astonish- 
ment and  pleasure  at  how  much  material 
had  been  brought  up  to  the  surface  and 
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identified  as  potentials.  Now  it  may  be 
that  the  Soviet  Union  will  take  all  that 
back  off  the  table  again.  But  in  a  sense  it 
won't  disappear;  it's  there,  and  we  know 
it,  and  they  know  it,  and  the  world 
knows  it.  So  we'll  keep  working  for  it. 
So  I  thought  some  of  the  initial  reports 
on  the  sense  of  failure  and  disappoint- 
ment and  so  on,  and,  of  course,  there  is  a 
lack  of  closure  in  the  end,  and  we  wish 
that  there  had  been  a  great  thing. 
Nevertheless,  as  compared  with  what 
people  thought  might  be  even  con- 
ceivable a  week  ago,  we're  in  a  different 
ballgame.  So  a  tremendous  amount  was 
really  achieved  in  that  sense. 

Q.  You  seem  to  be  suggesting  that 
the  presence  of  SDI  on  the  table  has 
helped  to  bring  the  Russians  as  far  as 
they've  come.  Is  it  the  feeling  that  con- 
tinuing to  stick  to  the  concept  would 
bring  them  further  still?  Is  that  what 
lies  behind  us? 

A.  I  can't  say  exactly  what  produces 
what  result.  But  I  think  that  the  cohe- 
sion and  strength  of  the  alliance  has 
been  an  essential  ingredient  all  the  way 
through.  The  strong  modernization  pro- 
gram that  the  President  has  gotten  into 
place  in  the  United  States,  the  spirit  that 
has  come  forward  in  the  United  States 
and  in  the  alliance  all  have  been  major 
contributors  to  the  atmosphere  that  has 
brought  about  these  talks. 

The  emergence  of  the  possibility  of 
strategic  defense  against  the  most 
destabilizing  weapons  that  threaten  us 
that  are  on  Earth,  the  emergence  of  the 
possibility  of  defending  against  them  is 
an  important  new  fact  of  life.  We 
shouldn't  let  go  of  it.  No  doubt  it  has  had 
its  impact,  and  you  could  only  estimate 
that  by  the  emphasis  the  Soviet  Union 
puts  on  it.  It's  the  centerpiece  for  them, 
apparently. 

The  President,  in  his  extraordinarily 
creative  and  constructive  and  patient 
efforts  to  try  to  get  somewhere  here, 
made  a  number  of  changes  in  his  posi- 
tion right  there  in  Reykjavik,  as  he  had 
before.  But  the  one  thing  that  he 
couldn't  and  shouldn't  change  is  the 
basic  ability  to  have  the  program  carried 
forward  so  that  we  can  determine 
insofar  as  possible  just  what  can  be  done 
with  strategic  defense.  That's  really  the 
significance  of  the  change  in  the  ABM 
Treaty  which  they  wanted.  Its  purpose 
was  clearly  to  so  restrict  what  could  be 


done  in  the  way  of  research  that  you 
really  wouldn't  be  able  to  come  to  a  solid 
conclusion. 

Q.  Could  you  give  us  some  more 
details  of  the  agreement  that  was 
sketched  out  on  a  test  ban  treaty? 

A.  The  subject  of  nuclear  testing 
was  one  of  the  subjects  that  got  con- 
siderable attention.  There  seemed  to  be, 
I  thought,  and  [Soviet  Foreign]  Minister 
Shevardnadze  told  me  he  thought,  basic 
agreement  as  to  the  content.  Now  the 
content  you  might  say,  that's  the  notes, 
but  just  what  the  melody  is  we  would 
argue  about.  At  any  rate,  I  think  that  if 
we  had  gotten  to  that  point  we  could 
have  put  together  something  and  it 
would  have  contained  the  following 
things  and  maybe  it  will  still  come  to 
pass,  just  as  I  think  there's  no  reason 
not  to  think  that  a  good  INF  agreement 
might  not  come  to  pass. 

But  what  a  nuclear  testing  agree- 
ment, that  the  President  has  said  he  is 
willing  to  go  along  with,  would  consist  of 
is  an  agreement  to  sit  down  and  nego- 
tiate the  following  things:  first, 
improved  verification  so  that  the  size  of 
any  test  can  be  determined  within  a 
small  margin  of  error,  so  you  know  what 
the  size  is.  Right  now  the  margin  of 
error  in  the  processes  we  have  is  quite  a 
bit  wider  than  it  needs  to  be,  if  we  used 
better  methods,  which  are  known  and 
have  been  explicitly  proposed.  This 
would  allow  the  ratification  and  coming 
into  effect  of  the  TTBT  [Threshold  Test 
Ban  Treaty]  and  PNET  [Peaceful 
Nuclear  Explosions  Treaty],  or  whatever 
it  is,  treaties  that  set  a  threshold  for 
military  and  peaceful  tests. 

Now  insofar  as  those  treaties  are 
concerned,  the  President  has  said  that,  if 
we  obtain  agreement  with  the  Soviet 
Union  on  these  verification  measures, 
then  those  protocols,  along  with  the 
treaties,  will  be  submitted  to  the  Con- 
gress for  ratification.  If  we  don't,  we 
will  set  out  certain  reservations  and  sub- 
mit the  treaties  anyway  with  it  left  for 
the  President  to  bring  them  into  force  by 
certifying  that  the  conditions  established 
in  the  reservations  have  been  satisfied. 

Now,  beyond  that,  it  calls  in  these 
treaties  for  the  parties  to  start  negotia- 
tions aimed  at  the  elimination  of  nuclear 
testing.  So  what  we  would  agree  to  is  to 
do  that  with  changes  in  a  step-by-step 
process  in  nuclear  testing  keyed  to 
reductions  in  nuclear  weapons,  but  to 


work  in  good  faith  to  bring  that  about. 
Now,  we  had  worked  up  language  that 
said  that  in  a  much  shorter  space.  But 
that's  the  basic  idea,  and  we're  prepared 
to  go  forward  with  that  idea. 

I  think  it's  important  to  see  that  you 
reduce  testing  as  you  reduce  weapons, 
because  you  have  to  keep  reminding 
yourself  that  as  long  as  we  depend  upon 
nuclear  weapons  as  the  essential  deter- 
rent, then  we  have  to  do  testing.  We 
have  to  do  testing  to  see  that  the 
weapons  work.  We  have  to  do  testing  to 
improve  the  safety  of  them,  which  has 
been  quite  significant,  and  to  continue 
the  modernization  of  our  forces.  So  those 
are  the  reasons  why. 

Q.  Can  I  ask  you  whether  the 
allies  today  enthusiastically  restated 
their  pledge  to  continue  deployment  of 
medium-range  nuclear  missiles  in 
Europe  on  the  current  NATO  schedule 
in  the  wake  of  the  ail-but  agreement  to 
eliminate  those  weapons  from  Europe? 

A.  The  question  never  entered 
anybody's  mind,  and  I  think  that 
everyone  can  see  by  now  that  it  is  the 
fact  of  the  strength  and  determination  of 
the  alliance  that's  played  such  an  impor- 
tant role  in  the  possible  agreement  to 
deal  effectively  with  these  weapons.  So 
everybody  sees  what  this  process  is 
about,  and  no  one  is  questioning  it. 

Q.  But  don't  you  think  that  this 
last  opportunity  to  conclude  an  INF 
agreement  would  be  very  difficult  to 
understand  for  the  European  public 
opinion  and  could  give  a  new  boost  to 
the  peace  movement? 

A.  I  think  the  peace  movement 
should  become  the  greatest  fans  of 
Ronald  Reagan,  because  he  is  a  person 
who  is  trying  in  a  creative  and  increas- 
ingly effective  way  to  eliminate  all  these 
weapons.  Now  you  don't  eliminate  them 
by  unilateral  disarmament.  That  is  the 
road  to  disaster.  You  eliminate  them  by 
careful,  realistic,  tough-minded 
agreements. 

Insofar  as  INF  is  concerned,  through 
the  process  of  negotiation,  the  positions 
of  the  two  sides  had  narrowed  greatly 
between  when  the  negotiations  started 
and  a  week  ago.  At  Reykjavik  they  came 
together  quite  well.  So  what  we  will  do, 
as  far  as  the  alliance  is  concerned  and  as 
far  as  the  United  States  is  concerned,  is 
proceed  to  Geneva,  our  negotiators  will 
be  there  tonight,  and  as  far  as  we're  con- 
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cerned,  we're  going  to  work  on  these 
matters. 

Now  what  the  Soviet  Union  may  do, 
I  can't  speak  about  that.  But  as  far  as 
we're  concerned,  we're  going  to  keep 
driving  to  get  this  agreement  that  I 
think  Europeans  want,  our  friends  in 
Asia  want  it,  we  want  it,  and  we  hope 
the  Soviet  Union  wants  it. 

Q.  First,  did  the  President  repeat 
to  Mr.  Gorbachev  [Soviet  General 
Secretary]  his  offer  to  join  in  SDI  and 
what  was  the  answer?  And  second, 
reverting  if  I  may,  your  question,  if  in 
the  10  years  there  will  be  no  offensive 
missiles,  why  worry  about  the 
defenses? 

A.  As  to  the  first  question:  Yes,  the 
President  continues  to  be  ready  to  share 
the  results  of  the  research  on  strategic 
defense,  and  he  reiterated  that  offer  to 
Mr.  Gorbachev.  He  didn't  find  a  taker, 
but  the  offer  stands. 

Insofar  as  the  end  of  a  10-year 
period  is  concerned,  first  of  all,  the  best 
insurance  policy  you  can  take  out  that  a 
process  of  elimination  of  offensive 
ballistic  missiles  would  actually  proceed 
is  the  maintenance  in  being  of  an  active 
and  promising  program  of  strategic 
defense  against  them.  At  the  end,  it 
would  be  up  to  either  party  to  decide 
whether  you  wanted  to  spend  the  money 
to  go  ahead  and  put  these  defenses  in 
place,  and,  as  I  said,  what  you  would 
have  to  do  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
presumably  there  aren't  any  offensive 
ballistic  missiles  to  defend  against, 
would  be  a  lot  less  than  otherwise.  But 
there  is  always  the  problem  of  cheating, 
and  mobile  missiles  are  not  that  easy  to 
find.  There's  always  the  problem  of 
somebody  getting  a  hold  of  a  technology 
that  has  become  known  technology,  even 
though  it's  very  hard  to  produce  and  so 
on  a  long-range  ballistic  missile.  Never- 
theless, it's  obviously  possible,  so  it's 
important  to  have  the  ability  to  deal  with 
it.  So  those  are  the  reasons. 

Q.  [Inaudible]  INF  withdrawals  or 
abolition.  And  since  you  were  also  very 
close  to  a  form  of  words  on  nuclear 
testing,  why  could  you  not  reach  some 
sort  of  preliminary  agreement  on  those 
areas,  and  who  was  it,  which  side  was 
it,  that  insisted  that  the  arms  control 
package  stood  or  fell  as  a  whole? 

A.  You're  imposing  a  kind  of  con- 
cept on  the  weekend  that  it  can't  stand. 


I  can  only  answer  that  question  descrip- 
tively. Two  people  came  together.  They 
had  this  sweeping  agenda,  and  they 
went  through  that  agenda,  and  they 
reached,  let's  say,  agreement  in  principle 
on  strategic  arms,  on  INF,  on  nuclear 
testing.  And,  I  might  say,  on  such  mat- 
ters in  the  strategic  defense  field  as  a 
10-year  non withdrawal  agreement  linked 
to  elimination  of  offensive  ballistic 
missiles.  There  was  a  great  deal 
accomplished. 

In  the  end,  however,  it  seemed  that 
the  Soviets  insisted  on  so  restricting 
what  could  be  done  in  continuing 
strategic  research  as  to  make  it  badly 
crippled.  I've  tried  to  explain  here  why 
that  would  have  been  very  unwise  for 
the  President  to  agree  to.  So,  as  the 
Sunday  went  on  and  on,  and  we  went  5, 
6,  7  hours  beyond  what  we  were  sup- 
posed to,  and  people  stuck  with  it  and 
stuck  with  it,  and  finally  we  weren't  able 
to  resolve  these  issues,  and  we  left.  But 
that  doesn't  mean  that  it's  over.  We 
didn't  have  time  really  to  pick  up  and 
say,  "Well,  now  let's  go  back  and  see 
about  this,  that  and  the  other  thing." 
There's  plenty  of  time  to  do  that,  and 
we'll  be  doing  that  in  Geneva,  and  we'll 
be  doing  that  in  various  fora.  As  I've 
said,  I  can't  speak  for  the  Soviets,  but 
from  our  standpoint,  we'd  like  to  see 
something  that  begins  to  get  a  handle  on 
nuclear  testing,  we'd  like  to  see  agree- 
ment worked  out  that's  sensible  on  INF, 
and  so  on. 

Q.  I  understand  there  was  a 
discussion  in  Reykjavik  that  100 
SS-20s  should  remain  in  the  Asian 
part  of  Russia.  If  it's  true,  how  do  you 
freeze  in  Siberia  these  mobile  forces, 
and  how  do  you  think  the  defense  of 
the  European  theater  could  be  attained 
from  all  those  mobile  SS-20s?  Could 
you  elaborate  the  discussion  in  this 
context,  along  with  your  contact  with 
the  Japanese  Vice  Minister  who  is  sup- 
posed to  be  here  in  headquarters 
today? 

A.  I  guess  it  would  be  impossible  for 
almost  anything  not  to  be  frozen  in  cer- 
tain parts  of  Siberia.  In  terms  of  the 
INF  subject,  what  we  wound  up  agree- 
ing to,  in  addition  to  the  short-range 
systems,  verification,  and  duration  provi- 
sions, was,  first  of  all,  that  the  principle 
should  be  a  global  limit— this  has  always 
been  very  important,  among  others,  to 
our  friends  in  Japan— and  that  the  limit 
would  be  100. 


That  involves  a  large  reduction  in 
the  Soviet  SS-20  missiles  aimed  at 
Japan.  And  that  the  deployment  of  these 
100  missiles  should  be,  on  the  Soviet 
side,  in  the  Asian  portion  of  the  Soviet 
Union  and,  in  the  U.S.  side,  in  the 
United  States,  so  presumably  someplace 
in  the  Alaskan  area,  from  which  these 
missiles  could,  if  we  wished  to  deploy 
them  there,  be  able  to  reach  Asian  por- 
tions  of  the  Soviet  Union.  ■ 

So  this  was  a  measure  of  equity,  and      ■ 
that  was,  in  terms  of  those  particular 
numbers,  that  was  what  was  accepted. 
Now  we  have  a  very  active  program  of 
keeping  in  touch  with  our  allies  here,  in 
Japan,  Australia,  our  friends  in  China, 
others,  so  we  have  a  very  strong  con- 
sultative process— Korea.  Originally 
there  was  some  thought  that  if 
somebody  from  Japan  could  come  here, 
we  could  do  a  briefing,  but  we  thought 
maybe  it  would  be  better  for  one  of  the 
people  who  was  present  at  Reykjavik  to 
go  to  Tokyo,  I  think  now,  I  don't  know 
exactly  where.  But  anyway  he's  gone 
directly  from  Reykjavik  to  Tokyo,  and 
others  are  going  elsewhere,  so  that  we 
give  people  a  good,  thorough  briefing. 

Q.  You  said  it  would  be  tragic  if 
the  talks  that  began  in  Iceland  did  not 
continue.  Other  than  Geneva,  is  there 
any  change  that  there  will  be  a  summit 
in  Washington? 

A.  There  is  no  date  set,  and  so 
that's  about  all  I  can  say.  There's  no 
active  plan  in  being.  But  I'm  not  going 
to  comment  on  that  otherwise. 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  if  the  Cyprus 
problem  as  well  as  the  situation  of  the 
Turkish  minority  in  Bulgaria  were 
discussed  during  the  summit  and,  if 
so,  what  was  the  outcome? 

A.  At  Reykjavik,  we  discussed  our 
full  agenda,  by  agreement  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  So  we  discussed  regional 
issues,  so  called.  We  discussed 
humanitarian  and  human  rights  issues, 
and  we  discussed  various  bilateral  mat- 
ters that  we  have. 

Stemming  from  the  discussions 
between  the  leaders,  on  Saturday  night 
two  working  groups  were  established, 
one  chaired  by  Ambassador  Ridgway 
[Assistant  Secretary  for  European  and 
Canadian  Affairs  Rozanne  L.  Ridgway], 
who  is  here,  in  the  arms  control  issues 
on  the  one  hand  and  on  regional, 
bilateral,  and  human  rights  issues,  on 
the  other.  And  very  substantial  progress 
was  made  in  both  of  these  areas. 
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As  to  specific  discussion  of  the  two 
items  that  you  mentioned,  it  was  not 
possible  really  to  reach  those  other  than 
by  reference  to  the  importance  of  these 
regional  issues.  I  think  your  question  is  a 
good  one  in  pointing  up  that,  with  all  due 
respect  to  the  importance  of  arms  con- 
trol, it's  these  gnawing  issues  around  the 
world  that  so  upset  people,  that  have  a 
regional  or  human  dimension,  that  are 
underlying  sources  of  tension.  So  we 
need  to  address  them,  and  we  do  and  do 
consistently. 


President's  Address 

to  the  Nation, 
Oct.  13,  19868 

As  most  of  you  know,  I've  just  returned 
from  meetings  in  Iceland  with  the  leader 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev.  As  I  did  last  year  when  I 
returned  from  the  summit  conference  in 
Geneva,  I  want  to  take  a  few  moments 
tonight  to  share  with  you  what  took 
place  in  these  discussions. 

The  implications  of  these  talks  are 
enormous  and  only  just  beginning  to  be 
understood.  We  proposed  the  most 
sweeping  and  generous  arms  control 
proposal  in  history.  We  offered  the  com- 
plete elimination  of  all  ballistic 
missiles— Soviet  and  American— from 
the  face  of  the  Earth  by  1996.  While  we 
parted  company  with  this  American 
offer  still  on  the  table,  we  are  closer 
than  ever  before  to  agreements  that 
could  lead  to  a  safer  world  without 
nuclear  weapons. 

But  first,  let  me  tell  you  that,  from 
the  start  of  my  meetings  with  Mr. 
Gorbachev,  I  have  always  regarded  you, 
the  American  people,  as  full  partici- 
pants. Believe  me,  without  your  support, 
none  of  these  talks  could  have  been  held, 
nor  could  the  ultimate  aims  of  American 
foreign  policy— world  peace  and 
freedom— be  pursued.  And  it's  for  these 
aims  I  went  the  extra  mile  to  Iceland. 

Before  I  report  on  our  talks  though, 
allow  me  to  set  the  stage  by  explaining 
two  things  that  were  very  much  a  part 
of  our  talks,  one  a  treaty  and  the  other  a 
defense  against  nuclear  missiles  which 
we're  trying  to  develop.  Now  you've 
heard  their  titles  a  thousand  times— the 
ABM  Treaty  and  SDI.  Well,  those  letters 
stand  for:  ABM,  Anti-Ballistic  Missile; 
SDI,  Strategic  Defense  Initiative. 


Some  years  ago,  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  agreed  to  limit  any 
defense  against  nuclear  missile  attacks 
to  the  emplacement  in  one  location  in 
each  country  of  a  small  number  of 
missiles  capable  of  intercepting  and 
shooting  down  incoming  nuclear 
missiles,  thus  leaving  our  real  defense— a 
policy  called  mutual  assured  destruction, 
meaning  if  one  side  launched  a  nuclear 
attack,  the  other  side  could  retaliate. 
And  this  mutual  threat  of  destruction 
was  believed  to  be  a  deterrent  against 
either  side  striking  first. 

So  here  we  sit  with  thousands  of 
nuclear  warheads  targeted  on  each  other 
and  capable  of  wiping  out  both  our  coun- 
tries. The  Soviets  deployed  the  few  anti- 
ballistic  missiles  around  Moscow  as  the 
treaty  permitted.  Our  country  didn't 
bother  deploying  because  the  threat  of 
nationwide  annihilation  made  such  a 
limited  defense  seem  useless. 

For  some  years  now  we've  been 
aware  that  the  Soviets  may  be  develop- 
ing a  nationwide  defense.  'They  have 
installed  a  large  modern  radar  at 
Krasnoyarsk  which  we  believe  is  a 
critical  part  of  a  radar  system  designed 
to  provide  radar  guidance  for  anti- 
ballistic  missiles  protecting  the  entire 
nation.  Now  this  is  a  violation  of  the 
ABM  Treaty. 

Believing  that  a  policy  of  mutual 
destruction  and  slaughter  of  their 
citizens  and  ours  was  uncivilized,  I  asked 
our  military  a  few  years  ago  to  study 
and  see  if  there  was  a  practical  way  to 
destroy  nuclear  missiles  after  their 
launch  but  before  they  can  reach  their 
targets  rather  than  to  just  destroy  peo- 
ple. Well,  this  is  the  goal  for  what  we 
call  SDI,  and  our  scientists  researching 
such  a  system  are  convinced  it  is  prac- 
tical and  that  several  years  down  the 
road  we  can  have  such  a  system  ready  to 
deploy.  Now,  incidentally,  we  are  not 
violating  the  ABM  Treaty,  which  per- 
mits such  research.  If  and  when  we 
deploy,  the  treaty  also  allows  withdrawal 
from  the  treaty  upon  6  months'  notice. 
SDI,  let  me  make  it  clear,  is  a  non- 
nuclear  defense. 

Efforts  Toward  Arms  Reductions 

So  here  we  are  at  Iceland  for  our  second 
such  meeting.  In  the  first,  and  in  the 
months  in  between,  we  have  discussed 
ways  to  reduce  and,  in  fact,  eliminate 
nuclear  weapons  entirely.  We  and  the 


Soviets  have  had  teams  of  negotiators  in 
Geneva  trying  to  work  out  a  mutual 
agreement  on  how  we  could  reduce  or 
eliminate  nuclear  weapons.  And  so  far, 
no  success. 

On  Saturday  and  Sunday,  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  and  his  Foreign 
Minister  Shevardnadze  and  Secretary  of 
State  George  Shultz  and  I  met  for  nearly 
10  hours.  We  didn't  limit  ourselves  to 
just  arms  reductions.  We  discussed  what 
we  call  violation  of  human  rights  on  the 
part  of  the  Soviets,  refusal  to  let  people 
emigrate  from  Russia  so  they  can  prac- 
tice their  religion  without  being 
persecuted,  letting  people  go  to  rejoin 
their  families,  husbands  and  wives 
separated  by  national  borders  being 
allowed  to  reunite. 

In  much  of  this  the  Soviet  Union  is 
violating  another  agreement— the 
Helsinki  accords  they  had  signed  in 
1975.  Yuri  Orlov,  whose  freedom  we  just 
obtained,  was  imprisoned  for  pointing 
out  to  his  government  its  violations  of 
that  pact,  its  refusal  to  let  citizens  leave 
their  country  or  return. 

We  also  discussed  regional  matters 
such  as  Afghanistan,  Angola,  Nicaragua, 
and  Cambodia.  But,  by  their  choice,  the 
main  subject  was  arms  control. 

We  discussed  the  emplacement  of 
intermediate-range  missiles  in  Europe 
and  Asia  and  seemed  to  be  in  agreement 
they  could  be  drastically  reduced.  Both 
sides  seemed  willing  to  find  a  way  to 
reduce  even  to  zero  the  strategic  ballistic 
missiles  we  have  aimed  at  each  other. 
This  then  brought  up  the  subject  of  SDI. 

I  offered  a  proposal  that  we  continue 
our  present  research  and,  if  and  when 
we  reached  the  stage  of  testing,  we 
would  sign  now  a  treaty  that  would  per- 
mit Soviet  observation  of  such  tests. 
And  if  the  program  was  practical,  we 
would  both  eliminate  our  offensive 
missiles,  and  then  we  would  share  the 
benefits  of  advanced  defenses.  I 
explained  that  even  though  we  would 
have  done  away  with  our  offensive 
ballistic  missiles,  having  the  defense 
would  protect  against  cheating  or  the 
possibility  of  a  madman  sometime 
deciding  to  create  nuclear  missiles.  After 
all,  the  world  now  knows  how  to  make 
them.  I  likened  it  to  our  keeping  our  gas 
masks  even  though  the  nations  of  the 
world  had  outlawed  poison  gas  after 
World  War  I. 

We  seemed  to  be  making  progress 
on  reducing  weaponry,  although  the 
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General  Secretary  was  registering  oppo- 
sition to  SDI  and  proposing  a  pledge  to 
observe  ABM  for  a  number  of  years  as 
the  day  was  ending. 

Secretary  Shultz  suggested  we  turn 
over  the  notes  our  notetakers  had  been 
making  of  everything  we'd  said  to  our 
respective  teams  and  let  them  work 
through  the  night  to  put  them  together 
and  find  just  where  we  were  in  agree- 
ment and  what  differences  separated  us. 
With  respect  and  gratitude,  I  can  inform 
you  those  teams  worked  through  the 
night  till  6:30  a.m. 

Yesterday,  Sunday  morning,  Mr. 
Gorbachev  and  I,  with  our  foreign 
ministers,  came  together  again  and  took 
up  the  report  of  our  two  teams.  It  was 
most  promising.  The  Soviets  had  asked 
for  a  10-year  delay  in  the  deployment  of 
SDI  programs. 

In  an  effort  to  see  how  we  could 
satisfy  their  concerns  while  protecting 
our  principles  and  security,  we  proposed 
a  10-year  period  in  which  we  began  with 
the  reduction  of  all  strategic  nuclear 
arms,  bombers,  air-launched  cruise 
missiles,  intercontinental  ballistic 
missiles,  submarine-launched  ballistic 
missiles,  and  the  weapons  they  carry. 
They  would  be  reduced  50%  in  the  first 
5  years.  During  the  next  5  years,  we 
would  continue  by  eliminating  all 
remaining  offensive  ballistic  missiles  of 
all  ranges.  And  during  that  time,  we 
would  proceed  with  research,  develop- 
ment, and  testing  of  SDI— all  done  in 
conformity  with  ABM  provisions.  At  the 
10-year  point,  with  all  ballistic  missiles 
eliminated,  we  could  proceed  to  deploy 
advanced  defenses,  at  the  same  time  per- 
mitting the  Soviets  to  do  likewise. 

And  here  the  debate  began.  The 
General  Secretary  wanted  wording  that, 
in  effect,  would  have  kept  us  from 
developing  the  SDI  for  the  entire  10 
years.  In  effect,  he  was  killing  SDI.  And 
unless  I  agreed,  all  that  work  toward 
eliminating  nuclear  weapons  would  go 
down  the  drain— cancelled. 

I  told  him  I  had  pledged  to  the 
American  people  that  I  would  not  trade 
away  SDI— there  was  no  way  I  could  tell 
our  people  their  government  would  not 
protect  them  against  nuclear  destruc- 
tion. I  went  to  Reykjavik  determined 
that  everything  was  negotiable  except 
two  things:  our  freedom  and  our  future. 

I'm  still  optimistic  that  a  way  will  be 
found.  The  door  is  open  and  the 
opportunity  to  begin  eliminating  the 
nuclear  threat  is  within  reach. 


Pursuing  a  Four-Point  Agenda 

So  you  can  see,  we  made  progress  in 
Iceland.  And  we  will  continue  to  make 
progress  if  we  pursue  a  prudent, 
deliberate,  and,  above  all,  realistic 
approach  with  the  Soviets.  From  the 
earliest  days  of  our  Administration,  this 
has  been  our  policy.  We  made  it  clear  we 
had  no  illusions  about  the  Soviets  or 
their  ultimate  intentions.  We  were 
publicly  candid  about  the  critical  moral 
distinctions  between  totalitarianism  and 
democracy.  We  declared  the  principal 
objective  of  American  foreign  policy  to 
be  not  just  the  prevention  of  war  but  the 
extension  of  freedom.  And  we  stressed 
our  commitment  to  the  growth  of 
democratic  government  and  democratic 
institutions  around  the  world.  And  that's 
why  we  assisted  freedom  fighters  who 
are  resisting  the  imposition  of 
totalitarian  rule  in  Afghanistan, 
Nicaragua,  Angola,  Cambodia,  and 
elsewhere.  And,  finally,  we  began  work 
on  what  I  believe  most  spurred  the 
Soviets  to  negotiate  seriously- 
rebuilding  our  military  strength, 
reconstructing  our  strategic  deterrence, 
and,  above  all,  beginning  work  on  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative. 

And  yet,  at  the  same  time  we  set  out 
these  foreign  policy  goals  and  began 
working  toward  them,  we  pursued 
another  of  our  major  objectives:  that  of 
seeking  means  to  lessen  tensions  with 
the  Soviets  and  ways  to  prevent  war  and 
keep  the  peace. 

Now,  this  policy  is  now  paying 
dividends— one  sign  of  this  in  Iceland 
was  the  progress  on  the  issue  of  arms 
control.  For  the  first  time  in  a  long 
while,  Soviet-American  negotiations  in 
the  area  of  arms  reductions  are  moving, 
and  moving  in  the  right  direction— not 
just  toward  arms  control  but  toward 
arms  reduction. 

But  for  all  the  progress  we  made  on 
arms  reductions,  we  must  remember 
there  were  other  issues  on  the  table  in 
Iceland,  issues  that  are  fundamental. 

As  I  mentioned,  one  such  issue  is 
human  rights.  As  President  Kennedy 
once  said,  "And  is  not  peace,  in  the 
last  analysis,  basically  a  matter  of 
human  rights?" 

I  made  it  plain  that  the  United 
States  would  not  seek  to  exploit 
improvement  in  these  matters  for  pur- 
poses of  propaganda.  But  I  also  made  it 
plain,  once  again,  that  an  improvement 
of  the  human  condition  within  the  Soviet 


Union  is  indispensable  for  an  improve- 
ment in  bilateral  relations  with  the 
United  States.  For  a  government  that 
will  break  faith  with  its  own  people  can- 
not be  trusted  to  keep  faith  with  foreign 
powers.  So,  I  told  Mr.  Gorbachev— again 
in  Reykjavik  as  I  had  in  Geneva— we 
Americans  place  far  less  weight  upon  the 
words  that  are  spoken  at  meetings  such 
as  these  than  upon  the  deeds  that  follow. 
When  it  comes  to  human  rights  and 
judging  Soviet  intentions,  we're  all  from 
Missouri— you  got  to  show  us. 

Another  subject  area  we  took  up  in 
Iceland  also  lies  at  the  heart  of  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  Soviet  Union  and 
America.  This  is  the  issue  of  regional 
conflicts.  Summit  meetings  cannot  make 
the  American  people  forget  what  Soviet 
actions  have  meant  for  the  peoples  of 
Afghanistan,  Central  America,  Africa, 
and  Southeast  Asia.  Until  Soviet  policies 
change,  we  will  make  sure  that  our 
friends  in  these  areas— those  who  fight 
for  freedom  and  independence— will  have 
the  support  they  need. 

Finally,  there  was  a  fourth  item. 
And  this  area  was  that  of  bilateral  rela- 
tions, people-to-people  contacts.  In 
Geneva  last  year,  we  welcomed  several 
cultural  exchange  accords;  in  Iceland,  we 
saw  indications  of  more  movement  in 
these  areas.  But  let  me  say  now,  the 
United  States  remains  committed  to 
people-to-people  programs  that  could 
lead  to  exchanges  between  not  just  a  few 
elite  but  thousands  of  everyday  citizens 
from  both  our  countries. 

Prospects  for  Future  Progress 

So  I  think,  then,  that  you  can  see  that 
we  did  make  progress  in  Iceland  on  a 
broad  range  of  topics.  We  reaffirmed  our 
four-point  agenda;  we  discovered  major 
new  grounds  of  agreement;  we  probed 
again  some  old  areas  of  disagreement. 

And  let  me  return  again  to  the  SDI 
issue.  I  realize  some  Americans  may  be 
asking  tonight:  why  not  accept  Mr. 
Gorbachev's  demand?  Why  not  give  up 
SDI  for  this  agreement? 

Well,  the  answer,  my  friends,  is  sim- 
ple. SDI  is  America's  insurance  policy 
that  the  Soviet  Union  would  keep  the 
commitments  made  at  Reykjavik.  SDI  is 
America's  security  guarantee— if  the 
Soviets  should— as  they  have  done  too 
often  in  the  past— fail  to  comply  with 
their  solemn  commitments.  SDI  is  what 
brought  the  Soviets  back  to  arms  control 
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talks  at  Geneva  and  Iceland.  SDI  is  the 
key  to  a  world  without  nuclear  weapons. 

The  Soviets  understand  this.  They 
have  devoted  far  more  resources  for  a 
lot  longer  time  than  we  to  their  own 
SDI.  The  world's  only  operational 
missile  defense  today  surrounds  Moscow, 
the  capital  of  the  Soviet  Union.  What 
Mr.  Gorbachev  was  demanding  at 
Reykjavik  was  that  the  United  States 
agree  to  a  new  version  of  a  14-year-old 
ABM  Treaty  that  the  Soviet  Union  has 
already  violated.  I  told  him  we  don't 
make  those  kinds  of  deals  in  the  United 
States. 

And  the  American  people  should 
reflect  on  these  critical  questions.  How 
does  a  defense  of  the  United  States 
threaten  the  Soviet  Union  or  anyone 
else?  Why  are  the  Soviets  so  adamant 
that  America  remain  forever  vulnerable 
to  Soviet  rocket  attack?  As  of  today,  all 
free  nations  are  utterly  defenseless 
against  Soviet  missiles— fired  either  by 


accident  or  design.  Why  does  the  Soviet 
Union  insist  that  we  remain  so— forever? 

So,  my  fellow  Americans,  I  cannot 
promise,  nor  can  any  President  promise, 
that  the  talks  in  Iceland  or  any  future 
discussions  with  Mr.  Gorbachev  will  lead 
inevitably  to  great  breakthroughs  or 
momentous  treaty  signings. 

We  will  not  abandon  the  guiding 
principle  we  took  to  Reykjavik.  We 
prefer  no  agreement  than  to  bring  home 
a  bad  agreement  to  the  United  States. 

And  on  this  point,  I  know  you're  also 
interested  in  the  question  of  whether 
there  will  be  another  summit.  There  was 
no  indication  by  Mr.  Gorbachev  as  to 
when  or  whether  he  plans  to  travel  to 
the  United  States,  as  we  agreed  he 
would  last  year  in  Geneva.  I  repeat 
tonight  that  our  invitation  stands  and 
that  we  continue  to  believe  additional 
meetings  would  be  useful.  But  that's  a 
decision  the  Soviets  must  make. 


But  whatever  the  immediate  pros- 
pects, I  can  tell  you  that  I'm  ultimately 
hopeful  about  the  prospects  for  progress 
at  the  summit  and  for  world  peace  and 
freedom.  You  see,  the  current  summit 
process  is  very  different  from  that  of 
previous  decades;  it's  different  because 
the  world  is  different;  and  the  world  is 
different  because  of  the  hard  work  and 
sacrifice  of  the  American  people  during 
the  past  5V2  years.  Your  energy  has 
restored  and  expanded  our  economic 
might;  your  support  has  restored  our 
military  strength.  Your  courage  and 
sense  of  national  unity  in  times  of  crisis 
have  given  pause  to  our  adversaries, 
heartened  our  friends,  and  inspired  the 
world.  The  Western  democracies  and  the 
NATO  alliance  are  revitalized,  and  all 
across  the  world,  nations  are  turning  to 
democratic  ideas  and  the  principles  of 
the  free  market.  So  because  the 
American  people  stood  guard  at  the 
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critical  hour,  freedom  has  gathered  its 
forces,  regained  its  strength,  and  is  on 
the  march. 

So,  if  there's  one  impression  I  carry 
away  with  me  from  these  October  tallis, 
it  is  that,  unlike  the  past,  we're  dealing 
now  from  a  position  of  strength,  and  for 
that  reason,  we  have  it  within  our  grasp 
to  move  speedily  with  the  Soviets 
toward  even  more  breakthroughs. 

Our  ideas  are  out  there  on  the  table. 
They  won't  go  away.  We're  ready  to 
pick  up  where  we  left  off.  Our  negotia- 
tors are  heading  back  to  Geneva,  and 
we're  prepared  to  go  forward  whenever 
and  wherever  the  Soviets  are  ready.  So, 
there's  reason— good  reason— for  hope. 

I  saw  evidence  of  this  in  the  prog- 
ress we  made  in  the  talks  with  Mr. 
Gorbachev.  And  I  saw  evidence  of  it 
when  we  left  Iceland  yesterday  and  I 
spoke  to  our  young  men  and  women  at 
our  naval  installation  at  Keflavik— a 
critically  important  base  far  closer  to 
Soviet  naval  bases  than  to  our  own 
coastline. 

As  always,  I  was  proud  to  spend  a 
few  moments  with  them  and  thank  them 
for  their  sacrifices  and  devotion  to  coun- 
try. They  represent  America  at  her 
finest:  committed  to  defend  not  only  our 
own  freedom  but  the  freedom  of  others 
who  would  be  living  in  a  far  more 
frightening  world— were  it  not  for  the 
strength  and  resolve  of  the  United 
States. 

"Whenever  the  standard  of  freedom 
and  independence  has  been.  .  .unfurled, 
there  will  be  America's  heart,  her 
benedictions,  and  her  prayers,"  John 
Quincy  Adams  once  said.  He  spoke  well 
of  our  destiny  as  a  nation.  My  fellow 
Americans,  we're  honored  by  history, 
entrusted  by  destiny  with  the  oldest 
dream  of  humanity— the  dream  of  lasting 
peace  and  human  freedom. 

Another  President,  Harry  Truman, 
noted  that  our  century  had  seen  two  of 
the  most  frightful  wars  in  history.  And 
that  "the  supreme  need  of  our  time  is 
for  man  to  learn  to  live  together  in  peace 
and  harmony." 

It's  in  pursuit  of  that  ideal  I  went  to 
Geneva  a  year  ago  and  to  Iceland  last 
week.  And  it's  in  pursuit  of  that  ideal 
that  I  thank  you  now  for  all  the  support 
you've  given  me  and  I  again  ask  for  your 
help  and  your  prayers  as  we  continue 
our  journey  toward  a  world  where  peace 
reigns  and  freedom  is  enshrined. 


President's  Remarks, 
Oct.  14,  19869 

Well,  thank  you  very  much,  and  welcome 
to  the  White  House  complex.  I  wanted 
all  of  you  to  come  over  this  afternoon  to 
hear  firsthand  about  our  meetings  in 
Iceland,  and  I  have  a  terrible  feeling  that 
almost  anything  I  say  is  going  to  have 
already  been  said  about  that  trip. 

But  before  I  turn  to  my  report,  let 
me  first  say  that  I  couldn't  have  gone  to 
Reykjavik  without  the  hard  work  and 
dedication,  above  and  beyond  the  call  of 
duty,  of  you  men  and  women  that  I  see 
before  me.  You  labored  night  and  day  to 
get  us  ready  for  that  first  meeting,  and  I 
know  we  sort  of  sprung  it  on  you  at  the 
last  minute.  I'm  grateful  to  all  of  you  for 
the  fine  work  you  did,  and  let  me  say 
thanks  as  well  to  the  members  of  that 
small  team  that  I  took  with  me  to  the 
meeting.  They  worked  around  the 
clock— and  I  mean  that  literally.  A  few 
of  them  got  no  sleep  at  all  while  we  were 
there.  I've  long  had  great  respect  for 
every  one  of  them,  and  that  respect 
grew  even  stronger  in  these  4  days. 
They  were  an  outstanding  team,  and  all 
Americans  can  be  proud  of  them  and  of 
the  work  they  did.  And  you  can  be  proud 
of  the  fruit  that  your  work  is  bearing, 
for  the  Reykjavik  meeting  may  have  set 
the  stage  for  a  major  advance  in  the 
U.S. -Soviet  relationship. 

At  Reykjavik  the  Soviet  Union  went 
farther  than  ever  before  in  accepting  our 
goal  of  deep  reductions  in  the  level  of 
nuclear  weapons.  For  the  first  time,  we 
got  Soviet  agreement  to  a  figure  of  100 
intermediate-range  missiles— warheads 
for  each  side  worldwide,  and  that  was  a 
truly  drastic  cut.  And  for  the  first  time 
we  began  to  hammer  out  the  details  of  a 
50%  cut  in  strategic  forces  over  5  years. 
And  we  were  just  a  sentence  or  two 
away  from  agreeing  to  new  talks  on 
nuclear  testing.  And  maybe  most  impor- 
tant, we  were  in  sight  of  a  historic 
agreement  on  completely  eliminating  the 
threat  of  offensive  ballistic  missiles  by 
1996. 

Believe  me,  the  significance  of  that 
meeting  at  Reykjavik  is  not  that  we 
didn't  sign  agreements  in  the  end;  the 
significance  is  that  we  got  as  close  as  we 
did.  The  progress  that  we  made 
would've  been  inconceivable  just  a  few 
months  ago. 


On  issue  after  issue,  particularly  in 
the  area  of  arms  reduction,  we  saw  that 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  was  ready 
for  serious  bargaining  on  real  arms 
reductions.  And  for  me,  this  was  espe- 
cially gratifying.  Just  5V2  years  ago, 
when  we  came  into  office,  I  said  that  our 
objective  must  be— well,  it  must  not  be 
regulating  the  growth  in  nuclear 
weapons,  which  is  what  arms  control,  as 
it  was  known,  had  been  all  about.  No,  I 
said  that  our  goal  must  be  reducing  the 
number  of  nuclear  weapons,  that  we  had 
to  work  to  make  the  world  safer,  not  just 
control  the  pace  at  which  it  became  more 
dangerous.  And  now  the  Soviets,  too, 
are  talking  about  real  arms  reductions. 

And  let  me  say  that  this  wouldn't 
have  been  possible  without  the  support 
that  we've  had  from  the  American  peo- 
ple over  the  last  5V2  years.  Because  the 
American  people  have  stood  behind  us  as 
we  worked  over  the  years  to  rebuild  our 
nation's  defenses.  We  went  to  the 
Iceland  meeting  in  a  position  of 
strength.  The  Soviets  knew  that  we  had 
the  support,  not  only  of  a  strong 
America  but  a  united  NATO  alliance 
that  was  going  ahead  with  deployment 
of  Pershing  II  and  ground-launched 
cruise  missiles.  So,  yes,  it  was  this 
strength  and  unity  that  brought  the 
Soviets  to  the  bargaining  table. 

And  particularly  important,  of 
course,  was  America's  support  for  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI).  Now, 
as  you  know,  I  offered  Mr.  Gorbachev  an 
important  concession  on  SDI.  I  offered 
to  put  off  deployment  for  a  decade,  and  I 
coupled  that  with  a  10-year  plan  for 
eliminating  all  Soviet  and  American 
ballistic  missiles  from  the  face  of  the 
Earth. 

This  may  have  been  the  most  sweep- 
ing and  important  arms  reduction  pro- 
posal in  the  history  of  the  world,  but  it 
wasn't  good  enough  for  Mr.  Gorbachev- 
he  wanted  more.  He  wanted  us  to  accept 
even  tighter  limits  on  SDI  than  the 
Antiballistic  Missile  (ABM)  Treaty  now 
requires;  that  is,  to  stop  all  but 
laboratory  research.  He  knew  this  meant 
killing  strategic  defense  entirely,  which 
has  been  a  Soviet  goal  from  the  start. 
And,  of  course,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
long  been  engaged  in  extensive  strategic 
defense  programs  of  its  own.  And  unlike 
ours,  the  Soviet  program  goes  well 
beyond  research,  even  to  deployment. 
The  Soviet  proposal  would've  given  them 
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an  immediate,  one-sided  advantage,  and 
a  dangerous  one.  And  I  could  not  and 
would  not  agree  to  that.  I  won't  settle 
for  anything  unless  it's  in  the  interest  of 
America's  security. 

Now,  America  and  the  West  need 
SDI  for  long-run  insurance.  It  protects 
us  against  the  possibility  that  at  some 
point,  when  the  elimination  of  ballistic 
missiles  is  not  yet  complete,  the  Soviets 
may  change  their  mind.  We  know  the 
Soviet  record  of  playing  fast  and  loose 
with  past  agreements.  America  can't 
afford  to  take  a  chance  on  waking  up  in 
10  years  and  finding  that  the  Soviets 
have  an  advanced  defense  system  and 
are  ready  to  put  in  place  more 
missiles— or  more  modern  missiles— and 
we  have  no  defense  of  our  own  and  our 
deterrence  is  obsolete  because  of  the 
Soviet  defense  system. 

If  arms  reduction  is  to  help  bring 
lasting  peace,  we  must  be  able  to  main- 
tain the  vital  strategic  balance  which  for 
so  long  has  kept  the  peace.  Nothing 
could  more  threaten  world  peace  than 
arms  reduction  agreements  with 
loopholes  that  would  leave  the  West 
naked  to  a  massive  and  sudden  Soviet 
buildup  in  offensive  and  defensive 
weapons. 

My  guess  is  that  the  Soviets  under- 
stand this  but  want  to  see  how  much  far- 
ther they  can  push  us  in  public  before 
they  once  again  get  down  to  brass  tacks. 
"So,  here's  how  I  see  the  meeting  in 
Iceland  adding  up. 

We  addressed  the  important  issues 
of  human  rights,  regional  conflicts,  and 
our  bilateral  relationship.  And  Mr. 
Gorbachev  and  I  got  awfully  close  to 
historic  agreements  in  the  arms  reduc- 
tion process.  We  took  discussions  into 
areas  where  they  had  never  been  before. 
The  United  States  put  good,  fair  ideas 
out  on  the  table,  and  they  won't  go 
away.  Good  ideas,  after  all,  have  a  life  of 
their  own.  The  next  step  will  be  in 
Geneva,  where  our  negotiators  will  work 
to  build  on  this  progress. 

The  biggest  disappointment  in 
Iceland  was  that  Mr.  Gorbachev  decided 
to  make  our  progress  hostage  to  his 
demand  that  we  kill  our  strategic 
defense  program.  But,  you  know,  I've 
had  some  experience  with  this  kind  of 
thing.  One  of  my  past  jobs  was  as  a 
negotiator  of  labor  agreements  in  the 
motion  picture  industry,  and  I  got  used 
to  one  side  or  another  walking  out  of 


contract  talks.  It  didn't  mean  that  rela- 
tions had  collapsed  or  that  we'd  reached 
an  insurmountable  impasse.  It  some- 
times meant  that  a  little  maneuvering 
was  going  on. 

Well,  it's  important  for  us  right  now 
to  see  the  real  progress  that  we  made  at 
Reykjavik  and  to  unite  so  that  we'll  be 
strong  for  the  next  stage  in  negotiations. 
And  if  we  do  that,  I  believe  that  we  have 
it  within  our  grasp  to  achieve  some  truly 
historic  breakthroughs. 

Last  week  I  described  Iceland  as  a 
base  camp  on  our  way  to  the  summit. 
Well,  this  week  I  want  to  report  to  you 
that  I  believe  there  exists  the  opportu- 
nity to  plant  a  permanent  flag  of  peace 
at  that  summit.  And  I  call  on  the  Soviets 
not  to  miss  this  opportunity.  The  Soviets 
must  not  throw  this  away,  must  not  slip 
back  into  a  greater  arms  buildup.  The 
American  people  don't  mistake  the 
absence  of  a  final  agreement  for  the 
absence  of  progress.  We  made  progress; 
we  must  be  patient.  We  made  historic 
advances;  we  will  not  turn  back. 


White  House  Statement, 
Oct.  15,  19868 

General  Secretary  Gorbachev's  report  to 
the  Soviet  people  was  unprecedented  in 
its  detail.  He  emphasized  the  same  areas 
of  progress  upon  which  U.S.  officials 
have  commented  over  the  past  2  days, 
namely,  strategic  arms  reductions  and 
potential  agreement  on  intermediate 
nuclear  forces.  He  also  clearly  indicated, 
just  as  we  have  done,  that  the  sticking 
point  which  prevented  an  overall  agree- 
ment in  Iceland  was  the  Soviet  Union's 
demand  for  an  end  to  the  U.S.  program 
on  strategic  defense. 

It  is  our  view  that  the  agreements 
and  positions  reached  in  Iceland  remain 
on  the  table.  The  meetings,  which 
reconvene  in  Geneva  today,  will  begin 
where  we  left  off  in  Iceland.  The  Iceland 
talks  were  a  very  important  and  signifi- 
cant step  in  moving  negotiations  for- 
ward. We  want  to  build  upon  the 
groundwork  of  Reykjavik. 


We  take  note  of  some  of  the  political 
rhetoric  in  the  General  Secretary's 
speech,  but  that  was  expected  and  unex- 
ceptional. What  was  remarkable  was 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev's  explana- 
tion of  the  progress  made. 

We  are  pleased  to  note  that,  both  at 
his  press  conference  in  Reykjavik  and  his 
address  to  the  Soviet  people.  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  stated  that  the 
work  that  was  done  in  Reykjavik  will  not 
go  to  waste,  and  the  way  has  now  been 
cleared  for  further  movement  toward 
significant  arms  reduction.  That  is  our 
view. 

We  believe  we  can  go  forward  from 
this  moment  in  a  businesslike  way.  We 
must  listen  to  each  other,  each  explore 
the  views  of  the  other,  and  seek  common 
approaches  and  agree  on  solutions.  We 
think  that  goal  was  accomplished  at 
Rekyjavik  and  should  be  the  goal 
whenever  we  meet. 

We,  like  the  General  Secretary, 
believe  that  the  meeting  overcame 
obstructions  and  minute  details  and  that 
new  approaches  have  been  developed. 
We  believe  there  is  no  going  back  on 
what  was  developed  at  this  meeting,  and 
we  look  forward  to  continued  negotia- 
tions which  will  build  on  the  progress 
achieved  in  Reykjavik. 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  6,  1986. 

^Made  in  the  Cabinet  Room  of  the  White 
House.  Questions-and-answers  following 
remarks  are  omitted  here  (text  from  Weekly 
Compilation  of  Presidential  Documents  of 
Oct.  13.) 

^Press  release  204. 

"•Opening  remarks  on  the  budget  are 
omitted  here  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation 
of  Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  13.) 

^Read  to  news  correspondents  by  prin- 
cipal deputy  press  secretary  to  the  President 
Larry  Speakes  in  the  White  House  Press 
Filing  Center  at  Loftleidir  Hotel  in  Reykjavik 
(text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presiden- 
tial Documents  of  Oct.  20.) 

«Held  at  Loftleidir  Hotel  (press  release 
214  of  Oct.  16). 

Tress  release  223  of  Oct.  16. 

sText  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct  20. 

^Made  in  a  meeting  with  executive  branch 
officers  of  the  Department  of  State  and  the 
U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
(text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presiden- 
tial Documents  of  Oct.  20).  ■ 
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Reykjavik: 

A  Watershed  in  U.S. -Soviet  Relations 


w 


Secretary  Shultz  's  address  before  the 
Commonwealth  Club  in  San  Francisco  on 
October  31,  1986^ 

This  evening,  I  want  to  discuss  with  you 
the  special  significance  of  the  Presi- 
dent's recent  meeting  with  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  in  Iceland.  Over 
the  last  few  weeks,  there's  been  a  good 
deal  said— in  this  country,  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  elsewhere— about  what  really 
happened  at  Reykjavik.  My  own  judg- 
ment is  that  in  a  few  years  we  will  look 
back  at  the  meeting  at  Hofdi  House  as 
something  of  a  watershed,  a  potential 
turning  point  in  our  strategy  for  deter- 
ring war  and  encouraging  peace. 
Tonight,  I  would  like  to  explain  why. 

Before  Reykjavik— for  most  of  the 
postwar  era— we  have  seen  a  steady 
buildup  in  the  size  and  potency  of 
nuclear  forces.  As  a  result,  our  negotia- 
tions with  the  Soviet  Union  have 
centered  on  two  questions:  how  to  con- 
tain this  continuing  growth  of  offensive 
forces;  and  how  to  reverse  the  gradual 
erosion  of  strategic  stability. 

Reykjavik  as  a  Watershed 

At  Reykjavik,  however,  there  was  a 
qualitative  shift  in  the  terms  of  debate. 
For  the  first  time  in  the  long  history  of 
arms  control  talks,  a  genuine  possibility 
of  substantial  reductions  in  Soviet  and 
American  nuclear  arms  appeared.  For 
the  first  time,  we  have  to  begin  to  deal 
seriously  with  the  implications  of  a  much 
less  nuclear,  if  not  non-nuclear,  world. 
We  have  begun  to  discuss  with  the 
Soviets  a  .safer  form  of  deterrence,  one 
based  less  on  the  threat  of  mutual 
annihilation.  And  the  key  to  all  of  this 
has  been  the  President's  research  pro- 
gram, whose  investigation  into  defenses 
against  nuclear  ballistic  missiles  is  our 
best  insurance  policy  for  a  more  secure 
future. 

At  Reykjavik,  the  President  and  the 
General  Secretary  broke  down  the  com- 
plexities of  these  problems  into  a  series 
of  basic  questions. 

With  respect  to  offensive  arms,  the 
important  questions  are  what  systems  to 
reduce  and  how  quickly  to  reduce  them. 
At  Reykjavik,  we  worked  out  a  formula 
for  50%  reductions  in  the  strategic 
nuclear  offensive  forces  of  both  sides 
over  a  5-year  period.  We  agreed  upon 
some  numbers  and  counting  rules— that 


is,  how  different  types  of  weapons  would 
count  against  the  reduced  ceilings. 

For  intermediate-range  nuclear 
missiles— commonly  known  as  INF— we 
reached  agreement  on  even  more  drastic 
reductions,  down  from  a  Soviet  total  of 
over  1,400  to  only  100  warheads  on 
longer-range  INF  missiles  worldwide  on 
each  side.  There  would  be  a  ceiling  on 
shorter-range  INF  missiles  and  negotia- 
tions to  reduce  their  numbers  as  well. 

Right  there  is  the  basis  for  the  most 
significant  arms  control  agreement  ever 
achieved— one  that  doesn't  just  limit  the 
future  growth  of  Soviet  and  American 
nuclear  arsenals  but  which  actually  makes 
deep  and  early  cuts  in  existing  force 
levels.  These  cuts,  it  was  agreed,  would 
reduce  the  numbers  of  heavy,  accurate, 
multiple-warhead  missiles  that  are  the  most 
threatening  and  the  most  destabilizing. 

The  President  and  the  General 
Secretary  went  on  to  discuss  a  program 
for  further  reductions.  The  President 
proposed  to  eliminate,  over  time,  all 
ballistic  missiles.  Mr.  Gorbachev  pro- 
posed to  eliminate  all  strategic  offensive 
forces.  They  discussed  these  and  other 
ideas,  including  the  eventual  elimination 
of  all  nuclear  weapons.  This  discussion 
proved  inconclusive,  but  the  agenda 
itself— and  the  very  word  "elimina- 
tion"—marks  a  stunning  development.  It 
calls  for  us  to  think  deeply  and  more 
creatively  about  future  possibilities  for 
arms  control  and  defense. 

Obviously,  much  more  work  needs  to 
be  done  before  implementation  of  these 
more  ambitious  ideas  might  be  possible. 
For  example,  the  drastic  reduction  and 
ultimate  elimination  of  nuclear  weapons 
will  require  that  we  also  address  the  cur- 
rent East- West  imbalance  of  conven- 
tional forces. 

In  close  collaboration  with  our  allies, 
we  will  have  to  pursue  both  negotiated 
reductions  in  the  Warsaw  Pact's  massive 
and  growing  conventional  forces  and 
increased  efforts  to  strengthen  our  own 
conventional  defenses.  We  must  also 
seek  an  effective  global  ban  on  chemical 
and  biological  weapons.  And,  of  course, 
such  substantial  nuclear  reductions  by 
the  United  States  and  Soviet  Union 
would  require  discussions  with  other 
nations  armed  with  ballistic  missiles, 
who  have  their  own  security 
requirements. 

On  the  defensive  side  of  the  strategic 
equation,  the  two  leaders  again  went 
directly  to  the  basics.  This  meeting  at 


Hofdi  House  was  a  real  working 
meeting.  They  went  right  at  it  and 
talked  substance  throughout  the  entire 
time.  So,  in  this  case,  there  were  two 
primary  questions. 

First,  for  what  period  of  time  are 
the  two  countries  prepared  to  commit 
themselves  not  to  withdraw  from  the 
Antiballistic  Missile  (ABM)  Treaty?  The 
President  agreed  to  Gorbachev's  pro- 
posal for  10  years,  but  in  the  context  of 
steady  reductions  toward  zero  ballistic 
missiles  during  this  period  and  on  the 
understanding  that  either  side  would 
have  the  right  to  deploy  advanced 
defenses  unless  the  parties  should  agree 
otherwise.  j 

Second,  what  would  be  the  con-  f 

straints  on  defensive  programs  during 
this  period?  The  President  proposed  that 
both  sides  strictly  observe  the  ABM 
Treaty  and  carry  out  research,  develop- 
ment, and  testing  permitted  by  the 
treaty.  Mr.  Gorbachev  proposed,  in 
effect,  to  amend  the  ABM  Treaty.  He 
sought  a  prohibition  on  all  testing  out- 
side laboratories— except  testing  of  the 
sort  of  ABM  system  the  Soviets  now 
have  around  Moscow. 

The  President  could  not  agree  to 
confine  the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative 
(SDI)  program  to  the  laboratory  for  10 
years.  We  need  a  vigorous  SDI  program, 
as  permitted  by  the  ABM  Treaty.  We 
need  it  to  give  the  Soviets  an  incentive 
to  agree  now  to  deep  cuts  in  offensive 
forces  and  to  honor  those  agreements 
over  the  coming  years.  We  need  SDI  to 
ensure  the  Soviet  Union's  own  com- 
pliance with  current  ABM  Treaty 
restrictions  on  defenses. 

So  what  did  we  accomplish  at 
Reykjavik?  We  got  agreement  on  the 
outlines  of  a  50%  reduction  in  strategic 
offensive  nuclear  weapons  and  reduc- 
tions to  equal  ceilings  of  100  warheads 
on  intermediate-range  missiles.  The  lat- 
ter figure  would  mean  that  more  than 
90%  of  the  SS-20s  now  targeted  on  our 
friends  and  allies  in  Europe  and  Asia 
would  be  eliminated. 

On  defense  and  space,  there  was 
considerable  movement  on  both  sides. 
Important  differences  were  clarified. 
But  there  was  no  closure.  The  proposal 
made  by  the  President  in  Reykjavik, 
however,  is  now  on  the  negotiating  table 
in  Geneva  and  is  being  discussed  by  our 
delegation  there. 
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On  nuclear  testing,  both  sides  pro- 
posed to  begin  negotiations.  We  dis- 
cussed an  agenda  that  would  meet  both 
sides'  concerns. 

Obviously,  there  is  still  a  long  way  to 
go.  But  at  Reykjavik  we  reached  agree- 
ment on  what  might  be  the  first  steps 
toward  a  more  secure  world  at  lower 
levels  of  nuclear  arms.  We  went  on  to 
discuss  the  possible  next  steps. 

Not  bad  for  2  days'  work.  But  of 
course,  those  2  productive  days  drew  on 
the  immense  amount  of  preparatory 
effort  that  preceded  them. 

The  Need  for  a 
Foundation  of  Strength 

And  that  wasn't  all.  Arms  control  was 
only  one  topic  of  discussion  at  Reykjavik. 
The  President  brought  up  the  full 
breadth  of  our  concerns.  He  cited 
chapter  and  verse  on  the  question  of 
Soviet  human  rights  violations.  The  two 
leaders  reviewed  regional  conflicts— and 
the  President  stated  our  firm  opposition 
to  aggression  and  subversion  by  the 
Soviet  Union  or  its  proxies  in  Afghan- 
istan, Angola,  Central  America,  and 
Indochina. 

At  the  same  time,  the  two  sides  also 
explored  an  expansion  of  bilateral  U.S.- 
Soviet programs,  involving  greater 
people-to-people  contact  and  cooperation 
in  such  areas  of  concrete  interest  to  the 
United  States  as  search  and  rescue  and 
cooperation  in  space.  And  I  might  say, 
over  the  last  couple  of  days  we've  had 
some  very  productive  negotiations  with 
the  Soviets  in  Washington,  and  I  think 
we  have— we  haven't  signed  it— but 
basically,  we  have  the  essence  of  an 
agreement  on  civilian  space  cooperation 
and  the  number  of  projects  identified.  I 
consider  that  a  real  plus. 

As  you  can  see,  we  have  entered  a 
new  stage  in  our  dialogue  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  It  has  the  potential  to  be 
exceptionally  productive.  But  it's  also  a 
period  in  which  conventional  wisdom  is 
being  questioned.  As  we  advance  on  old 
problems,  we  will  face  new  issues  and 
new  challenges. 

So  this  evening  is  a  fitting  moment 
to  review  the  lessons  of  how  we  got  to 
Reykjavik,  what  happened  there,  and 
how  we  should  next  proceed. 

I  would  divide  those  lessons  into 
three  parts.  The  first  lesson  is  that  the 
negotiating  progress  we  achieved  at 
Reykjavik  was  built  upon  a  broad  base  of 
American  and  allied  strength  and 
resolve.  It  was  the  result  of  literally 
years  of  effort. 

This  President,  President  Reagan, 
entered  office  with  his  eyes  open  about 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  reality  of  its 


system.  He  saw  the  clear  need  to 
establish  a  bilateral  U.S. -Soviet  relation- 
ship that  would  advance  U.S.  interests. 
He  was  determined  to  stop  a  growing 
tendency  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  its 
clients  to  pursue  their  regional  objec- 
tives through  subversion  and  armed 
intervention.  He  was  committed  to 
reverse  destabilizing  trends  in  the 
military  balance.  And— most 
significantly— he  was  also  willing  to 
question  whether  our  capacity  to  deter 
Soviet  aggression  must  be  solely  based 
upon  the  threat  of  mutual  assured 
destruction  with  strategic  nuclear 
weapons. 

As  you  might  put  it,  what's  so  good 
about  a  world  that  depends  on  our  ability 
to  wipe  each  other  out  in  30  minutes? 
Don't  make  any  mistake  about  it— that's 
what  their  ballistic  missiles  can  do  to  us, 
and  that's  what  ours  can  do  to  them. 
[Snaps  fingers.]  Wiped  out!  It's  kept  the 
peace,  but  there  must  be  a  better  way, 
the  President  thinks,  and  we're  trying  to 
find  it. 

The  first  few  years  of  this  Adminis- 
tration were  a  period  of  rebuilding  so 
that  we  could  be  in  a  stronger  position  to 
go  forward.  That  meant  reinvigorating 
our  economy,  restoring  our  military 
strength,  and  repairing  our  alliance  ties 
with  our  friends  in  Europe,  Asia,  and 
elsewhere.  It  involved  a  lot  of  unspec- 
tacular but  vital  spadework. 

That  general  approach  is  now  in 
place  and  working.  Here  at  home,  we 
have  reestablished  the  American  spirit  of 
self-confidence.  Our  economy  has  rid 
itself  of  the  corrosive  inflation  of  the 
recent  past.  We  are  embarked  on  sound 
growth.  And  I  have  no  doubt  that  as  the 
marginal  rates  of  taxation  on  income  go 
down,  we  will  see  an  improvement  in  the 
quality  of  that  growth. 

We  have  strengthened  and  modern- 
ized America's  conventional  and 
strategic  military  forces.  Together  with 
our  allies,  we  have  made  progress  in 
rebuilding  NATO's  defenses.  In  the  face 
of  intense  Soviet  pressure  and  domestic 
controversy,  the  Atlantic  alliance  has 
stood  firm  in  support  of  its  decision  to 
redress  a  dangerous  INF  imbalance  with 
the  Soviet  Union,  both  through  negotia- 
tions and  by  deploying  such  forces  of  our 
own. 

And  the  President  has  set  out  to  pro- 
tect us  and  our  allies  against  ballistic 
missiles— by  negotiation  to  the  extent 
possible  but,  in  any  case,  by  learning 
how  to  construct  a  strategic  defense 
against  those  missiles. 

It  was  the  sum  of  these  policies, 
based  on  strength  and  realism,  that 
enabled  the  President  to  propose,  in 
January  1984,  a  more  intensive  dialogue 


with  Moscow.  The  Soviets  were  faced 
with  an  America  confident  in  its 
renewed  strength  and  an  alliance  united 
in  its  support  of  common  objectives. 
They  slowly  came  to  drop  their  earlier 
policies  of  walkouts  and  stonewalling. 
They  returned  to  the  negotiating  table. 
The  resulting  process  of  high-level 
dialogue  led  to  last  year's  Geneva  sum- 
mit and  the  Reykjavik  meeting  earlier 
this  month. 

The  Importance  of  Human  Rights 

Which  leads  me  to  the  second  lesson- 
that  of  the  central  importance  of  human 
rights  in  the  U.S. -Soviet  relationship.  I 
spoke  at  length  on  this  subject  earlier  in 
the  day  in  Los  Angeles,  and  I  hope  that 
you  will  read  what  I  said  there.  I  will  be 
talking  about  human  rights  again  next 
week,  when  I  meet  with  European 
foreign  ministers  in  Vienna  for  a  con- 
ference reviewing  the  Helsinki  Final 
Act. 

Arms  control  agreements  cannot  be 
truly  successful  in  guaranteeing  a  more 
secure  peace  when  one  of  the  signatories 
continues  to  violate  human  rights.  When 
justice  is  violated  and  when  freedom  is 
denied,  then  the  potential  for  distrust 
and  conflict  inevitably  grows  between 
nations.  One  of  the  Soviet  Union's  most 
distinguished  citizens,  Andrey  Sakharov, 
put  it  this  way: 

As  long  as  a  country  has  no  civil  liberty, 
no  freedom  of  information,  and  no  independ- 
ent press,  there  exists  no  effective  body  of 
opinion  to  control  the  conduct  of  the  govern- 
ment and  its  functionaries.  Such  a  situation  is 
not  just  a  misfortune  for  its  citizens  unpro- 
tected against  tyranny  and  lawlessness;  it  is  a 
menace  to  international  security. 

In  preparing  for  Iceland,  the  Presi- 
dent and  I  had  exceptionally  close  con- 
sultations with  concerned  private  Ameri- 
can organizations,  including  the  National 
Council  on  Soviet  Jewry.  As  I  noted 
earlier,  the  President  made  clear  to  the 
General  Secretary  that  the  American 
people  seek  more  than  token  gestures. 
We  want  genuine  evidence— deeds,  not 
words— of  a  serious  commitment  by  the 
Soviet  authorities  to  allow  the  exercise 
of  basic  human  rights  by  all  their 
citizens.  We  succeeded  at  Reykjavik  in 
obtaining  Soviet  acknowledgment  of  the 
rightful  place  of  human  rights  issues  on 
the  agenda  of  official  Soviet-American 
discussions. 

But  now  it's  up  to  all  of  us  to  follow 
up  vigorously.  It's  important  that  we 
continue  to  press  Soviet  authorities  on 
specific  human  rights  problems  on  every 
appropriate  occasion.  The  Soviet  leader- 
ship needs  to  hear  the  message  from 
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Americans  that  continuing  Soviet  abuses 
can  only  jeopardize  efforts  to  mal<e  prog- 
ress in  all  areas  of  U.S. -Soviet  relations. 


Firmness  in  Managing 
Unacceptable  Soviet  Behavior 

The  third  lesson  goes  back  to  a  presenta- 
tion I  made  2  years  ago  to  the  just- 
established  Rand/UCLA  Center  for  the 
Study  of  Soviet  International  Behavior. 
Back  then,  I  noted  the  special  problems 
that  we  face  in  managing  a  sustained 
and  productive  relationship  with  the 
Soviet  Union  when  we  are  likely  to  be 
confronted  periodically  with  outrages 
and  threatening  behavior. 

Given  the  totalitarian  and  expan- 
sionist nature  of  the  Soviet  system,  we 
aren't  surprised— although  we  are 
always  distressed— when  events  arise 
like  the  invasion  of  Afghanistan,  the 
Korean  Air  Lines  shoot-down,  or 
Nick  Daniloff  s  frameup.  We  have  to 
deal  firmly  with  each  instance  of  unac- 
ceptable Soviet  behavior.  The  challenge 
for  the  policymaker  is  to  confront  and 
manage  such  crises  on  their  own  terms, 
without  sacrificing  other  important 
areas  of  interest  to  the  United  States. 

Let  me  stop  here  to  tell  you  a  spy 
story.  It  illustrates  the  need  for  deter- 
mination and  firmness  in  resisting  Soviet 
actions  against  our  interests. 

We  have  known  for  a  long  time  that 
the  Soviets  use  their  diplomatic  missions 
here  and  elsewhere  as  a  cover  for 
espionage.  As  this  activity  grew  increas- 
ingly blatant  and  harmful  to  U.S. 
interests,  it  became  clear  that  we  could 
no  longer  tolerate  this  situation. 

In  March  of  this  year,  we  announced 
a  program  to  reduce  the  three  Soviet 
UN  Missions  to  a  size  essentially 
equivalent  to  that  of  our  own  mission  in 
New  York.  Bear  in  mind  that  their  mis- 
sion was  more  than  the  total  of  the  next 
two  largest  missions  at  the  United 
Nations  combined.  It  tells  you 
something. 

You  will  recall  that  one  of  the 
anomalies  of  the  original  UN  structure 
was  that  it  allowed  for  a  U.S.S.R.,  a 
Ukrainian,  and  a  Belorussian  Mission. 
We  told  the  Soviets  that  they  would 
have  to  reduce  these  personnel  from 
approximately  275  to  170  by  April  1988. 
The  first  cut  of  25  in  the  largest  of  the 
three,  the  U.S.S.R.  Mission,  was  to  take 
effect  by  October  1  of  this  year.  The 
total  at  that  mission  would  then  be  218. 
All  three  of  the  Soviet  missions  would  be 
cut  in  later  increments. 

In  August,  the  problem  of  espionage 
at  the  United  Nations  was  highlighted  by 
the  arrest  of  Mr.  Zakharov,  a  Soviet 
citizen  assigned  to  the  UN  Secretariat. 


In  theory  at  least,  he  was  an  interna- 
tional civil  servant.  As  such,  he  was  not 
covered  by  diplomatic  immunity.  He  was 
arrested  and  charged. 

One  week  later,  the  Soviets  set  up 
U.S.  news  correspondent  Nick  Daniloff 
and  arrested  him  on  a  trumped-up 
charge  of  espionage.  In  short,  they  took 
a  hostage.  We  made  clear  to  the  Soviets 
from  the  start  that  there  would  be  no 
Daniloff-Zakharov  trade.  We  took  advan- 
tage of  every  meeting  with  the  Soviets 
at  every  diplomatic  level  to  hammer  that 
message  home.  We  kept  the  discussion 
of  other  important  issues  alive  but  made 
it  clear  to  the  Soviets  who  participated 
in  those  meetings  that  it  was  far  from 
business  as  usual. 

Meanwhile,  as  October  1  approached, 
the  Soviets  indicated  publicly— their 
Ambassador  at  the  United  Nations,  very 
defiantly— that  they  were  making  no 
plans  to  comply  with  our  requirement 
that  their  UN  Mission  be  reduced.  So  we 
were  forced  to  make  sure  that  they  met 
the  deadline  we  had  established.  We 
expelled  25  of  their  Soviet  Mission  per- 
sonnel by  name.  And  we  chose  indi- 
viduals who  we  had  reason  to  suspect 
were  not,  shall  we  say,  overly  burdened 
with  legitimate  UN  business. 

After  several  weeks  of  standoff,  our 
firm  refusal  to  swap  Nick  Daniloff  bore 
fruit.  On  September  29,  he  was 
released  free  and  clear,  without  being 
tried.  Mr.  Zakharov's  case  was  handled 
on  our  side  in  full  accordance  with  U.S. 
law,  as  we  had  said  it  would  be  from  the 
beginning.  The  day  he  departed  the 
United  States,  September  30,  we  were 
able  to  announce  the  imminent  release 
from  the  Soviet  Union  of  Yuriy  Orlov. 
That  giant  of  the  Soviet  human  rights 
movement  arrived  in  this  country  a  week 
later. 

I  might  say  that  in  my  4V2  years  as 
Secretary  of  State,  there  have  been  no 
greater  moments  for  me  than  the  oppor- 
tunity I've  had  to  sit  down  with  Natan 
Shcharanskiy  and  Yuriy  Orlov  and  talk 
to  them  and  get  a  sense  of  this  irre- 
pressible human  spirit.  When  you  think 
of  the  repression  they  endured,  the 
sacrifices  they  made,  to  see  these  two 
human  beings  bounce  back,  see  their 
strengths,  see  their  resilience— well,  it 
makes  you  proud  to  be  a  human  being. 
And  I  had  the  experience  of  having  them 
thank  me  for  helping  them  get  out,  and  I 
had  to  say  to  them,  "It  was  a  privilege 
and  an  honor."  They're  wonderful 
people.  But  it  gives  you  great  faith  in 
the  human  spirit. 

Despite  our  warnings  to  the  Soviets 
that  we  would  tolerate  no  retaliation 
against  our  personnel  in  Moscow  for  the 
steps  we  had  taken  to  end  spying  from 


their  UN  Mission,  the  Soviets  proved 
unwilling  to  show  the  necessary 
restraint.  They  declared  five  members  of 
the  staffs  of  our  Moscow  Embassy  and 
Leningrad  Consulate  General  persona 
non  grata— that's,  a  diplomatic  word  for 
"get  out." 

Again,  our  response  was  firm  and 
focused  on  the  problem  at  hand.  We  put 
the  Soviets  on  notice  that,  henceforth, 
all  matters  involving  our  respective 
missions  in  each  others'  countries  would 
be  handled  on  the  basis  of  strict 
reciprocity.  We  then  expelled  55  Soviet 
Embassy  and  Consulate  General 
officials,  bringing  their  numbers  into  line 
with  the  number  of  U.S.  diplomats  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  Soviets  responded  by  declaring 
another  five  of  our  diplomats  persona 
non  grata.  They  also  withdrew  over  200 
Soviet  citizens  performing  service  func- 
tions for  our  posts.  These  people  did 
useful  work  for  us— while  undoubtedly 
also  performing  tasks  for  Soviet 
intelligence.  But  the  Soviet  Government 
accepted  both  the  common  ceiling  we 
had  established  and  the  principle  of 
reciprocity  upon  which  we  had  insisted. 

So  what  does  the  balance  sheet 
show?  By  responding  firmly,  by  showing 
consistency,  we  have  established  much 
better  control  over  Soviet  activities  in 
the  United  States  than  we  have  had  for 
many  years.  We  have  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  highest  levels  of  the 
Soviet  Government  the  costs  of  their 
intelligence  service's  unfettered  abuse  of 
Soviet  diplomatic  establishments  in  this 
country.  We  have  established,  once  and 
for  all,  the  principle  of  reciprocity  in  the 
operations  of  our  respective  diplomatic 
missions. 

What  price  did  we  pay  for  these 
achievements?  There  was  a  cost.  Ten 
talented  American  diplomats  have  been 
removed  from  the  Soviet  Union  and  will 
be  unable  to  return  to  use  the  specialized 
skills  they  have  developed.  There  is  now 
reciprocity  in  numbers— but  at  a  lower 
level  than  had  been  our  original  goal. 
This  means  that  a  higher  percentage  of 
our  personnel  in  Moscow  and  Leningrad 
will  be  supporting  a  significantly  smaller 
substantive  staff.  But  in  deciding  how  to 
respond  to  the  problem  of  Soviet 
espionage  in  this  country,  we  concluded 
that  these  were  costs  we  had  to  be 
prepared  to  pay. 

But  our  willingness  to  pay  this  price, 
and  our  determination  to  take  the  steps 
we  did  to  rein  in  Soviet  espionage,  did 
not  prevent  us  from  continuing  our  vital 
substantive  dialogue  with  Moscow. 
Indeed,  even  as  this  spy  story  was  play- 
ing itself  out,  we  were  setting  the  stage 
for  the  progress  the  President  was  able 
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to  make  with  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev in  Reykjavik. 

I'll  have  to  pause  and  give  my 
colleague  in  the  foreign  ministry 
business— Mr.  Shevardnadze,  the 
Foreign  Minister  of  the  Soviet  Union- 
credit  here.  He  worked  at  this  very  hard 
and  diligently. 

Next  Steps 

Where  do  we  go  from  here?  For  our 
part,  we  are  energetically  pursuing  the 
promise  of  Reykjavik.  Our  negotiators  in 
Geneva  are  picking  up  where  the  two 
leaders  left  off  on  nuclear  and  space 
issues.  We  are  also  ready  to  begin 
negotiations  on  verification  improve- 
ments to  existing  nuclear  testing 
agreements  and,  eventually,  on  further 
limitations  on  nuclear  testing  in  step-by- 
step  fashion  in  parallel  with  further 
reductions  in  nuclear  forces. 

We  will  be  talking  about  these  and 
other  problems  with  Soviet  Ambassador 
Dubinin  in  Washington  and  through  our 
Ambassador  in  Moscow,  Art  Hartman.  I 
will  be  meeting  with  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze  in  Vienna  next  week  to 
continue  our  own  exchanges— not  just  on 
arms  control  but  on  Soviet  activities  in 
the  Third  World,  human  rights,  and 
other  problems  in  our  bilateral 
relationship. 

Whether  we  can  achieve  concrete 
results  and  early  agreements  now 
depends  on  the  Soviets.  Some  of  their 
public  statements  have  been  modestly 
encouraging.  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev seems  to  agree  with  us  that  the 
Reykjavik  meeting  was  useful  and  that  it 
is  important  that  both  sides  use  this 
opportunity  to  work  to  improve  rela- 
tions. As  he  has  said,  they're  full  of 
energy  to  follow  up  on  what  he  described 
as  the  "new  situation"  created  by 
Reykjavik,  and  it  is  a  new  situation. 
Well,  so  are  we.  And  we'll  be  looking  to 
them  to  give  concrete  substance  to  their 
words  at  the  negotiating  table. 

Not  surprisingly,  however,  the 
Soviets  are  also  trying  to  cast  the  details 
of  the  Reykjavik  discussions  along  lines 
most  favorable  to  them.  Their  efforts  to 
link  a  possible  INF  agreement  with  our 
acceptance  of  their  position  on  SDI  are  a 
good  example.  We've  seen  differing 
Soviet  statements  on  this  question.  We 
don't  see  any  reason  why  these  issues 
should  be  linked,  and  we're  going  to  pro- 
ceed on  that  basis.  In  the  past,  we 
haven't  accepted  the  proposition  that 
negotiating  progress  on  intermediate- 
range  or  strategic  offensive  systems 
should  be  held  hostage  to  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  position  in  another  area. 
We  won't  now. 


So  all  of  this  may  take  some  time  to 
work  out— but  that's  to  be  expected  in 
negotiating  with  the  Soviets.  Firmness, 
patience,  and  determination  are 
necessary  ingredients  for  success. 

But  we  should  also  continue  to  look 
forward— with  imagination  and  crea- 
tivity. The  President  believes  strongly 
that  we  need  to  go  beyond  half- 
measures;  we  shouldn't  always  be  tied  to 
traditional  solutions  that  don't  really  get 
to  the  heart  of  a  particular  problem. 
Several  years  ago,  he  proposed  that  we 
seek  the  global  elimination  of  Soviet  and 
American  intermediate-range  missiles. 
Not  a  freeze,  not  token  reductions,  but 
zero-zero.  He  got  a  good  deal  of  criticism 
at  the  time  for  supposedly  being 
unrealistic  and  overly  ambitious.  Some 
people  said  making  such  a  proposal 
shows  that  the  President  isn't  serious 
about  arms  control. 

Now— 5  years  later— General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  has  agreed  to 
reduce  intermediate-range  nuclear 
missiles  on  both  sides  to  100  warheads 
globally.  As  I  noted  before,  that  is  a 
reduction  of  more  than  90%  in  SS-20 
warheads.  And  there  will  be  follow-on 
negotiations  on  eliminating  those  100 
warheads  as  well.  Make  no  mistake 
about  it.  It  has  been  tough  getting  this 
far.  Long  negotiations  were  required; 
and  great  effort  on  the  part  of  our  allies 
was  needed  in  getting  us  through  some 
difficult  times.  We  still  have  to  nail  down 
a  formal  agreement  and  put  it  into  force. 
But  I  hope  you  will  think  about  this 
experience  the  next  time  you  hear  one  of 
this  President's  proposals  called 
"unrealistic." 

So  were  our  discussions  at  Reykjavik 
ambitious?  Yes.  Unrealistic?  No.  We 
think  that  substantial  Soviet  and 
American  nuclear  reductions  are  possible 
and  that  they  can  be  achieved  in  a 
phased  and  stabilizing  way.  Reykjavik 
laid  the  groundwork  for  that  process  to 
begin. 

Now  we  need  to  think  hard  about 
where  we  want  to  go  next,  about  what 
kind  of  situation  we  want  to  create  in 
the  future.  We  need  to  look  at  a  world 
with  far  fewer  nuclear  weapons.  We  may 
even  need  to  begin  thinking  seriously 
about  a  world  with  no  nuclear  weapons. 

One  fact  seems  apparent.  Even  after 
the  possible  elimination  of  all  ballistic 
missiles,  we  will  need  an  insurance 
policy  to  hedge  against  cheating,  against 
third  countries,  against  a  madman.  We 
don't  know  now  what  form  this 
insurance  policy  will  take.  The  retention 
of  a  small  nuclear  deterrent  force  could 
be  part  of  that  insurance  policy.  What 
we  do  know  is  that  the  President's  pro- 
gram for  defenses  against  nuclear 


ballistic  missiles  can  be  a  key  part  of 
that  insurance  policy.  Such  defenses  for 
the  United  States  and  its  allies  will  give 
us  the  options  needed  to  approach  a 
world  with  far  fewer  nuclear  weapons. 

None  of  this  came  up  suddenly  at 
Reykjavik.  The  President  has  made  clear 
for  many  years  his  goal  of  eliminating 
ballistic  missiles  and— in  proper 
circumstances— all  nuclear  weapons.  He 
has  made  speeches  on  this  subject;  he 
has  campaigned  on  this  issue;  he 
addressed  it  in  the  debates;  and  he 
launched  the  SDI  program  with  this  goal 
in  mind.  The  President  hasn't  changed. 
What  has  changed  is  that  his  goal  is  now 
being  taken  seriously.  I  heard  someone 
say  that  all  this  was  fine  as  long  as  it 
was  only  campaign  talk.  Well,  they 
weren't  listening  carefully.  Now  it  is 
being  discussed  for  real. 

Obviously,  we  are  taking  on  a  dif- 
ficult task  as  we  move  to  create  the  con- 
ditions in  which  we  can  assure  the 
freedom  and  security  of  our  country  and 
our  allies  without  the  constant  threat  of 
nuclear  catastrophe.  Progress— whether 
in  science  or  foreign  affairs— often  has 
to  do  with  the  reinterpretation  of 
fundamental  ideas. 

Times  of  reinterpretation  are  dif- 
ficult. Hard  thinking  can  hurt  your  head. 
But  we  cannot  shirk  the  challenge.  As 
Albert  Einstein  warned  after  the  dawn 
of  the  nuclear  age:  "Everything  has 
changed  but  our  way  of  thinking." 
That's  a  sage  observation— particularly 
as  we  continue  to  look  at  the  problem  of 
managing  our  long-term  relations  with 
the  Soviet  Union  in  a  time  of  dramatic 
technological  and  strategic  change. 

So  it  just  may  be  that  nuclear 
weapons,  and  the  strategy  of  mutual 
assured  destruction  that  has  shaped  our 
defense  policy  for  decades,  are  part  of 
the  old  way  of  thinking.  We  have  to 
start  to  wrap  our  minds  around  new 
interpretations  and  build  new  realities. 
If  we  do,  perhaps  we  can  shape  a  more 
secure  world  for  everybody. 


'Press  release  239  of  Nov.  3,  1986.  The 
question-and-answer  session  following  the 
address  is  not  printed  here.  ■ 
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Human  Rights 

and  Soviet-American  Relations 


Secretary  Shultz  's  address  before  the 
World  Affairs  Council  in  Los  Angeles  on 
October  31,  1986.^ 

Two  years  ago,  when  I  delivered  a 
speech  here  in  Los  Angeles  on  Soviet- 
American  relations,  I  addressed  both  the 
limits  and  the  necessity  of  negotiating 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  I  pointed  out  that 
in  the  nuclear  age  we  must  seek  to 
resolve  our  differences  with  the  Soviet 
Union  through  negotiations.  Yet  we 
know  that  the  Soviets  behave  in  ways 
that  are  repugnant  to  us  and  that  violate 
our  standards  of  human  conduct.  We 
obviously  cannot  say  that  until 
everything  is  settled  with  the  Soviets, 
nothing  can  be  settled  with  them.  But 
we  can  and  do  say  that  until  there  is 
substantial  Soviet  progress  in  the  vital 
area  of  human  rights,  advances  in  other 
areas  of  the  relationship  are  bound  to  be 
constrained. 

Managing  Soviet-American  relations 
is  of  special  significance  today,  in  the 
aftermath  of  the  Reykjavik  meeting. 
Reykjavik  was  a  watershed  in  our  discus- 
sions with  the  Soviets  on  arms  control 
and  international  security.  I'll  be  discuss- 
ing the  Reykjavik  meeting  in  greater 
detail  this  evening  in  San  Francisco,  and 
I  hope  you'll  all  want  to  read  that 
speech.  The  point  I  want  to  emphasize 
this  afternoon  is  that  arms  control 
agreements  with  a  regime  that  violates 
human  rights  cannot  be  truly  successful 
in  guaranteeing  international  security. 
But,  nevertheless,  I  think  very  possibly, 
as  we  look  back  4,  5,  10  years  from  now, 
we  will  more  and  more  identify  the 
Reykjavik  meeting  as  a  watershed 
meeting,  a  meeting  of  tremendous 
potential  significance. 

But,  nevertheless,  the  human  rights 
part  of  this  story  is  of  extraordinary  and 
special  importance. 

Perhaps  Andrey  Sakharov  has  said  it 
best.  "No  matter  how  important  arms 
control  discussions  are,"  he  said,  "they 
can  produce  decisive  results  only  when 
they  are  joined  to  the  resolution  of 
broader  and  more  complicated  prob- 
lems. .  .  including  questions  of  human 
rights." 

Sakharov  went  on  to  elaborate  the 
relationship  between  international 
security  and  human  rights,  and  he  said: 


The  freedom  to  exchange  information  at 
home  and  across  international  borders,  the 
freedom  to  move  at  home  and  to  travel  or 
emigrate  abroad,  all  rank  as  prerequisites  of 
international  trust,  basic  to  the  process  of 
diminishing  hostility.  As  long  as  a  country  has 
no  civil  liberty,  no  freedom  of  information, 
and  no  independent  press,  then  there  exists 
no  effective  body  of  public  opinion  to  control 
the  conduct  of  the  government  and  its  func- 
tionaries. Such  a  situation  is  not  just  a  mis- 
fortune for  citizens  unprotected  against 
tyranny  and  lawlessness;  it  is  a  menace  to 
international  security. 

Those  are  Sakharov's  words. 

The  Reagan  Administration  shares 
this  view.  Governments  which  abuse  the 
rights  of  their  own  people  cannot  be 
expected  to  act  in  a  more  civilized  man- 
ner abroad.  For  this  reason  we 
emphasize  human  rights  issues  in  all  of 
our  official  dealings  with  the  Soviets.  I 
will  do  so  next  week,  when  I  go  to 
Vienna  to  participate  in  the  35-nation 
conference  that  will  review  implementa- 
tion of  the  1975  Helsinki  accords.  Today, 
I  would  like  to  discuss  our  long-term 
strategy  for  promoting  human  rights  in 
the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Reagan  Administration  is  pro- 
foundly convinced  that  as  important  as 
are  the  reduction  and  eventual  elimina- 
tion of  offensive  nuclear  weapons,  arms 
control  can  never  be  the  main  preoccupa- 
tion of  American  foreign  policy.  It  has 
never  been  mankind's  goal  simply  to  sur- 
vive. Through  the  centuries  men  and 
women  have  struggled  to  overcome 
poverty  and  to  free  themselves  from  the 
oppression  of  arbitrary  rule.  They  have 
sought  to  create  free  and  prosperous 
communities  governed  by  the  rule  of  law 
rather  than  the  caprice  of  the  few.  This 
struggle  for  freedom  is  the  very 
hallmark  of  our  civilization.  It  is  the 
story  of  human  progress. 

We  in  the  West  can  be  justly  proud 
of  the  prosperity  and  political  freedom 
that  we  have  achieved.  Indeed,  we 
believe  the  two  go  together.  But  we  can- 
not forget  that  others  in  our  world  live 
lives  that  are  neither  prosperous  nor 
free.  There  remain  all  too  many  nations 
where  human  rights  are  not  respected; 
where  nonviolent  political  dissent  is  not 
permitted;  and  where  unfettered 
religious  worship  is  not  tolerated. 


One  such  country  is  the  Soviet 
Union.  Because  it  is  among  the  most 
powerful  of  nations  and  enjoys  influence 
far  beyond  its  borders,  the  way  Soviet 
leaders  treat  their  people  is  of  special 
concern.  This  is  why,  as  we  seek  a  less 
confrontational  relationship  with  the 
Soviet  Union,  we  must  call  upon  Soviet 
leaders  to  demonstrate  respect  for  basic 
human  rights.  These  are  not  two  incom- 
patible policies;  they  are  complementary 
approaches  to  the  same  objective. 

Human  Rights  and  the 
New  Soviet  Leadership 

Within  the  past  2  years,  a  new  leader- 
ship has  come  to  power  in  Moscow.  Its 
capacity  for  serious  negotiation  was  evi- 
dent in  our  arms  control  discussions  at 
Reykjavik.  And  we  are  seeing,  in  new 
Soviet  domestic  poHcies,  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev's  determination  to 
modernize  the  Soviet  economy.  His 
policy  of  glasnost— that  is,  "openness"— 
has  made  the  Soviet  media  somewhat 
more  informative.  At  the  same  time,  we 
see  no  sign  that  the  Soviet  ruling  elite  is 
willing  to  yield  even  a  small  portion  of 
its  control  over  the  lives  of  its  citizens. 

This  new  Soviet  Government  is 
showing  an  appreciation  of  Western- 
style  public  relations.  Not  very  long  ago, 
Soviet  officials  were  distinguished 
primarily  by  how  little  they  had  to  say 
and  how  unwilling  they  were  to  say  it. 
Today,  they  appear  eager  to  be  inter- 
viewed, to  advance  and  defend  Soviet 
policies.  But  until  Soviet  human  rights 
policies  are  defensible,  until  the  Soviet 
Union  adheres  to  the  norms  of  contem- 
porary civilization,  improved  public  rela- 
tions techniques  will  not  get  them  very 
far. 

To  be  sure,  Soviet  leaders  have 
shown  increasing  awareness  of  the 
public  relations  price  they  pay  as  a  result 
of  their  conduct  in  the  field  of  human 
rights.  They  have  demonstrated  that 
awareness  with  some  high-profile 
actions.  These  gestures  are  welcome. 
And,  I  might  say,  the  dramatic  permis- 
sion of  Dr.  Goldfarb,  brought  to  the 
United  States  by  Armand  Hammer,  was 
among  those  very  welcome  gestures,  and 
we  appreciate  that.  But  they  are  no 
substitute  for  genuine  and  sustained 
progress  in  the  human  rights  area. 
Moreover,  many  of  these  actions  are 
qualified  by  serious  limitations. 

We  were  pleased  that  Natan 
Shcharanskiy  and  Yuriy  Orlov  were 
freed,  but  it  was  in  exchange  for  Soviet 
spies.  Mrs.  Yelena  Bonner  was  permit- 
ted to  travel  to  the  West  for  medical 
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treatment  but  has  returned  to  incom- 
municado detention  in  Gorkiy.  A  high 
percentage  of  divided-family  and 
separated-spouse  cases  were  resolved, 
but  even  here  we  have  not  approached 
total  resolution  of  all  cases.  Imprisoned 
poet  Irina  Ratushinskaya  was  released 
before  she  completed  her  sentence,  but 
most  Helsinki  monitors  remain  in  jail. 
The  sister  of  cancer  patient  Mikhail  Shir- 
man  was  released  to  travel  to  Israel, 
where  an  operation  could  possibly  save 
his  life;  but  this  action  occurred  only 
after  an  unconscionable  delay  which  has 
reduced  the  chances  of  success  for  treat- 
ment. A  few  refuseniks  are  allowed  to 
emigrate  while  total  emigration  figures 
plummet.  And  this  past  summer,  the 
Soviets  created  a  new  Humanitarian  and 
Cultural  Affairs  Office  in  their  Ministry 
of  Foreign  Affairs,  but  there  is  no  indi- 
cation that  it  is  intended  to  deal  with  the 
Soviet  Union's  human  rights  problems. 

These  gestures  are  welcome.  They 
are  obviously  of  vital  importance  to  the 
individuals  directly  affected.  And  I 
might  say,  from  my  own  standpoint,  in 
my  4V2  years  now  as  your  Secretary  of 
State,  I  can't  think  of  any  experiences  to 
compare  with  the  privilege  of  meeting 
and  talking  for  a  while  with  Messers. 
Shcharanskiy  and  Orlov.  You  get  a  sense 
of  the  unquenchability  of  the  human 
spirit  and  the  courage  that  individuals 
can  show.  These  two  men  thanked  me, 
and  they  thanked  the  President,  for 
helping  them,  and  I  can  weep  over  such 
thanks  because  it's  such  a  privilege  to 
help  people  who  are  so  courageous. 

But  the  release  of  these  individuals 
does  not  represent  a  fundamental 
change  in  the  Soviet  system  or  in  Soviet 
human  rights  policy.  Indeed,  it  seems 
clear  that  these  limited  actions  have 
been  carefully  calculated  to  satisfy  world 
opinion  at  little  or  no  internal  cost.  The 
Soviets  hope,  no  doubt,  to  use  these 
relatively  few  high-profile  cases  to  divert 
public  attention  from  their  continuing 
and  systematic  denial  of  basic  human 
rights.  But  whatever  their  motives,  we 
can  at  least  say  that  such  actions 
demonstrate  Soviet  concern  for  world 
opinion. 

Soviet  authorities  may  not  accept 
the  legitimacy  of  the  Western  moral 
tradition,  but  they  do  feel  its  pressure. 
We  must  hope  that  in  time  the  new 
generation  of  Soviet  leaders  will  change 
its  repressive  practices  for  the  right 
reasons— not  in  order  to  pacify  outraged 
world  opinion  but  because  it  comes  to 
understand  that  a  truly  strong,  confident 
government  is  strengthened,  not 
weakened,  when  it  protects  the  rights  of 
its  domestic  critics. 


The  Human  Rights  Situation 
in  the  Soviet  Union 

In  reacting  to  these  Soviet  gestures,  we 
must  keep  clear  in  our  own  minds  what 
they  mean  and  what  they  do  not  mean. 
We  must  not  gloss  over  the  grim  reality 
of  Soviet  internal  repression.  At  the 
CSCE  [Conference  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe]  review  con- 
ference that  I  mentioned  earlier,  we  will 
again  raise  our  human  rights  concerns— 
not  to  score  propaganda  points  but  to 
describe  the  human  rights  situation  in 
the  Soviet  Union  as  it  actually  is. 

•  For  Soviet  Jewry,  the  situation  is 
bleak  and  deteriorating.  Jewish  emigra- 
tion in  1986  has  fallen  to  the  lowest  level 
in  20  years,  down  more  than  98%  from 
the  all-time  high  of  1979.  Soviet  officials 
sometimes  attribute  this  fall  in  emigra- 
tion to  the  fact  that  all  Soviet  Jews  who 
wish  to  leave  have  already  done  so.  But 
we  know  the  names  of  11,201  Soviet 
Jews  who  have  applied  and  have  been 
denied  permission  to  emigrate.  These 
are  the  "refuseniks,"  some  of  whom 
have  been  fired  from  their  jobs,  har- 
assed, or  even  imprisoned.  We  can  also 
confirm  that  at  least  380,000  additional 
Soviet  Jews  would  like  to  leave  the 
Soviet  Union— I  say,  at  least.  Raising 
this  issue  is  perfectly  legitimate.  The 
Soviet  Union  has  signed  politically  bind- 
ing international  instruments  which 
require  respect  for  basic  human  rights, 
including  the  right  to  leave  one's  coun- 
try. Commitments  assumed  under  these 
documents  are  as  binding  as  any  other 
international  commitment. 

•  The  situation  for  other  religious 
groups  is  also  deteriorating.  Four  hun- 
dred religious  believers  are  currently 
imprisoned  for  participating  in  so-called 
unauthorized  religious  ceremonies. 
Evangelical  Christians  currently  make 
up  one-third  of  all  known  Soviet 
prisoners  of  conscience.  Their  beliefs, 
and  those  of  millions  of  their  brethren, 
are  continuously  mocked  and  ridiculed  in 
the  Soviet  media.  Freedom  of  conscience 
is  crippled  by  legislation  and  adminis- 
trative controls  that  make  religious 
believers  second-class  citizens  and  force 
many  to  violate  the  law  in  order  to  prac- 
tice their  faith.  Can  you  imagine,  it's 
against  the  law  to  practice  your  religious 
faith? 

•  Meanwhile,  Andrey  Sakharov  and 
Yelena  Bonner  have  once  again  disap- 
peared into  Gorkiy,  cut  off  from  the 
world,  their  welfare  and  whereabouts 
unknown.  And  39  Helsinki  monitors 
remain  in  Soviet  prisons  or  in  labor 
camps.  They  are  being  punished  not  for 
attempting  to  overthrow  the  Soviet 


state,  nor  for  the  commission  of  any 
crime,  but  for  publicizing  Soviet  failures 
to  live  up  to  the  international  com- 
mitments the  Soviet  Government  assumed 
under  the  Helsinki  Final  Act.  Hundreds, 
perhaps  thousands,  of  other  Soviet 
citizens  have  been  incarcerated— many  in 
psychiatric  hospitals  and  many  on 
trumped-up  charges— for  trying  to  exer- 
cise what  in  the  West  are  taken  for 
granted  as  basic  human  rights. 

•  Nor  is  such  persecution  limited  to 
Soviet  citizens.  In  the  international 
arena,  the  Soviet  Union  continues  to 
wage  its  ruthless  war  against  the  people 
of  Afghanistan.  The  Soviet  Union  also 
supports  the  Vietnamese  occupation  of 
Cambodia  and  Vietnam's  war  against 
the  Cambodian  resistance.  And  the 
Daniloff  affair  has  demonstrated  that 
even  innocent  Americans  are  at  risk  if 
their  imprisonment  serves  Soviet 
purposes. 

These  are  only  some  examples  of  the 
massive  human  rights  violations  rou- 
tinely practiced  by  Soviet  authorities. 
Yet  despite  all  the  evidence  of  such  prac- 
tices, some  people  still  find  it  hard  to 
believe  that  a  great  power  like  the 
Soviet  Union  treats  its  own  people  so 
brutally.  So  let  me  provide  you  with  just 
one  more  example. 

Nina  Kovalenko,  a  refusenik  artist 
and  member  of  the  so-called  Group  to 
Establish  Trust  Between  the  U.S.S.R. 
and  the  U.S.A.  was  arrested  on  Sep- 
tember 25  and  confined  to  a  psychiatric 
hospital  for  demonstrating  in  support  of 
U.S.  newsman  Nicholas  Daniloff.  Close 
family  sources  report  that  she  is  being 
forcibly  administered  four  different 
drugs  in  seven  daily  sessions;  and  she 
has  been  repeatedly  interrogated 
about  her  part  in  the  pro-Daniloff 
demonstration. 

This  is  the  second  time  that  Mrs. 
Kovalenko  has  been  assigned  to  a 
psychiatric  hospital.  A  slight,  softspoken 
woman  of  47  years,  Mrs.  Kovalenko  has 
no  history  of  mental  illness  or  instability. 
She  is  quite  sane.  Her  only  "wrong- 
doing"—if  that  is  the  proper  word— is 
her  desire  to  establish  better  relations 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  and  her  courage  in  speak- 
ing up  for  Nick  Daniloff. 

Soviet  spokesmen  are  constantly  tell- 
ing us  about  their  desire  to  establish 
better  relations  between  our  two  coun- 
tries. Nina  Kovalenko  also  wants  to 
improve  Soviet-American  relations.  So 
we  must  ask:  how  does  Nina  Kovalenko 
threaten  the  Soviet  system?  What  crime 
has  she  committed  that  makes  her  sub- 
ject to  psychiatric  torture?  Is  this  how 


December  1986 


27 


THE  SECRETARY 


Soviet  authorities  intend  to  establish 
trust  between  our  two  nations?  What  is 
behind  such  profoundly  repugnant 
behavior? 

When  you  look  at  the  Soviet  human 
rights  situation  in  its  totality— and 
when  you  consider  the  fates  of  the 
Kovalenkos,  the  Sakharovs,  the  Mar- 
chenkos,  the  Nudels,  the  Slepaks,  the 
Koryagins,  and  so  many,  many  others- 
only  one  conclusion  is  possible:  the 
Soviet  Union  regularly  violates  interna- 
tional human  rights  commitments- 
including  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights  and  the  Helsinki 
Accords— to  which  it  is  a  party.  It  does 
not  observe  the  legal  procedures  and 
ethical  values  developed  by  civilized 
societies.  And  it  does  not  extend  equal 
protection  of  the  law  to  all  its  citizens. 
The  Soviet  state  remains  profoundly 
repressive,  despite  its  attempts  to  show 
a  more  modern,  humanitarian  face  to  the 
world. 

U.S.  Policy:  Speaking  Out 
on  Our  Concerns 

In  dealing  with  this  fundamental  fact, 
we  must  be  realistic.  We  can  take 
cautious  encouragement  from  the  fact 
that  the  new  Soviet  leadership— for 
whatever  reasons— has  taken  steps  that 
we  can  welcome.  It  is  possible  that  the 
policies  we  have  been  pursuing  have 
helped  to  create  the  environment  in 
which  these  new  developments  are  tak- 
ing place.  In  any  event,  we  in  the  West 
must  maintain  our  pressure  on  the 
Soviet  Union.  We  must  continue  to  insist 
that  nothing  short  of  significant,  sus- 
tained progress  on  human  rights  will 
satisfy  us.  We  must  make  certain  that  all 
the  democracies— not  just  a  few  of  us— 
maintain  this  pressure.  We  all  share  a 
concern  over  Soviet  human  rights 
abuses,  and  we  must  show  it.  The  Soviet 
authorities  will  have  no  incentive  to 
change  if  they  believe  we  do  not  care. 

We  must  also  work  closely  with  our 
concerned  domestic  constituencies.  One 
of  the  highlights  of  the  recent  meeting  in 
Reykjavik  was  its  intimate  relation  to 
one  of  the  most  intensive  series  of 
domestic  human  rights  consultations  in 
American  history.  Nongovernmental 
organizations  and  Members  of  Congress 
directly  participated  in  the  formulation 
of  our  negotiating  position.  This  meant 
that  when  President  Reagan  raised  the 
subject  with  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev,  he  was  speaking  not  only  for 
himself  and  his  Administration,  but  for 
an  America  united  in  its  concern  on 
this  issue.  Perhaps  for  this  reason,  we 
succeeded  in  obtaining  grudging  Soviet 


acknowledment  of  the  rightful  place  of 
human  rights  issues  on  the  agenda  of 
official  Soviet-American  discussions. 

So  how  best  can  we  get  the  Soviets 
to  realize  that  if  they  are  going  to  enjoy 
the  fruits  of  a  more  cooperative  relation- 
ship with  the  West,  they  must  pay 
increasing  attention  to  our  concerns? 
Some  believe  that  the  best  way  is  to 
quarantine  the  Soviets,  to  limit  our 
bilateral  contacts  to  an  absolute 
minimum  until  they  carry  out  a  massive 
program  of  internal  reform.  This 
method,  we  must  recognize,  has  been 
tried  and  found  wanting.  Although  it 
does  register  our  disapproval  of  Soviet 
human  rights  practices,  it  has  little 
chance  of  actually  improving  them. 

Let  me  propose  what  I  believe  is  a 
better  way.  When  the  communists  seized 
power  69  years  ago,  they  claimed  that 
their  new  system  represented  the  wave 
of  the  future.  In  fact,  the  future  has 
increasingly  passed  them  by.  Today,  the 
Soviet  leadership  wants  to  have  it  both 
ways:  it  seeks  to  gain  acceptance  by  the 
West;  yet  it  also  seeks  to  keep  its  people 
isolated  from  the  free  ideas  and  the 
human  contacts  that  are  the  very 
essence  of  modern  life. 

If  we  in  the  West  are  ever  going  to 
develop  constructive  relations  with  the 
Soviet  Union,  they  will  not  come  by 
shunning  contact.  On  the  contrary,  we 
must  take  advantage  of  the  new  style 
of  Soviet  diplomacy  to  expose  Mr. 
Gorbachev,  his  associates,  and  the  Soviet 
people  to  the  depth  of  our  revulsion  at 
Soviet  human  rights  abuses.  We  must 
make  use  of  every  channel  we  can,  of 
every  forum  that  presents  itself,  to  get 
the  Soviet  leadership  to  acknowledge  the 
reality  that  less  repression  at  home  is 
the  key  to  greater  acceptance  abroad. 

As  governments,  we  must  seek 
every  opportunity  to  bring  our  human 
rights  concerns  directly  to  the  attention 
of  Soviet  authorities  and  people.  We 
need  to  tell  them,  time  and  again,  that 
the  way  they  treat  their  people  is  not 
acceptable  in  this  day  and  age.  We  must 
impress  upon  them  that  they  will  never 
be  fully  welcomed  by  us  so  long  as  they 
maintain  their  repressive  policies. 

People-to-People  Exchanges 

Beyond  formal  exchanges  with  Soviet 
authorities,  it  is  in  our  interest  to 
encourage  as  much  contact  as  possible 
between  our  two  societies,  between 
American  and  Soviet  people  directly. 
Within  the  Soviet  Union  today,  there  are 
some  who  recognize  the  need  for  change. 
And  we  can  only  benefit  from  getting 
Soviet  citizens  to  take  a  close  look  at  our 
way  of  life.  As  they  see  that  our  society 


works,  they  will  question  why  theirs 
doesn't.  Such  exposure  to  life  beyond 
their  restrictive  borders  can  only  convey 
the  truth:  that  economies  and  societies 
genuinely  thrive  and  prosper  when 
people  are  free,  when  they  can  exchange 
ideas  and  opinions  without  fear.  This  is 
why  President  Reagan  proposed  a  major 
people-to-people  exchange  program  prior 
to  the  Geneva  summit. 

At  Geneva  itself,  we  gained  Soviet 
agreement  to  a  number  of  exchange  pro- 
grams. To  date,  these  programs  remain 
modest  in  terms  of  the  numbers  of 
individuals  involved.  Perhaps  Soviet 
authorities  still  fear  exposing  significant 
numbers  of  their  citizens  to  our  people 
and  to  our  way  of  life.  This  is  all  the 
more  reason  to  press  for  vastly  expanded 
exchanges.  We  need  to  work  toward  the 
day  when  tens  and  even  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  Soviet  citizens,  and  par- 
ticularly young  people,  routinely 
exchange  visits  with  their  counterparts 
in  the  United  States  and  other  Western 
countries.  Such  contacts  can  help  over- 
come the  artificial  barriers  imposed  by 
the  Soviet  Government  on  the  flow  of 
information  to  their  people  and  can  help 
convey  the  truth  about  the  United  States 
and  the  West.  We  are  confident  that 
genuine  people-to-people  contacts  can 
build  real  constituencies  for  peace  in 
both  countries.  For,  as  President  Reagan 
has  observed,  "People  don't  start  wars; 
governments  do." 

Naturally,  it  will  be  extremely 
important  for  our  people— both  officials 
and  private  citizens— who  engage  in 
these  exchange  programs  to  understand 
the  nature  of  the  society  they  are  deal- 
ing with.  This  is  crucial,  because  the 
Soviet  Government  will  undoubtedly 
argue  that  doctors,  scientists,  and 
dancers  can  get  together  without  having 
to  worry  about  such  "political"  issues  as 
human  rights.  We  believe  it  is  essential 
that  all  participants— ours  and  theirs— 
understand  that  these  exchanges  cannot 
reach  their  full  potential  in  an  environ- 
ment of  continuing  Soviet  human  rights 
abuses. 

We  need  to  be  persistent.  We  know 
from  experience  that  the  Soviets  are 
tireless  in  pressing  their  vital  concerns. 
Well,  human  rights  is  our  vital  concern. 
It  is  at  the  core  of  American  foreign 
policy  because  it  is  central  to  America's 
conception  of  itself  and  its  role  in  the 
world.  We  must  never  be  afraid  to  speak 
up  for  our  deepest  values  and  most  funda- 
mental beliefs.  We  must  never  be  reluc- 
tant to  go  that  extra  mile.  And  we  must 
never  desist  from  the  all-important 
effort  to  change  Soviet  human  rights 
practices. 
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To  be  sure,  there  are  those  who  say 
that  the  Soviet  Union  cannot  and  will 
not  change;  that  Soviet  leaders  will 
never  open  up  their  borders  to  the  types 
of  exchanges  we  would  like  to  see.  Well, 
maybe  so.  But  if  we  fail  to  make  the 
effort,  the  Soviet  Union  will  most 
assuredly  remain  a  closed  society,  a 
prison  for  its  own  citizens  and  a  perma- 
nent threat  to  the  rest  of  the  world. 

The  ultimate  challenge,  of  course,  is 
to  the  new  Soviet  leadership  itself.  That 
leadership  is  showing  some  interest  in 
expanding  contacts  abroad  in  the 
interests  of  modernizing  more  rapidly.  It 
must  realize  that  a  system  which  keeps 
photocopiers  and  mimeograph  machines 
under  strict  control  cannot  exploit  the 
benefits  of  the  dawning  information  age. 
It  must  suspect  in  its  heart  of  hearts 
that  the  Soviet  Union  will  never  be  able 
to  catch  up  with  the  West  without  open- 
ing itself  up  to  the  free  exchange  of 
ideas  and  information.  Indeed,  with 
every  Western  innovation  in  information 
technology  that  brings  the  world  closer 
together,  the  leaders  of  the  Soviet  Union 
are  reminded  of  their  agonizing  choice: 


they  must  either  open  up  their  society  to 
the  freedoms  necessary  for  the  pursuit 
of  technological  progress,  or  they  risk 
falling  even  further  behind  the  West. 

How  the  Soviet  Union  responds  to 
this  choice  largely  depends  on  its 
leaders.  We  in  the  West  must  never 
delude  ourselves  that  we  can  have  more 
than  a  marginal  impact  on  the  Soviet 
decisionmaking  process.  But  to  the 
extent  that  our  words  and  actions  are 
heeded,  our  message  must  be  une- 
quivocal: Soviet  isolation  from  the 
modern  world  is  not  the  result  of  some 
vast,  anti-Soviet  plot;  rather,  it  is  the 
inevitable  consequence  of  Soviet 
behavior.  If  Soviet  authorities  hope  to 
gain  acceptance  by  the  international 
community,  they  must  begin  to  respect 
the  rights  of  their  people.  Their  only 
alternative  is  to  perpetuate  the  terrible 
legacy  of  their  past  and  remain  a 
backward  outcast  on  the  margins  of  the 
modern  world. 


iPress  release  238  of  Nov.  3,  1986.  The 
question-and-answer  session  following  the 
address  is  not  printed  here.  ■ 


Secretary's  Interview  on  "Meet  the  Press  " 


Secretary  Shultz  was  interviewed  on 
NBC-TV's  "Meet  the  Press"  on  October 
19,  1986,  by  Marvin  Kalb,  NBC  News; 
Robert  Novak,  Chicago  Sun-Times  syn- 
dicate; and  Bernard  Gwertzman,  The 
New  York  Times.  ^ 

Q.  Last  Sunday  Secretary  Shultz 
was  to  have  been  our  guest  from 
Iceland.  He  couldn't  make  it  because 
he  and  the  President  were  engaged  at 
the  very  moment  in  intense  negotia- 
tions with  Soviet  leader  [Mikhail] 
Gorbachev,  negotiations  that  ulti- 
mately collapsed  when  the  Soviet 
leader  demanded  certain  constraints 
on  the  U.S.  space  defense  program, 
popularly  known  as  "Star  Wars,"  and 
the  President  refused  to  yield.  So 
where  do  we  go  from  here? 

Mr.  Secretary,  one  key  issue  that 
has  come  up  is  the  contention  that  you 
have  made,  and  the  President,  that 
(what)  the  Russians  wanted  to  do  was 
to  kill  SDI,  the  Strategic  Defense  Ini- 
tiative. The  Russians  have  said,  and 
there  have  been  reports  in  the  past 
couple  of  days  suggesting  that  what 
the  Russians  really  want,  it  seems,  is 
some  kind  of  compromise  because 


what  they  are  asking  is  that  research 
and  testing  be  limited  to  the  lab  but  in 
some  cases  be  allowed  outside  the  lab 
when  it  is  ground-based  systems 
involved. 

Is  that  some  effort  to  strike  a 
compromise? 

A.  Of  course,  in  Reykjavik  it  seemed 
to  us  that  when  talking  about  a 
laboratory,  a  confined  space,  what  you 
could  do  there  wouldn't  be  the  things 
needed  to  really  develop  this  program, 
and  so  that  seemed  like  an  effort  to  crip- 
ple the  program.  If  they  have  further 
ideas— and  there  have  been  suggestions 
that  they  may— there  is  a  good  place  for 
them  to  put  them  down  on  the  table  in 
Geneva;  and  Max  Kampelman  [U.S. 
negotiator  on  defense  and  space  arms 
and  head  of  U.S.  delegation  on  arms  con- 
trol negotiations]  is  there,  and  he  is 
ready  to  talk. 

Q.  But  the  key  point  here,  I  think, 
is  the  sort  of  maximalist  statement 
that  you  have  made,  that  they  want  to 
kill  it,  and  they  seem  to  be  coming 
back  and  saying  that  it's  not  killing  so 
much  as  curtailing.  And  that  sounds 
like  the  beginning  of  a  compromise, 
does  it  not? 


A.  We  will  have  to  see  what  they 
put  down  on  the  table  in  Geneva.  But,  at 
any  rate,  we  are  there  and  we've  made  a 
tremendous  amount  of  progress  not  only 
on  intermediate-range  missiles  and 
strategic  arms  and  missiles  but  also  in 
the  space  defense  area.  So  there  is  a  lot 
to  build  on,  and  we're  ready  to  do  it. 

Q.  You  have  said  a  couple  of  times 
this  past  week  that  Mr.  Gorbachev 
sent  you  a  message  on  Tuesday 
through  the  Soviet  Ambassador,  Mr. 
[Yuriy]  Dubinin.  In  this  new  outburst 
of  candor  that  you  are  all  engaged, 
could  you  tell  us  what  that  message 
said? 

A.  He  said  that  he  had  had  a  conver- 
sation with  Mr.  Gorbachev  before  they 
each  left  Reykjavik  and  that  Mr. 
Gorbachev  had  instructed  him  to  come  in 
and  see  me.  Aside  from  certain  matters 
having  to  do  with  content,  which  I  don't 
think  it  is  appropriate  to  talk  about,  but 
relating  to  this  issue  that  you  raised,  the 
main  message  seemed  to  be  that  [Soviet 
Foreign  Minister]  Shevardnadze  and  I 
had  developed  a  certain  relationship  and 
we  should  keep  it  moving  and  we  should 
be  thinking  about  when  we  might  meet 
again. 

So  we  discussed  the  fact  that  prob- 
ably both  of  us  will  be  in  Vienna  in  the 
middle  of  November— early  part  of 
November— and  so  we  will  undoubtedly 
try  to  arrange  a  meeting. 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  sense  of  what 
you  would  like  to  accomplish  out  of 
that  meeting  with  Shevardnadze? 
What  particular  parts  you'd  like  to 
pull  together? 

A.  There  are  two  things  that  we 
didn't  really  finish.  Although  we  seem  to 
come  to  closure  on  them  in  Reykjavik, 
we  didn't  finish  in  the  sense  of  getting 
really  precisely  done  language.  One  has 
to  do  with  nuclear  testing  and  the  other 
with  intermediate-range  missiles  in 
Europe  and  Asia.  So  those  are  things 
we'll  be  working  on  in  Geneva,  and  they 
may  get  some  attention. 

Of  course,  from  our  standpoint,  we 
think  it  is  very  important  to  keep 
pushing  on  this  issue  of  human  rights 
because  it  is  so  fundamental  to  what 
may  or  may  not  be  the  kind  of  relation- 
ship we  are  able  to  have. 

Q.  It  was  announced  in  Moscow 
today  that  they  are  kicking  out  five  of 
our  diplomats  in  retaliation  for  our 
ouster  of  25  of  their  excess  people  at 
the  United  Nations.  What  is  our  reac- 
tion going  to  be  on  that?  Are  we  going 
to  retaliate,  too,  or  are  we  going  to 
turn  the  other  cheek? 
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A.  We  will  protest,  and  we  will  take 
some  action. 

Q.  What  action,  sir? 

A.  That  remains  to  be  seen.  The 
President  will— we'll  consult  and  talk  to 
the  President  and  he'll  decide. 

Q.  Are  the  25  we  have  kicked 
out — are  they  all  espionage  agents? 
Are  some  of  them  espionage  agents? 

A.  They  are  people  that  we  feel 
have  some  connection  with  espionage 
activity  or  at  least  are  affiliated  with 
units  in  the  Soviet  Union  that  engage  in 
that  activity. 

At  any  rate,  we  handed  over  a  list  of 
25  names,  and  all  of  those  people  have 
left. 

Q.  This  week  the  Soviets  did  allow 
a  prominent  dissident,  Mr.  [David] 
Goldfarb,  to  leave  as  well  as  a  couple 
to  go  to  Israel.  Was  this  worked  out 
with  you  at  the  time  of  the  [U.S.  News 
&  World  Report  correspondent 
Nicholas]  Daniloff  business  when  Mr. 
Orlov  [Yuriy  Orlov,  Soviet  physicist 
and  human  rights  activist]  was  freed 
or  was  this  as  part  of  any  summit 
arrangement  that  they  promised  to  let 
out  some  of  the  more  prominent 
people? 

A.  We  didn't  have  any  precise 
agreement;  although,  many  names  of 
individuals  were  talked  about  as  well  as, 
of  course,  the  great  mass  of  people  by 
the  hundreds  of  thousands  that  would 
like  to  emigrate.  So  all  of  that  was 
discussed,  but  there  was  no  precise 
agreement  on  either  of  those  cases. 

Q.  Do  you  think  Mr.  Gorbachev  is 
aware  that  if  he  came  to  the  United 
States  without  a  major  change  in  this 
human  rights  situation,  he  could 
barely  meet  with  the  President 
without  there  being  huge 
demonstrations? 

A.   Ue  certainly  is  aware,  or  at  least 
he's  been  told  directly,  that,  of  course, 
we  will  welcome  him  here  in  the  United 
States  and  he  will  be  treated  with  the 
respect  and  dignity  that  he  deserves,  but 
that  there  won't  be  the  kind  of  warmth 
out  there  in  the  American  public  that 
we'd  like  to  see  because  of  the  human 
rights  problems. 

Q.   Following  up  the  Goldfarb 
question.  Senator  Malcolm  Wallop  of 
Wyoming,  who  is  a  strong  supporter  of 
the  President,  has  said  that  the  Soviet 
Union  has  an  unlimited  number  of 
these  politically  persecuted  prisoners, 
and  he  just  questions  the  idea  of  hav- 
ing a  human  meat  market  where,  in 
return  for  various  concessions  we  may 


make  on  arms,  that  they  one-by-one 
will  release  dissidents.  Don't  you  have 
some  concerns  about  that? 

A.  I  think  this  business  of 
persecuting  people  in  the  first  place  is 
one  of  the  aspects  of  their  system  that 
we  find  the  most  objectionable  and  the 
most  difficult  in  terms  of  conceiving  of  a 
good  relationship  between  the  two  coun- 
tries. Trading  in  human  beings  is 
inherently  a  repulsive  matter. 

Realistically,  we  have  to  say  their 
system  is  as  it  is;  and  when  we  can  get 
people  out,  we  are  glad  to  have  them 
out.  But  we  always  emphasize  not  only 
these  names  of  people  who  have  been  so 
courageous  but  also  the  great  mass  of 
people  beyond  that  that  need  to  have 
attention.  I  must  say  if  you  have  met,  as 
I've  had  the  privilege  of  doing,  Natan 
Shcharanskiy  and  Mr.  Orlov,  you  have  to 
come  away  feeling  inspired  and  privi- 
leged at  the  unquenchable  human  spirit 
that  those  people  represent. 

Q.  I  just  want  to  follow  up  the 
question  of  the  25  Soviet  employees 
that  we  expelled  and  now  their  retalia- 
tion. Was  this  even  mentioned  at 
Reykjavik?  This  was  supposed  to  be  a 
major  topic  of  conversation  there.  Was 
it? 

A.  It  wasn't  brought  up  because, 
really,  we  were  so  engaged  in  these 
other  things  that  the  time  to  do  it— it 
would  have  been  between  Mr.  Shevard- 
nadze and  me— just  wasn't  there. 

Q.  One  of  the  things  that  you 
obviously  were  focusing  on  was  the 
President's  Strategic  Defense 
Initiative,  and  I  want  to  go  back  to  one 
of  the  earlier  questions.  You  were  say- 
ing that  what  the  United  States  really 
wants  to  do  is  to  develop  this  sytem. 
At  the  same  time,  the  basic  rationale 
of  the  Administration  is  that  you  are 
really  engaged  in  simply  a  research 
program. 

Isn't  it  time  now,  since  SDI  is  so 
central  to  the  effort,  to  say,  really, 
that  it's  not  just  research  that  you're 
engaged  in;  it's  part  of  the  strategy  of 
the  United  States  and  that  there  will 
be  a  lot  of  SDI  if  there  are  a  lot  of 
offensive  missiles,  and  less  SDI  if 
there  are  fewer  offensive  missiles? 

A.  The  object  isn't  to  just  do 
research.  The  object  of  the  research  is  to 
find  our  way  to  a  system  that  will  work 
and  that  will  survive  and  that  will  have 
the  attribute  that  it  is  less  expensive  to 
add  a  piece  of  defense  than  it  is  a  piece 
of  offense  so  that  it  can  go  forward.  So 
the  object  is  to  learn  how  and  be  able  to 
protect  ourselves  against  ballistic 
missiles.  That's  what  we  want  to  do. 


Q.  Okay.  But  isn't  the  strategic 
rationalization  for  the  whole  thing,  or 
shouldn't  it  be,  that  there  would  be  a 
highly  developed  SDI  if  there  were 
many  offensive  missiles;  if  there  were 
fewer — if  you  could  work  that  out 
with  the  Russians — there's  less  of  a 
need  for  the  SDI,  or  less  of  a  need  for 
that  much  of  SDI;  isn't  that  right? 

A.  Certainly,  if  we're  able  to  come 
to  agreement  on  the  elimination  of  all 
ballistic  missiles,  as  the  President  pro- 
posed in  Reykjavik  and  also  in  his  letter 
to  Mr.  Gorbachev  last  July— if  we  are 
able  to  do  that,  then  the  threat  against 
you,  that  you  have  to  protect  against,  is 
much  different.  And  so,  presumably, 
what  you  deploy  would  be  much 
different. 

Q.  I'd  like  to  clear  one  thing  up. 
Dr.  Kissinger  referred  to  it  in  a  col- 
umn today.  Did  you  feel  in  the  final 
round  of  discussions  in  Iceland,  when 
the  President  put  forth  his  proposal 
for  10-year  adherence  to  the  ABM 
[Antiballistic  Missile]  Treaty  as  well 
as  ending  all  ballistic  missiles  in  10 
years,  did  you  feel  that  you  had  the 
consensus  of  the  Administration  on 
that?  Had  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
been  consulted  ahead  of  time? 

In  other  words,  there's  a  criticism 
that  the  President  and,  I  guess, 
yourself  were  kind  of  winging  it  there 
in  the  end. 

A.  Of  course,  there  were  represen- 
tatives there  of  all  of  the  different  agen- 
cies, including  both  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  in  Mr.  Perle 
[Richard  N.  Perle,  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  International  Security 
Policy]  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in 
General  [John]  Moellering,  so  everybody 
was  presented  there. 

The  offer  the  President  put  forward 
drew  on  what  had  developed  and  sent  to 
Mr.  Gorbachev  in  a  formal  letter  that 
everyone  signed  off  on.  In  that  letter  we 
had,  in  one  way  or  another,  identified  7 
years  when  there  would  be  adherence  to 
the  ABM  Treaty,  or  not  departing  from 
it— giving  notice  under  it— and  in  a 
2-year  period  a  negotiation  to  eliminate 
all  offensive  ballistic  missiles.  So  those 
ingredients  were  there  as  part  of  what 
was  proposed  and  had  been  talked  about 
before  the  Reykjavik  meeting. 

The  President  sort  of  combined 
those  things  together,  seeing  the  Soviet 
desire  for  a  10-year  nonwithdrawal 
period,  and  I  thought  it  was  a  pretty 
creative  piece  of  work. 

Q.  It  might  be  creative,  but  if  you 
are  not  going  to  deploy  any  part  of  the 
SDI  for  10  years,  a  lot  of  people  who 
are  supporters  of  it  think  it's  a  dead 
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system.  Is  that  the  decision  of  the  U.S. 
Government,  not  to  deploy  for  10 
years? 

A.  The  offer  of  the  President  put 
that  forward  in  conjunction  with  some 
very  important  things— namely,  cutting 
in  half  of  all  strategic  arms  and 
eliminating  offensive  ballistic  missiles. 
That's  what  the  strategic  defense  is 
defending  against.  So  you  are  getting 
something  very  important  for  that 
10-year  period. 

Furthermore,  since  it  is  pretty  clear 
by  now  that  the  existence  of  a  vigorous 
strategic  defense  program  has  been 
responsible  for  a  lot  of  this  activity,  cer- 
tainly we  want  to  keep  in  being,  not  only 
for  deploying  it  as  an  insurance  policy 
but  as  a  way  of  being  sure  that  the 
reductions  actually  take  place. 

Q.  There  is  word  from  Moscow 
today  quoting  unnamed  U.S.  officials 
as  saying  that  perhaps  over  the  next 
several  months  there  is  a  good 
possibility  of  getting  an  agreement 
with  the  Russians  on  limiting  and 
monitoring  nuclear  tests.  What  is  your 
judgment? 

A.  I  think  that's  a  fair  appraisal. 
The  situation  is  that  we  agreed  on  cer- 
tain increments  of  what  could  become  an 
overall  agreement— those  being,  let's  get 
some  verification  provisions  that  will 
improve  our  ability  to  know  what  goes 
on  under  the  Threshold  Test  Ban  and 
other  treaties;  let's  ratify  those  treaties 
and  put  them  into  effect.  That 
establishes  a  ceiling  on  the  weight  of  the 
tests,  on  how  big  they  are. 

Then  we  can  agree  on  the  ultimate 
goal  of  a  comprehensive  test  ban.  From 
our  standpoint,  we  insist  that  that  can 
only  be  reached  through  a  negotiation 
that  envisages  a  step-by-step  decline  in 
testing  in  line  with,  or  parallel  with,  a 
decline  in  nuclear  weapons.  So  those  are 
increments  of  it.  And  no  doubt  the 
Soviets  will  want  to  put  those  pieces 
together  in  a  somewhat  different  way 
than  we  do,  but  I  should  think  it  would 
be  possible  to  work  something  out. 

Q.  But  is  it  your  understanding 
that  to  work  that  out  there  is  now, 
post-Iceland  summit,  a  Soviet  require- 
ment that  it's  all  one  large  package, 
that  unless  you  can  also  take  care  of 
the  question  of  space  defense  weapons 
you  really  cannot  sign  an  agreement  on 
nuclear  tests  or  INF  [intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces],  the  medium- 
range  missiles? 

A.  I  would  doubt  that  that  idea  will 
hold  up  over  time,  but  we'll  see. 

Q.  Also,  on  the  intermediate-range 
missiles,  do  you  think  the  Soviets  will 


eventually  go  back  to  separate  negotia- 
tions and  agreement  on  that  aspect  of 
the  talks? 

A.  Our  position  will  be  that  that 
should  be  separated  out,  and  we  will  go 
forward  with  that.  I  believe  that  in  the 
end— I  hope,  anyway— that  we  will  be 
able  to  work  that  out. 

Q.  Have  the  Germans  and  the 
British  given  you  reports  on  their 
talks  with  Mr.  Karpov  [Viktor  P.  Kar- 
pov,  Soviet  negotiator  on  defense  and 
space  arms  and  head  of  U.S.S.R. 
delegation  on  arms  control  negotia- 
tions]? Was  he  saying  they  could  be 
separated  in  his  discussions  with  them 
and  then  overruled  from  Moscow,  or  is 
it  not  clear? 

A.  It  isn't  clear  exactly.  He  seemed 
to  give  one  message  out,  and  we  heard 
other  things  from  Moscow,  and  they  say 
something  to  a  visiting  leader,  like  the 
President  of  Argentina,  Mr.  [Raul] 
Alfonsin.  So  the  picture  is  moving 
around. 

From  our  standpoint,  what  we  will 
do  is  take  the  position  that  we  think  is 
the  right  position  in  the  various  places 
we're  talking  about  these  things,  and 
keep  after  them. 

Q.  Why  do  you  dismiss  the  linkage 
things,  as  you  do? 

A.   I  don't  dismiss  it. 

Q.  I  mean,  you  don't  take  it 
seriously?  You  don't  think  the  Rus- 
sians are  serious  when  they  say  it  has 
all  got  to  be  a  package? 

A.   I  think  they're  serious.  But  when 
you  say  everything  has  to  be  in  a 
package,  what  is  everything? 

Q.  I  think  what  they  mean  is  what 
you  know. 

A.  I  don't  know  whether  it's— 
maybe  what  they  mean  is  that  the  agree- 
ment that  we  worked  out  very  carefully 
on  strategic  arms  has  to  be  part  of  a 
package.  They  apparently  don't  hook  in 
a  lot  of  the  things  we  talked  about  in  our 
bilateral  relationship  as  necessarily  a 
part  of  any  package,  so  it  remains  to  be 
seen. 

Q.   In  the  article  in  this  morning's 
Washington  Post  by  Henry  Kissinger, 
that  Mr.  Gwertzman  referred  to,  he 
writes  that  he  got  a  "sinking  feeling" 
when  he  read  about  the  U.S. 
negotiators  at  Reykjavik  staying  up  all 
night  to  try  to  work  out  an  agreement 
on  a  proposal  that  had  just  been 
handed  to  them  36  hours  before,  and 
suggested  when  this  proposal  was 
handed  you  should  have  said,  well, 
we'll  study  it.  After  all,  it  took  Mr. 


Gorbachev  months  to  consider  a  much 
less  complicated  proposal  by  President 
Reagan.  Doesn't  Dr.  Kissinger  have  a 
real  point  there? 

A.  No,  he  doesn't.  Not  at  all.  He's 
completely  wrong  about  that. 

Q.  Do  you  think  all-night  negotia- 
tions for  something  affecting  the 
nation's  security  is  nothing  to  worry 
about? 

A.  It's  the  only  way  to  do  it. 

Now  here's  the  point.  For  years. 
President  Reagan  has  been  seeking 
radical  reductions  in  strategic  arms.  He 
has  proposed  it  and  proposed  it  and  pro- 
posed it.  In  Geneva  the  two  leaders 
agreed  on  a  50%  reduction  objective, 
and  we  have  kept  putting  forward  what 
we  think  that  means,  in  detail,  in 
Geneva. 

In  Reykjavik,  what  happened  was 
that  Mr.  Gorbachev  put  forward  an  idea 
that  allowed  us  to  consolidate  ground 
very  close  to  what  we  have  been  propos- 
ing for  years,  so  we  knew  what  we  were 
doing.  Our  people  in  that  negotiation  had 
been  over  that  ground  a  great  deal.  So 
we  were  well  prepared,  not  only  in  terms 
of  positions  but  in  terms  of  highly  com- 
petent people,  and  we  took  advantage  of 
an  opening  and  consolidated  it.  That's 
the  way  you  should  do  it  in  a  negotia- 
tion. You  shouldn't  say,  "Gosh,  it's  time 
for  tea." 

Q.  Just  to  follow  that,  the  media 
blitz — I  mean,  you've  been  on  televi- 
sion more  than  anybody  in  the  history 
of  the  United  States  in  the  last  week. 

A.  And  I  don't  even  get  paid  for  it 
either.  [Laughter] 

Q.  The  idea  you're  giving  is  that 
you  were  just  about  ready  to  have  an 
agreement.  Now  isn't  the  truth  of  the 
matter,  sir,  that  if  they  had  said  yes, 
you  were  nowhere  close  to  an  agree- 
ment? I  mean,  you  would  have  to  get 
the  verification;  there  would  be  just 
interminable  details  to  be  worked  out. 
Isn't  that  correct? 

A.   Lots  of  details  to  be  worked  out. 
But  if  you  start  with  having  set  out  with 
some  precision  with  what  are  called 
"counting  rules"  for  how  you  are  going 
to  count  up— for  example,  bombers  and 
weapons  on  bombers,  and  so  forth- 
worked  out  with  some  precision,  as  we 
did  on  the  strategic  arms  area,  then  it  is 
possible  for  the  negotiation  that  has  to 
be  more  detailed  and  take  the  time  to  go 
forward  based  on  what  was  achieved. 

Q.  I  want  to  switch  areas  with 
you.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  fighting 
going  on  in  the  last  week  in  the  Middle 
East  between  Israel  and  Palestinians, 
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and  Israeli  troops  have  crossed  into 
Lebanon.  Does  American  intelligence 
fear  that  there's  any  likelihood  of  a 
bigger  war  erupting  there  at  this  time? 

A.  We  certainly  don't  want  that  to 
happen.  You  do  have  a  situation  where 
Israel,  in  its  northern  border,  is  con- 
cerned, and  understandably  so,  about 
attacks  that  come  from  southern 
Lebanon,  and  there's  a  very  tense  situa- 
tion there. 

Q.  Are  there  really  intensive  troop 
buildups  along  the  border  now? 

A.  It  tends  to  go  up  and  down.  But 
from  all  that  I  can  judge,  the  situation  is 
tense  and  there  is  action  but  it's  not  out 
of  control  by  any  means. 

Q.  You  were  quoted,  I  think,  in 
Israel  as  having  sent  a  letter  to  the 
new  Prime  Minister,  Mr.  Shamir,  urg- 
ing him  not  to  make  any  changes  in 
Israel's  policy  toward  the  West  Bank 
settlements.  Did  you  send  a  letter? 


A.  No.  I  don't  know  where  that 
report  came  from.  I  have  talked  with 
Israelis  coming  back  and  forth,  and  I  had 
a  long  session  with  Mr.  Shamir  in  New 
York.  And  I  do  think  that  they  should 
not  expand  settlements. 

Q.  On  Nicaragua,  there  is  a  trial 
beginning  of  the  American,  Eugene 
Hansenfus.  What  is  your  reaction  to 
the  trial  that  will  start  tomorrow?  And 
I'm  sorry,  we  don't  have  much  time, 
but  please  give  us  your  sense. 

A.  First  of  all,  the  Nicaraguans  are 
not  abiding  by  the  normal  rules  that 
apply  when  you  take  somebody  under 
those  circumstances.  Our  government 
has  had  no  private  access  to  him 
whatever.  His  wife  went  there  and  only 
had  1  minute  with  him  and  then  in  a 
public  occasion,  so  they  don't  seem  to  be 
going  about  it  in  a  very  judicious  and 
proper  way  at  all. 


iPress  release  222  of  Oct.  20,  1986. 


Secretary's  Interview 

on  "This  Week  With  David  Brinkley" 


Secretary  Shultz  was  interviewed  on 
ABC-TV's  "This  Week  With  David 
Brinkley"  on  October  5,  1986,  by  David 
Brinkley  and  Sam  Donaldson,  ABC 
News,  and  George  F.  Will,  ABC  News 
analyst. ' 

Q.  From  what  President  Reagan  has 
been  saying  and  from  what  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev has  been  saying,  it  appears  that 
they  expect  a  good  deal  more  out  of 
the  Iceland  summit  than  we  do.  Is  that 
how  it  looks  to  you? 

A.  I  don't  know  exactly  what  you 
expect,  and,  of  course,  I  don't  know 
what  Mr.  Gorbachev  expects. 

Q.  "We"  meaning  the  U.S. 
Government. 

A.  The  President  welcomes  this 
opportunity  to  further  the  preparations 
for  the  upcoming  summit  in  the  United 
States,  and  we  hope  that  it  will  move 
matters  forward  in  some  important 
respects.  Obviously  it  remains  to  be  seen 
what  happens  because  the  meeting  is 
still  coming  up. 

Q.  One  of  the  things  that  might  be 
discussed,  we  are  told,  in  Iceland  is  a 
little  detail  left  over  from  the  Daniloff 
affair  concerning  the  25  Soviet  UN 


employees  who  were  named  and  told  to 
go  home.  Will  they  be  made  to  go 
home?  And  will  those  going  home 
include  the  KGB  station  chief  and  the 
GRU  [military  intelligence]  resident? 
A.  The  25  names  that  we've  given 
them  are  there,  and  as  far  as  we  are  con- 
cerned there  has  been  no  change  except 
for  the  fact  that,  in  response  to  their 
request,  the  President  granted  an  exten- 
sion of  time  of  14  days  beyond  October 
1,  which  is  a  date  that  they  will  have  to 
meet. 

Q.  Most  of  the  talk  in  this  country 
has  been  about  the  principal  subjects 
being  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces]  agreements,  some  interim 
agreement  on  medium-range  missiles, 
and  some  agreement  on  strategic 
defense.  We  just  heard  Mr.  Gerasimov 
[Soviet  Foreign  Ministry  spokesman] 
almost  turn  this  into  a  nuclear  testing 
summit. 

I  gather  your  position  is  there's 
very  little  give  in  the  American  posi- 
tion on  this,  that  there  will  be  no  com- 
prehensive ban  on  nuclear  testing.  Is 
that  still  the  case? 

A.  As  long  as  we  rely,  as  we  do,  on 
nuclear  weapons  as  our  primary  deter- 
rent against  war,  there  will  be  a  need  for 


testing.  And  if  the  day  should  arrive— I 
hope  it  will— when  what  the  President 
and  Mr.  Gorbachev  both  said  they  are 
for— namely,  the  elimination  of  nuclear 
weapons— comes  about,  then  we  won't 
need  any  more  nuclear  testing. 

Q.  The  elimination  of  nuclear 
weapons  from  the  face  of  the  Earth  as 
the  President  sees  it,  as  I  understand 
it,  is  tied  to  the  deployment  of 
strategic  defenses.  The  development  of 
strategic  defenses  requires,  as  I 
understand  it — correct  me  if  I'm 
wrong — nuclear  testing. 

A.  Certain  kinds  do,  but  not  all 
kinds. 

Q.  But  it  is  for  the  foreseeable 
future  then,  nuclear  testing,  part  of 
the  program  the  Administration  has 
for  developing  strategic  defenses? 

A.  Nuclear  testing,  we  feel,  is 
necessary  under  current  conditions. 
However,  the  President  has  stated  that 
if  we  can  agree  to  do  certain  things  that 
improve  quite  significantly  verification 
of  the  thresholds  named  in  the  treaties 
that  had  agreed  to  but  never  ratify  those 
treaties  and  undertake  a  negotiation 
which  is  called  for  under  those  treaties 
to  look  further  at  what  can  be  done,  hav- 
ing in  mind  the  goal  of  eliminating 
nuclear  testing  as  is  appropriate  given 
the  state  of  the  weaponry. 

Q.  A  lot  of  people  worry  that  Mr. 
Reagan  has  made  a  mistake  in  going  to 
the  summit,  that  looking  for  his  place 
in  history,  he  thirsts  after  a  second 
summit  here  in  Washington  and  he's 
going  to  give  Gorbachev  really  what 
Gorbachev  wants,  which  is  a  deal  in 
those  one-on-one  sessions.  Now, 
what's  WTong  with  that  theory? 

A.  It's  nonsense.  [Laughter] 

Q.  You  say  it's  nonsense,  but  isn't 
it  true? 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  waste  time  on 
that.  [Laughter] 

Q.  No,  no.  I  think  a  lot  of  people 
are  saying  this.  I  read  this  in  the 
newspapers,  from  columnists. 

A.  The  President,  of  course,  would 
like  to  see  a  radical  reduction  in  nuclear 
weapons.  He  said  that  and  said  that  and 
said  that.  When  he  first  proposed  it,  he 
was  laughed  out  of  town  by  all  of  the 
experts  you  referred  to  as  suggesting 
something  impossible.  And— 

Q.  Why  not  do  it  at  Geneva? 

A.  Hold  on.  And  now  the  Presi- 
dent's agenda  is  the  agenda.  That's  what 
we're  talking  about.  And  the  argument 
is  not  whether  or  not  these  armaments 
should  be  reduced  but  over  how  fast  and 
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how  far  and  what  the  initial  steps  should 
be.  But  the  point  is  the  President  has 
brought  about  discussion  of  his  agenda; 
and  if  he  can  bring  that  off,  I  think  it 
would  be  a  great  thing.  So  why  not  try? 
I  don't  see  why  people  are  alarmed 
because  he  is  trying. 

Q.  You're  saying  that  Geneva  isn't 
the  proper  forum.  The  proper  forum  is 
Ronald  Reagan  in  an  easy  chair — 

A.  No. 

Q.  —opposite  Mikhail  Gorbachev 
in  an  easy  chair  in  a  haunted  house. 

A.  No.  Not  at  all.  Geneva  is  the 
proper  forum  for  these  negotiations  and 
in  particular  for  all  of  the  intricate 
details  of  them.  Obviously,  the  people  in 
Geneva,  whether  on  our  side  or  their 
side,  get  their  instructions  from 
Washington  and  Moscow— 

Q.  And  what  will  the  two  of  them 
decide? 

A.  —and  so  we  can  see  if  there  can 
be  some  additional  impulse  given. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you,  then,  how  does 
Mr.  Reagan  decide  whether  an  addi- 
tional impulse  is  called  for?  Does  he 
test  Gorbachev's  sincerity  by  the  way 
his  voice  doesn't  quaver?  I'm  not  quite 
clear  what  these  one-on-one's 
accomplish. 

A.  There  will  be  one-on-one's,  and 
there  will  also  be  some  with  some  addi- 
tional people,  maybe  only  one  or  two. 
But,  at  any  rate,  they  can  discuss  par- 
ticular areas  where  we  are  negotiating 
and  see  just  where  certain  matters  may 
lie  and  how  we  may  refer  it  back  to  our 
negotiators. 

And  let's  remember  that  we  have  a 
lot  of  things  to  keep  bearing  down  on 
besides  what  you're  talking  about.  We 
have  some  big  differences  on  what's 
going  on  in  various  regions  of  the  world, 
with  the  possibility  of  some  constructive 
statements. 

We  have  major  differences  of  opin- 
ion about  human  rights  matters.  You 
just  had  Mr.  Daniloff  [U.S.  News  & 
World  Report  correspondent  Nicholas 
Daniloff]  here  as  sort  of  a  case  study  in 
that.  So  we'll  talk  about  those  as  well  as 
some  bilateral  issues. 

Q.  Do  you  think  the  climate  is 
good  at  the  moment  for  some  move- 
ment to  come  out  of  Iceland? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  The  Reagan  Administration  has 
been  vigorous  in  demanding  on-site 
inspection  of  the  destruction  of  those 
they  say  they're  going  to  destroy  and 
an  almost  constant  observation  team  at 


the  factories  where  they  might  pro- 
duce more. 

A.  You  have  to  have  a  good  verifica- 
tion agreement  to  go  with  this,  and  pre- 
cisely what  things  are  absolutely  essen- 
tial we'll  have  to  work  out.  I  think  these 
are  the  kind  of  testing  things  that 
perhaps  the  President  might  want  to  put 
to  Mr.  Gorbachev. 

Q.  But  isn't  a  constant  observation 
of  those  factories — isn't  that  almost  an 
obvious  sine  quo  non  of  a  verifiable 
agreement? 

A.  It's  an  important  element  in  the 
picture,  and  I  think  we've  seen  at  least 
the  rhetoric  on  verification  from  the 
Soviet  Union  change.  We've  seen  some 
shift  as  a  result  of  the  agreement  on 
confidence-building  measures  just 
reached  in  Stockholm. 

We  have  also  seen  that  when  we  put 
forward  a  strong  proposal  in  the  conven- 
tional arms  field,  they  backed  off  from 
it.  So  just  where  they  are  going  to  come 
down  on  verification  remains  to  be  seen, 
but  we  know  that  it's  something  that's 
very  important  and  we're  going  to  have 
to  follow  through  on  it. 

Q.  It  appears  the  Soviet  Union  is 
eager  to  talk  about  a  test  ban,  as  we 
have  discussed.  It  appears  also  they 
are  very  interested  in  reducing 
intermediate-range  missiles  they  have, 
and  we  have,  in  and  around  Western 
Europe.  Suppose  we  were  to — 

A.  And  in  Asia  we  are  interested. 
And  in  Asia. 

Q.  All  right.  Suppose  we  were 
able  to  make  an  agreement,  and  it  was 
kept  and  the  intermediate  missiles 
were  removed.  How  would  the  defense 
of  Europe  look  to  you  then?  Wouldn't 
they  still  be  vulnerable  to  a  huge  land 
army  not  far  away? 

A.  Of  course,  the  most  fundamental 
deterrent  is  our  strategic  deterrent,  and 
what  happened  is  that  the  Soviets 
deployed  intermediate-range  weapons 
aimed  at  Europe.  And  after  a  long 
period  struggle  to  negotiate  those  out, 
the  alliance,  in  a  very  strong  and  solid 
way,  deployed  our  own  missiles.  That 
has  occasioned  the  Soviet  Union  coming 
back  to  the  bargaining  table,  and  now 
we  are  in  the  process  of  trying  to 
negotiate  these  levels  down  and  in  the 
end  out,  which  was  our  position  all 
along. 

Q.  The  President's  position  is  that 
a  stable  world  requires  defensive 
systems.  The  question  is,  will  you 
accept  an  agreement  that  seriously 
impedes  progress  toward  that?  And 
would  not  an  agreement  that 


restricted  strategic  defense  research 
to  research  within  the  laboratory 
seriously  impede  defense  by  discourag- 
ing scientists  and  discouraging  Con- 
gress from  funding  it? 

A.  The  President  believes,  and  I  cer- 
tainly agree  completely,  personally,  as 
all  of  his  advisers  do,  that  if  we  can  get 
into  the  strategic  balance  a  greater  ele- 
ment of  defense,  it  will  be  more  stable 
and  therefore  more  desirable.  And,  of 
course,  the  more  far-reaching  your 
defense  can  be,  the  better  off  we  would 
be. 

Since  we  think  that  is  important  and 
very  significant,  obviously,  we're  not 
going  to  agree  to  things  that  would 
inhibit  it. 

Q.  Do  you  agree  that  it  would  be 
seriously  inhibited  by  a  restriction  that 
confines  research  to  the  laboratory? 

A.  It  all  depends  on  what  the 
laboratory  consists  of;  but  obviously,  you 
need  to  test  the  things  that  you  are 
doing  in  order  to  know  whether  they 
work.  And  I  might  say  that  the  program 
that  is  now  underway  does  seem  to  hold 
the  promise  of  giving  us  the  knowledge 
we  want,  and  it's  consistent  with  the 
ABM  [Antiballistic  Missile]  Treaty. 

Q.  Supporters  of  strategic  defense 
worry  that  whatever  comes  out  of  this 
summit  and  the  next  one  will  be 
viewed  as  a  moratorium,  a  mutually 
agreed  upon  moratorium  of  some  sort, 
restraining  development  of  defenses; 
and  they  note  that  Americans  never 
break  moratoria  on  their  own — they 
just  refuse  to  do  that. 

Aren't  you  in  danger  of  putting 
the  next  administration  or  the  one 
after  that  in  the  position  of  having  to 
be  the  first  administration  to  break  a 
moratorium  or  killing  strategic 
defense? 

A.  I've  never  heard  the  word 
"moratorium"  applied  to  the  work  on 
strategic  defense,  and  I  can't  conceive  of 
any  circumstances  where  the  President 
would  agree  to  that. 

Q.  At  last  report  there  was  a 
Soviet  Yankee-class  submarine  burn- 
ing off  Bermuda.  What  can  you  tell  us 
about  that?  What  are  the  latest 
reports? 

A.  What  I've  seen  in  the  papers  is 
consistent  with  what  we  are  finding  out, 
but  there  are  U.S.  planes  overhead,  so 
we  know  that  it's  true.  But  there's  no 
additional  radioactivity  in  the 
atmosphere,  and  I  gather  they  have 
some  method  of  measuring  what's  going 
on  in  the  sea,  so  that  as  of  now,  accord- 
ing to  the  information  we  have,  it  con- 
firms what  the  Soviets  have  said.  The 
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submarine  for  about  20  minutes  seemed 
to  move  under  its  own  power,  and  then 
it  stopped.  And  so  apparently  they're 
still  trying  to  get  it  underway. 

Q.  The  Soviets  rather  quickly 
notified  us  of  this  incident.  Why  do 
you  think — it's  a  change  from  Cher- 
nobyl. Why  do  you  think  there  was  this 
change? 

A.  I  think  they  got  badly  burned  in 
Chernobyl  because  you  can't  hide  these 
things,  no  matter  how  much— 

Q.  Don't  we  know  yet — 

A.  Now,  this  occurred  on  Friday 
morning,  our  time,  and  President 
Reagan  was  notified  Saturday  morning. 
I  think  that's  pretty  good. 

Q.  Surely  when  one  of  their  sub- 
marines gets  in  trouble,  we — noisy 
trouble,  we  have  the  capacity  to  know 
that  instantly,  don't  we? 

A.  Pretty  fast. 

Q.  Admiral  Clancy  told  us  that  in 
his  books.  Mr.  Secretary,  another 
question — that  is,  disinformation. 

A.  Furthermore,  with  an  explosion 
and  hot  spots  and  so  on,  you  tend  to  pick 
up. 

Q.  Oh,  by  the  way,  is  there  any 
danger  that  one  of  these  missiles 
might  somehow  fire  because  of  this 
fire  on  board  the  sub? 

A.  According  to  our  experts,  the 
answer  is  no. 

Q.  Let's  turn  to  the  disinformation 
story,  the  story  that  this  government 
attempted  to  cause  [Libyan  leader] 
Qadhafi  to  believe  things  which 
weren't  true  in  order  to  perhaps  bring 
his  downfall. 

Is  it  your  position  that  the  govern- 
ment has  a  right  to  use  news  media  in 
order  to  do  something  like  that? 

A.  I  don't  lie.  I've  never  taken  part 
in  any  meeting  in  which  it  was  proposed 
that  we  go  out  and  lie  to  the  news  media 
for  some  effect;  and  if  somebody  did 
that,  he  was  doing  it  against  policy. 


Now,  having  said  that,  one  of  the 
results  of  our  action  against  Libya,  from 
all  the  intelligence  we've  received,  was 
quite  a  period  of  disorientation  on  the 
part  of  Qadhafi.  And  among  other  good 
effects  from  that  was  for  a  while  the 
support  for  terrorism,  certainly  in 
Europe,  tended  to  subside.  We  see  it 
beginning  to  rise  again,  we  believe. 

So  to  the  extent  we  can  keep 
Qadhafi  off  balance  by  one  means  or 
another,  including  the  possibility  that  we 
might  make  another  attack,  I  think 
that's  good.  And  I  don't  see  what's 
wrong  with  that. 

Q.  Are  you  making  the  distinction 
between  lying  to  the  American  people 
and  lying,  let's  say,  to  Qadhafi,  or 
others?  Surely  if  you  keep  him  off 
balance,  you  lie  to  him. 

A.  We  are  not  necessarily  lying  to 
him.  And  we  can  always  count  on  the 
American  news  media  to  report 
everything  that  happens,  whether  we  try 
to  keep  it  secret  or  not.  So  if  we  move  a 
ship  from  point  A  to  point  B,  we  can 
figure  that  ABC  News  is  going  to  show 
it  on  television,  and  Qadhafi  will  know  it 
and  wonder  what  it  means. 

Q.  Is  there  a  distinction  between 
what  is  fair  game  in  dealing  with  the 
American  press  and  what  is  fair  game 
in,  say,  planting  useful  destabilizing 
information  overseas  that  might  then 
leak  back  into  the  domestic  press? 

A.  I  think  there's  probably  a  distinc- 
tion, sure,  but  that's  not  the  purpose,  to 
have  it  leak  back  into  the  American 
press. 

Q.  No  one's  accusing  you  of  lying. 
Certainly,  I'm  not.  But  there  is  the 
problem  of  not  having  all  the  facts 
when  you  speak.  Seymour  Hersch  in 
his  book  about  what  happened  to  [KAL 
Flight  #]  007  makes  the  point  that  the 
morning  after  that  Korean  airliner  was 
shot  down,  you  went  on  television  and 
said  almost  flatly  that  we  knew  the 
Soviets  knew  it  was  a  domestic 
airliner  and  not  a  spy  plane,  when  in 
fact  according  to  Hersch  the  facts  are 
that  the  Soviets  probably  didn't  know 
that. 


A.  The  morning  that  that  plane  was 
shot  down  we  had,  and  I  got  the 
intelligence  community  to  let  us  use,  in 
effect  the  transcript  of  the  conversation 
between  the  pilot  of  the  Soviet  plane 
that  shot  down  the  airliner— 

Q.  Raw  and  unevaluated? 

A.  —and  his  ground  that  said— I 
forget  exactly  what  it  said,  but  basically 
said,  "I've  identified  it,  and  I've  shot  it 
down."  So  we  know  that  they  knew  they 
shot  the  plane  down.  They  did  that 
deliberately. 

Q.  Do  you  still  believe  they — 

A.  Now,  one  of  the  reasons  why  we 
wanted  to  do  that  was  to  be  sure  that 
they  knew  right  off  that  we  knew 
exactly  what  happened.  Even  so,  they 
denied  they  shot  the  plane  down  for  a 
while,  and  then  finally  they  came  up 
with  the  rather  lame  business  about 
how— 

Q.  Do  you  still  believe  that  they 
thought  it  was  an  airliner? 

A.  It's  very  hard  to  confuse  the  con- 
figuration of  the  747  airplane  with  the 
configuration  of  the— 

Q.  Is  it  still  your  belief  that  they 
thought  it  was  an  airliner. 

A.  It  is  very  clear  that  they  knew  an 
airliner  took  off  from  Anchorage,  I  guess 
it  was,  bound  for  Korea.  They  also  knew 
that  a  plane  that  makes  a  routine 
surveillance  also  took  off.  By  the  time 
they  shot  the  airhner  down,  as  I 
remember— I  don't  have  all  these  things 
instantly  in  my  head— but,  as  I 
remember,  the  intelligence  plane  had 
already  landed.  So  if  they  were  con- 
fused, they  didn't  have  a  right  to  be,  and 
they  shot  it  down. 


iPress  release  202  of  Oct.  6,  1986. 
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Economic  Sanctions  Against  South  Africa 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
SEPT.  25,  1986' 

On  September  9,  1985,  in  Executive  Order 
12532.  I  declared  a  national  emergency  to 
deal  with  the  threat  posed  by  the  policies  and 
actions  of  the  Government  of  South  Africa  to 
the  foreign  policy  and  economy  of  the  United 
States.  Those  actions  and  policies  continue  to 
pose  an  unusual  and  extraordinary  threat  to 
the  foreign  policy  and  economy  of  the  United 
States,  and  in  accordance  with  Section  202(d) 
of  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50  U.S.C. 
1622(d)),  I  continued  the  national  emergency 
with  respect  to  South  Africa  on  September  4, 
1986.  Pursuant  to  Section  204(c)  of  the  Inter- 
national Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act 
(50  U.S.C.  1703(c)),  I  am  today  reporting  on 
the  developments  since  my  last  report  of 
March  17,  1986. 

In  Executive  Order  12532,  I  prohibited: 
(1)  the  making  or  approval  of  bank  loans  to 
the  South  African  Government,  with  certain 
narrow  exceptions;  (2)  the  export  of  com- 
puters and  related  goods  and  technology  to 
certain  government  agencies  and  any 
apartheid-enforcing  entity  of  the  South 
African  Government;  (3)  nuclear  exports  to 
South  Africa  and  related  transactions,  with 
certain  narrow  exceptions:  (4)  the  import  into 
the  United  States  of  arms,  ammunition,  or 
military  vehicles  produced  in  South  Africa; 
and  (5)  the  extension  of  export  marketing 
support  to  U.S.  firms  employing  at  least 
twenty-five  persons  in  South  Africa  that  do 
not  adhere  to  certain  fair  labor  standards. 

In  addition,  I  called  for  (6)  consultations 
with  other  parties  to  the  General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade  with  a  view  toward 
adopting  a  prohibition  on  the  import  of 
Krugerrands;  (7)  the  completion  of  a  report 
on  the  feasibility  of  minting  U.S.  gold  coins: 
(8)  an  increase  in  the  amount  provided  for 
scholarships  in  South  Africa  to  victims  of 
apartheid  and  an  increase  in  the  amount 
allocated  for  South  Africa  in  the  Human 
Rights  Fund;  and  (9)  the  establishment  of  an 
Advisory  Committee  to  provide  recommenda- 
tions on  measures  to  encourage  peaceful 
change  in  South  Africa. 

Executive  Order  12535  of  October  1, 
1985,  prohibited  the  importation  of  the  South 
African  Krugerrand  into  the  United  States, 
effective  October  11,  1985  (50  Fed.  Reg. 
40325,  Oct.  3,  1985).  This  implemented  the 
course  of  action  contemplated  in  Executive 
Order  12532.  The  Office  of  Foreign  Assets 
Control  of  the  Department  of  Treasury  issued 
South  African  Transactions  Regulations  on 
October  9,  1985),  to  implement  the  Kruger- 
rand ban.  There  have  been  no  changes  in 
these  regulations  in  the  past  six  months. 

In  addition,  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol, 
Tobacco,  and  Firearms  of  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury  issued  regulations  on  the  Impor- 
tation of  Articles  on  the  United  States  Muni- 
tions Import  List  on  October  7,  1985, 
implementing  the  prohibition  of  certain  arms 
imports  contained  in  executive  Order  12532 


(50  Fed.  Reg.  42157,  Oct  18,  1985).  The 
Department  of  State  issued  final  regulations 
on  South  Africa  and  Fair  Labor  Standards  on 
December  23,  1985,  implementing  the  fair 
labor  provisions  of  the  Order  (50  Fed.  Reg. 
53308,  Dec.  31,  1985).  The  Office  of  Foreign 
Assets  Control  of  the  Treasury  Department 
issued  South  African  Transactions  Regiila- 
tions  on  November  6,  1985,  implementing  the 
Order's  bank  loan  prohibition  (50  Fed.  Reg. 
46726,  Nov.  12,  1985).  The  International 
Trade  Administration  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce  issued  regulations  on  Export  Con- 
trols on  the  Republic  of  South  Africa  on 
November  14,  1985,  implementing  the  com- 
puter and  nuclear  export  prohibitions  in  the 
Executive  Order  (50  Fed.  Reg.  47363,  Nov. 
18,  1985).  With  the  exception  of  some  minor 
technical  amendments,  there  have  been  no 
changes  in  any  of  these  regulations  in  the 
past  six  months. 

With  the  publication  of  a  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register,  the  Department  of  State 
established  the  Advisory  Committee  on  South 
Africa  on  October  22,  1985  (50  Fed.  Reg. 
42817,  Oct.  22,  1985).  The  Commitee  has  met 
several  times  since  and  shall  render  a  report 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  within  one  year  of 
its  first  meeting,  which  was  held  on  January 
29-30,  1986. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  submitted 
a  report  on  the  feasibility  of  minting  U.S. 
gold  coins  on  November  8,  1985.  On 
December  17  of  that  year,  I  signed  the  Gold 
Bullion  Coin  Act  of  1985  (Public  Law  99-185), 
requiring  the  minting  of  such  coins. 

The  expenses  incurred  by  the  Federal 
government  in  the  period  from  September  9, 
1985,  through  September  8,  1986.  that  are 
directly  attributable  to  the  exercise  of  powers 
and  authorities  conferred  by  the  declaration 
of  the  national  emergency  with  respect  to 
South  Africa  are  estimated  at  $536,813,  of 
which  approximately  $404,230  represents 
wage  and  salary  costs  for  Federal  personnel 
and  approximately  $135,583,  represents  out- 
of-pocket  expenses.  Personnel  costs  were 
largely  centered  in  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  Department  of  State,  Department 
of  Commerce,  and  Department  of  Energy. 

I  shall  continue  to  exercise  the  powers  at 
my  disposal  to  apply  the  measures  contained 
in  Executive  Orders  12532  and  12535  as  long 
as  these  measures  are  appropriate  and  will 
report  periodically  to  the  Congress  on  signifi- 
cant developments  pursuant  to  Section  204(c) 
of  the  International  Emergency  Economic 
Powers  Act. 

Ronald  Reagan 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  HOUSE 
OF  REPRESENTATIVES, 
SEPT.  26,  1986^ 


I  am  returning  herewith  without  my  approval 
H.R.  4868,  the  Comprehensive  Anti- 


Apartheid  Act  of  1986.  Title  III  of  this  bill 
would  seriously  impede  the  prospects  for  a 
peaceful  end  to  apartheid  and  the  establish- 
ment of  a  free  and  open  society  for  all  in 
South  Africa. 

The  Administration  has  no  quarrel  with 
the  decleared  purpose  of  this  measure. 
Indeed,  we  share  that  purpose:  To  send  a 
clear  signal  to  the  South  African  Government 
that  the  American  people  view  with  abhor- 
rence its  codified  system  of  racial  segrega- 
tion. Apartheid  is  an  affront  to  human  rights 
and  human  dignity.  Normal  and  friendly  rela- 
tions cannot  exist  between  the  United  States 
and  South  Africa  until  it  becomes  a  dead 
policy.  Americans  are  of  one  mind  and  one 
heart  on  this  issue. 

But  while  we  vigorously  support  the  pur- 
pose of  this  legislation,  declaring  economic 
warfare  against  the  people  of  South  Africa 
would  be  destructive  not  only  of  their  efforts 
to  peacefully  end  apartheid,  but  also  of  the 
opportunity  to  replace  it  with  a  free  society. 

The  sweeping  and  punitive  sanctions 
adopted  by  the  Congress  are  targeted  directly 
at  the  labor  intensive  industries  upon  which 
the  victimized  peoples  of  South  Africa  depend 
for  their  very  sundval.  Black  workers— the 
first  victims  of  apartheid— would  become  the 
first  victims  of  American  sanctions. 

Banning  the  import  of  sugar,  for  exam- 
ple, would  threaten  the  livelihood  of  23,000 
black  farmers.  Banning  the  import  of  natural 
resources  is  a  sanction  targeted  directly  at 
the  mining  industries  of  South  Africa,  upon 
which  more  than  half  a  million  black  laborers 
depend  for  their  livelihood. 

By  prohibiting  the  importation  of  food 
and  agricultural  products,  the  measure  would 
invite  retaliation  by  South  Africa,  which  since 
June  has  purchased  over  160,000  tons  of 
wheat  from  the  United  States.  Denying  basic 
foodstuffs  to  South  Africa— much  of  which  go 
to  feed  the  black  population— will  only  lead  to 
privation,  unrest,  and  violence.  It  will  not 
advance  the  goals  of  peaceful  change. 

Are  we  truly  helping  the  black  people  of 
South  Africa— the  lifelong  victims  of 
apartheid— when  we  throw  them  out  of  work 
and  leave  them  and  their  families  jobless  and 
hungry  in  those  segregated  townships?  Or  are 
we  simply  assuming  a  normal  posture  at  the 
expense  of  the  people  in  whose  name  we 
presume  to  act? 

This,  then,  is  the  first  and  foremost 
reason  I  cannot  support  this  legislation. 
Punitive  economic  sanctions  would  contribute 
directly  and  measurably  to  the  misery  of  peo- 
ple who  already  have  suffered  enough.  Using 
America's  power  to  deepen  the  economic 
crisis  in  this  tortured  country  is  not  the  way 
to  reconciliation  and  peace.  Black  South 
Africans  recognize  that  they  would  pay  with 
their  lives  for  the  deprivation,  chaos,  and 
violence  that  would  follow  an  economic  col- 
lapse. That  is  why  millions  of  blacks  and 
numerous  black  leaders  in  South  Africa  are  as 
firm  in  their  opposition  to  sanctions  as  in 
their  abhorrence  of  apartheid. 
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The  imposition  of  punitive  sanctions 
would  also  deliver  a  devastating  blow  to  the 
neighboring  states  in  southern  Africa  that 
depend  on  Pretoria  for  transportation, 
energy,  markets,  and  food.  An  estimated 
million-and-a-half  foreign  workers,  legal  and 
illegal,  now  live  in  South  Africa.  The  number 
of  people,  women  and  children  especially,  out- 
side South  Africa  who  are  dependent  upon 
the  remittances  of  these  workers  for  their 
survival  has  been  estimated  to  be  over  five 
million.  Do  we  truly  wish  to  be  directly 
responsible  for  increased  suffering,  and 
perhaps  starvation,  in  southern  Africa?  Do  we 
truly  wish  our  action  to  be  the  rationale 
Pretoria  invokes  for  expelling  these  workers? 
Do  we  truly  wish  to  trigger  a  cycle  of  eco- 
nomic sanctions  and  countersanctions  that 
end  up  crippling  the  economy  of  South  Africa 
and  devastating  the  economies  of  the  front- 
line states?  What  sense  does  it  make  to  send 
aid  to  those  impoverished  countries  with  one 
hand  while  squeezing  their  economies  with 
the  other? 

Disrupting  the  South  African  economy 
and  creating  more  unemployment  will  only 
fuel  the  tragic  cycle  of  violence  and  repres- 
sion that  has  gripped  that  troubled  country. 
Black  unemployment  in  South  Africa  in  some 
areas  is  over  50  percent— and  adding  to  it  will 
create  more  anger,  more  violence,  and  more 
competition  among  blacks  struggling  to  sur- 
vive. It  will  not  improve  prospects  for 
negotiations. 

Another  feature  of  the  bill  would  require 
the  Administration  to  publicly  identify  within 
six  months  any  and  all  nations  that  have 
chosen  not  to  join  us  in  observing  the  U.N. 
arms  embargo  against  South  Africa,  "with  a 
view  to  terminating  United  States  military 
assistance  to  those  countries."  But  the  United 
States  will  not  revert  to  a  singleminded  policy 
of  isolationism,  with  its  vast  and  unforeseen 
effects  on  our  international  security  relation- 
ships, that  would  be  dictated  by  the  unilateral 
decision  of  our  allies.  No  single  issues,  no 
matter  how  important,  can  be  allowed  to 
override  in  this  way  all  other  consideration  in 
our  foreign  policy.  Our  military  relationships 
must  continue  to  be  based  upon  a  comprehen- 
sive assessment  of  our  national  defense  needs 
and  the  security  of  the  West. 

Not  only  does  this  legislation  contain 
sweeping  punitive  sanctions  that  would  injure 
most  the  very  people  we  seek  to  help,  the 
legislation  discards  our  economic  leverage, 
constricts  our  diplomatic  freedom,  and  ties 
the  hands  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  dealing  with  a  gathering  crisis  in  a 
critical  subcontinent  where  the  Soviet  Bloc— 
with  its  mounting  investment  of  men  and 
arms— clearly  sees  historic  opportunity. 
Therefore,  I  am  also  vetoing  the  bill  because 
it  contains  provisions  that  infringe  on  the 
President's  constitutional  prerogative  to 
articulate  the  foreign  policy  of  the  United 
States. 

There  are,  however,  several  features  of 
the  measure  that  the  Administration  sup- 
ports. Title  II  of  the  bill,  for  example,  man- 
dates affirmative  measures  to  eliminate 
apartheid  and  provide  assistance  to  its  vic- 
tims, including  support  for  black  participation 
in  business  enterprises  as  owners,  managers, 


and  professionals.  It  authorizes  the  President 
to  take  steps  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
firms  to  fight  apartheid  and  extend  equal 
opportunity  to  blacks  in  investment,  manage- 
ment, and  employment.  The  bill  also  contains 
a  number  of  other  useful  and  realistic  provi- 
sions, such  as  those  calling  upon  the  African 
National  Congress  (ANC)  to  reexamine  its 
Communist  ties  and  mandating  a  report  on 
the  activities  of  the  Communist  Party  in 
South  Africa  and  the  extent  to  which  it  has 
infiltrated  South  African  political  organiza- 
tions. Still  other  portions  of  the  bill  call  upon 
the  ANC  to  condemn  the  practice  of  "necklac- 
ing"  and  terrorism  and  to  state  affirmatively 
that  it  will  support  a  free  and  democratic 
post-apartheid  South  Africa.  These  provi- 
sions, as  well  as  many  others  in  the  bill, 
reflect  the  agreement  of  the  Congress  and  the 
Administration  on  important  aspects  of  an 
overall  anti-apartheid  policy. 

The  Administration  has  been— and 
remains— prepared  to  work  with  the  Congress 
to  devise  measures  that  manifest  the 
American  people's  united  opposition  to 
apartheid— without  injuring  its  victims.  We 
remain  ready  to  work  with  the  Congress  in 
framing  measures  that— like  the  1962  U.S. 
embargo  of  military  sales  and  the  carefully 
targeted  sanctions  of  my  own  Executive 
order  of  1985— keep  the  United  States  at 
arms  distance  from  the  South  African  regime, 
while  keeping  America's  beneficent  influence 
at  work  bringing  about  constructive  change 
within  that  troubled  society  and  nation. 

It  remains  my  hope  that  the  United 
States  can  work  with  its  European  allies  to 
fashion  a  flexible  and  coordinated  policy- 
consistent  with  their  recent  actions— for  con- 
structive change  inside  South  Africa.  I  believe 
we  should  support  their  measures  with  similar 
executive  actions  of  our  own,  and  I  will  work 
with  the  Congress  toward  that  goal.  It 
remains  my  hope  that,  once  again. 
Republicans  and  Democrats  can  come 
together  on  the  common  ground  that,  after 
all,  we  both  share:  An  unyielding  opposition 
both  to  the  unacceptable  doctrine  of  apartheid 
as  well  as  the  unacceptable  alternative  of 
Marxist  tyranny— backed  by  the  firm  deter- 
mination that  the  future  of  South  Africa  and 
southern  Africa  will  belong  to  the  free.  To 
achieve  that,  we  must  stay  and  build,  not  cut 
and  run. 

That  Americans  should  recoil  at  what 
their  television  screens  bring  them  from 
South  Africa— the  violence,  the  repression, 
the  terror— speaks  well  of  us  as  a  people.  But 
the  historic  crisis  in  South  Africa  is  not  one 
from  which  the  leading  nation  of  the  West 
can  turn  its  back  and  walk  away.  For  the  out- 
come of  that  crisis  has  too  great  a  bearing 
upon  the  future  of  Africa,  the  future  of 
NATO,  the  future  of  the  West. 

Throughout  the  postwar  era,  we  Ameri- 
cans have  succeeded  when  we  left  our  par- 
tisan differences  at  the  water's  edge— and 
persevered;  as  we  did  in  the  rebuilding  of 
Europe  and  Japan,  as  we  are  doing  today  in 
El  Salvador.  We  have  failed  when  we  per- 
mitted our  exasperation  and  anger  and  impa- 
tience at  present  conditions  to  persuade  us  to 
forfeit  the  future  to  the  enemies  of  freedom. 


Let  us  not  forget  our  purpose.  It  is  not  to 
damage  or  destroy  any  economy,  but  to  help 
the  black  majority  of  South  Africa  and 
southern  Africa  enjoy  a  greater  share  of  the 
material  blessings  and  bounties  their  labor 
was  helped  to  produce— as  they  secure  as  well 
their  legitimate  political  rights.  That  is  why 
sweeping  punitive  sanctions  are  the  wrong 
course  to  follow,  and  increased  American  and 
Western  investment— by  firms  that  are 
breaking  down  apartheid  by  providing  equal 
opportunity  for  the  victims  of  official 
discrimination— is  the  right  course  to  pursue. 

Our  goal  is  a  democratic  system  in  which 
the  rights  of  majorities,  minorities,  and 
individuals  are  protected  by  a  bill  of  rights 
and  firm  constitutional  guarantees. 

Ronald  Reagan 


LETTER  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
SEPT.  29,  1986' 

I  understand  and  share  the  very  strong  feel- 
ings and  sense  of  frustration  in  the  Congress 
and  in  our  Nation  about  apartheid,  an  uncon- 
scionable system  that  we  all  reject.  The  ongo- 
ing tragedy  in  South  Africa  tests  our  resolve 
as  well  as  our  patience.  None  of  us  wants  to 
aggravate  that  tragedy. 

In  the  last  several  months,  the  South 
African  Government,  instead  of  moving 
further  down  the  once  promising  path  of 
reform  and  dialogue,  has  turned  to  internal 
repression.  We  all  know  that  South  Africa's 
real  problem  traces  to  the  perpetuation  of 
apartheid.  And  we  know  that  the  solution  to 
this  problem  can  only  be  found  in  lifting  the 
present  State  of  Emergency,  repealing  all 
racially  discriminatory  laws,  releasing 
political  prisoners,  and  unbanning  political 
parties— necessary  steps  opening  the  way  for 
negotiations  aimed  at  creating  a  new,  demo- 
cratic order  for  all  South  Africans.  The  South 
African  Government  holds  the  key  to  the 
opening  of  such  negotiations.  Emerging  from 
discussion  among  South  Africans,  we  want  to 
see  a  democratic  system  in  which  the  rights 
of  majorities,  minorities,  and  individuals  are 
protected  by  a  bill  of  rights  and  firm  constitu- 
tional guarantees.  We  will  be  actively  pursu- 
ing diplomatic  opportunities  and  approaches 
in  an  effort  to  start  a  movement  toward  nego- 
tiations in  South  Africa. 

I  outlined  in  my  message  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  Friday  my  reasons  for 
vetoing  the  Comprehensive  Anti-Apartheid 
Act  of  1986,  principally  my  opposition  to 
punitive  sanctions  that  harm  the  victims  of 
apartheid  and  my  desire  to  work  in  concert 
with  our  Allies.  I  also  indicated  in  that 
message  that  I  am  prepared  to  sign  an 
expanded  Executive  order  that  strongly 
signals  our  rejection  of  apartheid  and  our 
desire  to  actively  promote  rapid  positive 
change  in  South  Africa.  I  am  prepared  to 
expand  the  range  of  restrictions  and  other 
measures  that  will  characterize  our  relations 
with  South  Africa.  There  would  be  strong 
sanctions  in  my  new  order,  sanctions  that  I 
earnestly  wish  were  unnecessary.  These  sanc- 
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tions,  directed  at  the  enforcers  not  the  vic- 
tims of  apartheid,  encompass  measures 
recently  adopted  by  many  elements  of  the 
original  Senate  Committee  version  of  the  bill. 
They  are  incontestably  necessary  in  today's 
circumstances.  My  intention  is  to  make  it 
plain  to  South  Africa's  leaders  that  we  cannot 
conduct  business-as-usual  with  a  government 
that  mistakes  the  silence  of  racial  repression 
for  the  consent  of  the  governed. 

My  new  Executive  order  will,  therefore, 
reaffirm  and  incorporate  the  measures  I 
imposed  last  year  (i.e.,  bans  on  loans  to  the 
South  African  Government  and  its  agencies, 
all  exports  of  computers  to  apartheid- 
enforcing  entities  and  the  military  and  police, 
all  nuclear  exports  except  those  related  to 
health,  safety,  and  IAEA  [International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency]  programs,  imports  of 
South  African  weapons,  the  import  of 
Krugerrands,  and  a  requirement  for  all  U.S. 
firms  to  apply  fair  labor  standards  based  on 
the  Sullivan  principles). 

The  Executive  order  will  also  add: 

•  a  ban  on  new  investments  other  than 
those  in  black-owned  firms  or  companies 
applying  the  fair  labor  standards  of  the 
Sullivan  principles; 

•  a  ban  on  the  import  from  South  Africa 
of  iron  and  steel; 

•  a  ban  on  bank  accounts  for  the  South 
African  Government  and  its  agencies; 

•  a  requirement  to  identify  countries  tak- 
ing unfair  advantage  of  U.S.  measures 
against  South  Africa  with  a  view  to  restrict- 
ing their  exports  to  the  United  States  by  the 
amount  necessary  to  compensate  for  the  loss 
to  U.S.  companies; 

•  a  requirement  to  report  and  make 
recommendations  on  means  of  reducing  U.S. 
dependence  on  strategic  minerals  from 
southern  Africa; 

•  a  requirement  to  provide  at  least  $25 
million  in  assistance  for  scholarships,  educa- 
tion, community  development,  and  legal  aid 
to  disadvantaged  South  Africans  with  a  pro- 
hibition on  such  assistance  to  any  group  or 
individual  who  has  been  engaged  in  gross 
violation  of  internationally  recognized  human 
rights; 

•  the  imposition  of  severe  criminal  and 
civil  penalties  under  several  statutes  for  viola- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  my  Executive  order; 

•  a  requirement  to  consult  with  allies  in 
order  to  coordinate  policies  and  programs 
toward  South  Africa; 

•  a  requirement  to  report  on  whether  any 
of  these  prohibitions  has  had  the  effect  of 
increasing  U.S.  or  allied  dependence  on  the 
Soviet  bloc  for  strategic  or  other  critical 
materials,  with  a  view  to  appropriate  modifi- 
cations of  U.S.  measures  under  my  Executive 
order  should  such  dependency  have  been 
increased; 

•  and  a  clear  statement  that  the  Execu- 
tive order  constitutes  a  complete  and  com- 
prehensive statement  of  U.S.  policy  toward 
South  Africa,  with  the  intent  of  preempting 
inconsistent  State  and  local  laws  which  under 
our  Constitution  may  be  preempted. 

Sanctions,  in  and  of  themselves,  do  not 
add  up  to  a  policy  for  South  Africa  and  the 
southern  Africa  region.  Positive  steps  as  well 


as  negative  signals  are  necessary.  This 
unusually  complex  and  interrelated  part  of 
the  world  is  one  that  cries  out  for  better 
understanding  and  sympathy  on  our  part.  We 
must  consider  what  we  can  do  to  contribute 
to  development  of  healthy  economies  and 
democratic  institutions  throughout  the  region 
and  to  help  those  who  are  the  victims  of 
apartheid. 

Following  the  Congress'  lead  and  building 
on  existing  programs,  I  plan  to  expand  our 
assistance  to  those  suffering  the  cost  of 
apartheid  and  to  help  blacks  as  they  prepare 
to  play  their  full  role  in  a  free  South  Africa. 
We  spent  $20  million  in  FY  86  and  have 
requested  $25  million  in  FY  87.  We  will  do 
more,  much  of  it  along  the  lines  incorporated 
in  the  South  Africa  bill. 

I  am  also  committed  to  present  to  the 
next  Congress  a  comprehensive  multi-year 
program  designed  to  promote  economic 
reform  and  development  in  the  black-ruled 
states  of  southern  Africa.  We  intend  to  seek 
the  close  collaboration  of  Japan  and  our  Euro- 
pean allies  in  this  constructive  effort.  Our 
goal  is  to  create  a  sound  basis  for  a  post- 
apartheid  region— a  southern  Africa  where 
democracy  and  respect  for  fundamental 
human  rights  can  flourish. 

I  believe  the  United  States  can  assist 
responsibly  in  resolving  southern  Africa's 
tragic  dilemma.  Many  observers  in  and  out- 
side South  Africa  regard  present  trends  with 


despair,  seeing  in  them  a  bloody  inevitability 
as  positions  harden  over  the  central  question 
of  political  power.  This  is  a  grim  scenario  that 
allows  no  free  choice  and  offers  a  racial  civil 
war  as  the  only  solution.  It  need  not  be  so  if 
wisdom  and  imagination  prevail. 

South  Africans  continue  to  search  for 
solutions.  Their  true  friends  should  help  in 
this  search.  As  I  have  said  before,  our 
humanitarian  concerns  and  our  other  national 
interests  converge  in  South  Africa  as  in  few 
other  countries.  With  the  actions  I  propose 
today,  I  believe  it  is  clear  that  my  Administra- 
tion's intentions  and  those  of  the  Congress 
are  identical.  May  we  unite  so  that  U.S. 
foreign  policy  can  be  effective  in  bringing 
people  of  good  will  and  imagination  in  South 
Africa  together  to  rebuild  a  better,  just,  and 
democratic  tomorrow. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  29,  1986. 

^Message  returning  House  Resolution 
4868  without  approval  (text  from  Weekly 
Compilation  of  Presidential  Documents  of 
Sept.  29,  1986). 

^Identical  letters  addressed  to  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill,  Jr.,  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  Robert  Dole,  Senate 
Majority  Leaders  (text  from  Weekly  Compila- 
tion of  Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  6, 
1986).  ■ 


West  Urges  Acceptance  of  Verification 
at  MBFR  Talks 


U.S.  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  23,  1986 

In  his  plenary  statement  today.  Ambas- 
sador Robert  D.  Blackwill,  head  of  the 
U.S.  delegation,  continued  Western 
efforts  to  persuade  the  Warsaw  Pact  to 
join  the  West  in  moving  toward  an 
accord  in  the  MBFR  [mutual  and 
balanced  force  reductions]  negotiations. 
Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  West,  he 
urged  the  East  once  again  to  examine 
the  problem  of  verifying  compliance  with 
an  agreement.  Effective  verification,  he 
said,  verification  that  reassures,  is  vital 
to  the  success  of  any  arms  control 
agreement. 

Having  conceded  this  point  in  princi- 
ple as  recently  as  last  week,  the  East 
wants  to  render  it  ineffective  in  applica- 
tion. They  ask  that  verification  be  con- 
sidered with  a  trusting  attitude.  If  both 
sides  had  so  much  faith  in  each  other, 
such  great  confidence  in  the  other's 
intentions,  then  they  would  not  be  here. 
As  President  Reagan  has  observed, 
"Nations  don't  distrust  each  other 
because  they  are  armed;  they  are  armed 
because  they  distrust  each  other."  Arms 


control  agreements  may  help  create 
trust;  they  do  not  spring  from  it.  Ambas- 
sador Blackwill  called  for  the  sides  to 
work  for  an  accord  that  will  build  mutual 
goodwill,  not  depend  upon  it. 

Agreements,  such  as  the  one  being 
negotiated  here,  must  allow  each  side  to 
satisfy  itself  that  the  other  side  is 
abiding  by  its  commitments.  Soviet 
Deputy  Defense  Minister  Shabanov 
recently  acknowledged  this  point  when 
he  declared:  "Verification,  as  an  element 
in  interstate  relations,  objectively  serves 
the  sides'  security  interests." 

Both  West  and  East  voice  support 
for  the  principle  that  verification 
measures  should  be  commensurate  with 
obligations  assumed.  The  sides,  however, 
differ  over  what  this  principle  means  in 
practical  terms  for  verification  of  the 
time-limited,  first-phase  agreement 
being  discussed— most  notably  it's 
no-increase  obligation. 

The  East  has  repeatedly  charged 
that  Western  measures  are  not  in  line 
with  the  modest  reductions  envisaged. 
This  argument  is  not  just  a  misrepresen- 
tation of  the  Western  position.  It  also 
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distorts  what  is  required  to  verify  the 
very  sort  of  agreement  the  East  itself 
has  proposed. 

As  far  as  the  issue  of  monitoring 
reductions  is  concerned,  Western  and 
Eastern  verification  measures  are  simi- 
lar. Both  sides  provide  for  a  detailed 
exchange  of  information  on  all  forces  to 
be  withdrawn,  for  the  observation  of 
these  forces  as  they  pass  through  exit- 
entry  points  in  departing  the  area  of 
reductions,  as  well  as  for  noninterfer- 
ence with  national  technical  means.  And 
recently  the  East  has  signaled  its  will- 
ingness once  again  to  discuss  the  possi- 
bility of  direct  observation  of  with- 
drawals until  the  forces  leave  the  area  of 
reductions.  So  there  is  agreement  that  a 
balance  exists  between  proposed  verifi- 
cation measures  and  obligations  with 
regard  to  the  reductions  aspect  of  the 
agreement  we  are  discussing. 

Where  the  sides  differ  seriously  in 
their  views  is  in  verifying  the 
no-increase  commitment.  Rather  than 
explain  how  its  proposed  measures  could 
deter  or  detect  violations,  the  Warsaw 
Pact  has  chosen  to  obfuscate  the  issue- 
most  particularly  by  correlating  meas- 
ures meant  to  monitor  the  sides' 
no-increase  obligations  and  the  totally 
separate  question  of  the  size  of  initial 
U.S.  and  Soviet  reductions. 

Yet,  by  any  yardstick,  the 
no-increase  commitment  is  the  central 
obligation  of  this  accord.  The  East  has 
recognized  its  political  significance  for 
our  negotiations. 

The  far-reaching  military  signifi- 
cance of  such  an  undertaking  should  not, 
however,  be  overlooked.  The  no-increase 
commitment  would  place  a  clear,  numeri- 
cal, and  legally  binding  cap  on  the 
military  manpower  of  participating 
NATO  and  Warsaw  Pact  states  in  cen- 
tral Europe  for  the  first  time  since  the 
establishment  of  the  two  alliances. 

The  West  has  long  been  worried,  and 
the  East  says  it  is  also  concerned,  about 
the  high  level  of  military  confrontation 
in  central  Europe.  By  precluding  general 
increases  in  military  manpower  over  the 
figures  exchanged  on  residual  forces  in 
the  area  of  reductions,  an  effective 
no-increase  commitment  could  contrib- 
ute to  changes  in  each  side's  evaluation 
of  the  military  threat. 

Such  a  ceiling  could  improve  military 
stability.  Both  NATO  and  the  Warsaw 
Pact  are  at  present  free  to  increase  their 
forces  in  the  area  of  reductions  as 
deemed  necessary  to  respond,  for  exam- 
ple, to  restructuring  or  technological 
developments.  Under  a  no-increase  com- 
mitment, any  force  restructuring  or 
other  modernization  action  which 


involved  additional  manpower  would 
have  to  be  compensated  by  numerical 
reductions  in  existing  forces. 

Finally,  a  no-increase  commitment 
would  magnify  the  significance  of  the 
geographic  advantages  enjoyed  by  the 
East,  especially  in  the  event  of  a  crisis. 
This  is  particularly  significant  as  far  as 
Western  security  is  concerned  and 
underlines  the  importance  of  ensuring 
strict  compliance  with  the  no-increase 
commitment. 

For  all  these  reasons,  the  West 
believes  that  reaching  a  mutually  agreed 
no-increase  obligation  would  be  an 
unprecedented  event  in  modern  Euro- 
pean military  history. 

In  many  ways,  the  main  unresolved 
question  in  the  MBFR  negotiation  is: 
which  side's  approach  to  monitoring  the 
no-increase  commitment  is  commen- 
surate with  the  formidable  obligations 
this  commitment  entails?  A  brief  com- 
parison of  the  sides'  proposals  regarding 
information  exchange  inspections  and 
exit-entry  points  provides  a  clear 
answer. 

Both  sides  agree  that  the  exchange 
of  information  on  force  levels  of  the 
sides  in  central  Europe  is  needed  in 
order  to  verify  the  ceilings  on  armed 
forces  and  that  the  numbers  need  to  be 
disaggregated. 

Unfortunately,  however,  the  East 
has  failed  to  carry  these  points  to  their 
logical  conclusion:  disaggregation  of 
information  down  to  a  manageable 
level— i.e.,  battalion  or  air  force 
squadron— for  purposes  of  verification. 
The  East  has  turned  away  from  the  issue 
of  how  to  verify  residual  manpower  ceil- 
ings by  means  of  disaggregated  informa- 
tion. Instead,  the  East  prefers  to  focus 
primarily  on  the  totally  different  matter 
of  ensuring  that  no  additional  military 
units  are  introduced  into  the  area  of 
reductions.  Indeed,  in  explaining  its 
inspections  measure,  the  East  disassoci- 
ates inspections  from  the  very  task  of 
verifying  the  no-increase  obligation  on 
manpower. 

This  Eastern  shift  ignores  the 
specific  no-increase  obligation  both  sides 
have  espoused— a  limitation  on  residual 
manpower,  not  on  formations  or  units. 
Indeed,  the  East's  approach  would  allow 
residual  manpower  ceilings  to  be 
extended  at  will.  For  example,  without 
increasing  the  number  of  military  forma- 
tions in  the  reductions  area,  the  East 
could  significantly  exceed  its  no-increase 
obligations— indeed,  by  a  figure  many 
times  greater  than  initial  Soviet 
reductions— simply  by  increasing  the 
manning  levels  of  existing  Warsaw  Pact 


units  in  the  area  of  reductions.  A  surrep- 
titious increase  of  only  10%  in  manning 
of  a  side's  existing  units  could  add  some 
100,000  troops  to  the  forces  of  the 
violating  side.  This  could  be  achieved  by 
manipulating  the  annual  rotations  of 
nearly  half  a  million  Soviet  forces  who 
the  East  now  excludes  from  passing 
through  the  exit-entry  points.  Given  the 
inadequacy  of  national  technical  means 
in  such  case,  how  does  the  East  propose 
to  monitor  increases  in  manning  levels? 

A  further  inconsistency  in  the  East's 
approach  regarding  disaggregation  of 
information  and  the  no-increase  commit- 
ment is  that  while  stressing  the  impor- 
tance of  verifying  that  no  additional  for- 
mations or  military  contingents  appear 
in  the  area  of  reductions,  the  East, 
nevertheless,  fails  to  provide  for  any 
exchange  of  information  on  residual 
units  and  their  locations  in  central 
Europe.  Without  such  disaggregated 
information,  there  would  be  no  yardstick 
against  which  to  measure  results  pro- 
vided by  national  technical  means  or 
inspections.  This  is  all  the  more  peculiar 
when  one  notes  that  the  East  has  agreed 
to  provide  such  information  on  forces  to 
be  reduced.  Can  the  East  explain  this 
double  standard? 

The  focus  in  the  Eastern  verification 
scheme  on  formations  and  not 
manpower— despite  mutual  agreement 
that  the  no-increase  obligation  would  be 
expressed  in  terms  of  overall  ground  and 
air  force  personnel  figures,  not 
structure— also  contributes  to  some  of 
the  shortcomings  of  its  exit-entry  points 
and  inspection  measures.  Thus  although 
the  Warsaw  Pact  concedes  that  all 
forces  withdrawn  as  part  of  agreed 
reductions  must  pass  through  exit-entry 
points,  the  East  now  excludes  the  annual 
rotation  of  nearly  half  a  million  Soviet 
forces  from  having  to  pass  through  these 
points.  The  East  asks  the  West  not  to 
dramatize  this  issue.  If  this  is  not  a 
dramatic  change  of  Eastern  position, 
what  is  it? 

The  emphasis  on  organizations— and 
not  manpower— may  help  explain  the 
uncertainty  over  the  East's  position  con- 
cerning unobstructed  access  to  all  build- 
ings and  the  right  to  conduct  an  unob- 
structed survey,  except  for  specific 
facilities  which  would  be  closed  to 
inspection  as  agreed  between  the  sides 
before  signature  of  the  agreement.  Mili- 
tary forces  are,  of  course,  often  found  in 
buildings  such  as  barracks.  Does  the 
Warsaw  Pact  agree  to  the  principle  of 
unobstructed  access  and  survey  with 
respect  to  on-site  inspections? 

The  East  acknowledges  the  need  to 
verify  that  a  side  is  not  increasing  the 
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manning  level  of  units  in  the  area  of 
reductions  in  violation  of  the  no-increase 
commitment  and  has  indicated  that 
inspections  could  be  used  to  monitor 
such  possible  development.  But  it  is 
silent  on  how  its  inspection  proposal 
would  address  this  problem.  Again  the 
question  arises,  how  does  the  East 
intend  to  address  this  verification 
problem? 

Of  course,  the  major  drawback  with 
the  East's  proposal  for  inspections  is 
that  they  would  only  be  granted  in 
response  to  "well-founded  requests," 
rather  than  being  as  of  right.  Only  a 
system  of  inspections  as  of  right  and 
routine  which  is  based  upon  information 
disaggregated  to  a  manageable  level— as 
the  West  has  proposed— can  assure  each 


side  that  the  other  is  abiding  by  the 
no-increase  commitment. 

Ambassador  Blackwill  concluded  by 
noting  that  as  the  distinguished  repre- 
sentative of  the  United  Kingdom  said 
recently  and  as  was  explained  today,  a 
limitation  applying  to  forces  of  about 
2  million  men  spread  over  a  territory  of 
just  under  a  million  square  kilometers  is 
in  no  way  a  modest  obligation.  He  asked 
if  the  East  disagreed,  and  if  so,  he  said, 
the  West  would  like  to  know  why.  And  if 
the  Warsaw  Pact  does  believe  that  a 
no-increase  commitment  has  great 
military  significance,  why  then  does  it 
reject  verification  measures  commen- 
surate with  that  significance?  The  West 
would  also  like  to  know  that.  ■ 


Nuclear  and  Space  Arms  Talks 
Open  Round  Six 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  17,  1986' 

The  nuclear  and  space  talks  (NST) 
resume  tomorrow  with  the  opening  of 
round  six  in  Geneva.  This  could  prove  to 
be  a  very  important  phase  in  the  strong 
effort  being  made  by  the  United  States 
to  get  Soviet  agreement  to  deep  reduc- 
tions in  nuclear  arms.  If  the  Soviets  are 
as  determined  as  we  are,  there  is  a  real 
chance  for  such  reductions. 

The  United  States  is  fully  committed 
to  achieving  genuine  arms  reductions— 
and  soon.  It  is  in  this  spirit  that  I  wrote 
to  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  in  July, 
further  amplifying  our  positions  on  the 
full  range  of  arms  control  issues.  In  this 
letter  I  specifically  sought  areas  of  com- 
mon ground  where  we  and  the  Soviet 
Union  could  most  productively  focus  our 
efforts  to  reach  agreement.  My  letter 
dealt  with  expressed  Soviet  concerns 
and  identified  immediate,  practical  steps 
that  can  move  us  in  the  direction  of  our 
ultimate  goal:  the  total  elimination  of 
nuclear  arms. 

We  are  now  awaiting  a  constructive 
Soviet  response.  Our  ideas  offer  a  solid 
basis  for  negotiations  toward  agree- 
ments beneficial  to  both  sides.  If  the 
Soviets  offer  a  serious  response,  we  can 
look  forward  to  a  productive  round. 

In  the  weeks  leading  up  to  Friday's 
meeting  between  Secretary  Shultz  and 
Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze,  the 
United  States  has  undertaken  expert- 
level  discussions  with  the  Soviets  in  the 


four  key  areas  of  the  U.S. -Soviet 
agenda.  This  includes  human  rights, 
regional,  bilateral,  and  arms  control 
issues.  We  hope  that  these  discussions 
have  helped  to  facilitate  progress  in 
some  areas,  including  the  nuclear  and 
space  talks. 

Our  goals  in  the  nuclear  and  space 
talks,  and  in  arms  control  in  general, 
remain  constant.  We  seek  to  strengthen 
strategic  stability  and  truly  diminish  the 
risk  of  nuclear  war.  This  means  remov- 
ing the  capability  and  incentive  for  the 
Soviet  Union  to  conduct  a  disarming 
first-strike.  It  means  preserving  the 
ability  to  deter  war  at  the  lowest  possi- 
ble level  of  forces.  Therefore,  our  over- 
riding priority  in  these  talks  is  the 
achievement  of  agreements  which  will 
bring  about  deep,  equitable,  and  verifi- 
able reductions  in  the  nuclear  arsenals  of 
both  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Of  course,  if  the  benefits  of  such 
agreements  are  to  be  realized,  they  must 
be  fully  complied  with  by  both  sides.  The 
Soviet  Union  has  continued  to  violate 
key  provisions  of  existing  arms  control 
agreements,  and  this  pattern  of  viola- 
tions threatens  to  undermine  the  entire 
arms  control  process.  We,  therefore,  will 
continue  to  press  the  Soviets  to  correct 
their  noncompliance,  and  thereby 
strengthen  the  prospects  for  achieving 
real  arms  reductions.  We  also  will  insist 
that  verification  be  a  key  feature  of  any 
new  agreement. 


In  the  Geneva  negotiating  forum, 
the  United  States  has  put  forward  con- 
crete proposals  in  all  three  areas  of  the 
nuclear  and  space  talks. 

•  Our  strategic  arms  (START)  pro- 
posals are  based  on  the  concept— on 
which  Mr.  Gorbachev  and  I  agreed  at  the 
Geneva  summit  last  November— of  50% 
reductions  in  the  strategic,  offensive 
nuclear  arsenals  of  both  sides.  Further, 
we  seek  to  enhance  stability  by  concen- 
trating on  reductions  in  ballistic  missiles, 
since  they  are  the  most  destabilizing  in  a 
crisis. 

•  In  the  intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces  (INF)  talks,  we  have  proposed  a 
phased  approach  for  global  elimination 
of  the  entire  class  of  U.S.  and  Soviet 
longer  range  INF  missiles. 

•  In  the  defense  and  space  negotia- 
tions, we  have  advanced  new  ideas  on 
how  to  ensure  a  stable  transition  to 
strategic  defenses,  should  these  prove 
feasible.  Additionally,  we  have  proposed 
an  "open  laboratories"  exchange  to 
enable  each  side  to  reassure  itself  con- 
cerning the  other's  strategic  defense 
research. 

In  my  July  letter  to  Mr.  Gorbachev,  I 
expanded  upon  these  American  pro- 
posals and  offered  some  new  ideas.  In 
Geneva  our  negotiators  will  be  able  to 
offer  concrete  new  details  in  all  three 
areas.  In  addition.  Secretary  Shultz  is 
prepared  to  discuss  these  issues— along 
with  our  human  rights,  regional,  and 
bilateral  concerns— with  Foreign  Minis- 
ter Shevardnadze.  These  discussions  can 
help  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  a  second 
summit  meeting  between  Mr.  Gorbachev 
and  myself  in  the  United  States  late  this 
year,  as  agreed  at  our  first  summit 
meeting  in  Geneva. 

I  want  to  emphasize,  however,  that 
the  Soviet  treatment  of  American  jour- 
nalist Nicholas  Daniloff  continues  to 
limit  severely  what  is  achievable  in  our 
bilateral  relations.  I  therefore  urge  the 
Soviet  Union  to  resolve  this  case 
promptly  before  it  does  even  more 
damage  to  the  relationship  between  our 
two  countries. 

The  time  has  come  for  practical 
achievements  in  all  areas  of  our  rela- 
tions. As  far  as  the  Geneva  negotiations 
are  concerned,  the  United  States  has 
demonstrated  that  we  are  doing  our  part 
to  bring  about  meaningful  arms  reduc- 
tions. This  round  should  tell  us  whether 
the  Soviet  Union  is  similarly  dedicated. 
If  the  Soviets  do  share  our  commitment, 
there  can  be  real  progress  on  nuclear 
arms  reductions,  and  it  can  begin  soon. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  22,  1986. 
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Review  Conference  Held  on  Biological 
and  Toxin  Weapons  Convention 


The  second  review  conference  on  the 
Convention  on  the  Prohibition  of  the 
Development,  Production  and  Stockpil- 
ing of  Bacteriological  (Biological)  and 
Toxin  Weapons  and  on  their  Destruction 
was  held  in  Geneva  September  8-26, 
1986. 

Following  are  statements  by  Ambas- 
sador Donald  S.  Lowitz,  head  of  the  U.S. 
delegation,  the  text  of  the  final  declara- 
tion adopted  by  consensus,  and  the  texts 
of  the  U.S.  technical  paper  on  science  and 
technology  and  the  background  document 
on  U.S.  compliance. 


AMBASSADOR  LOWITZ'S 

STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  9,  1986 

The  United  States  welcomes  the  oppor- 
tunity to  join  other  states  in  the  second 
review  conference  of  the  parties  to  the 
Biological  and  Toxin  Weapons  Conven- 
tion. This  is  an  important  occasion,  and 
my  delegation  believes  that  it  should  be 
utilized  for  a  thorough  and  productive 
assessment  of  how  the  convention  is 
operating  and  what  further  actions  par- 
ties should  undertake. 

The  United  States  fully  abides  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Biological  and  Toxin 
Weapons  Convention  and  is  committed 
to  strengthening  the  international  norm 
against  biological  and  toxin  weapons 
established  by  this  convention.  However, 
my  delegation  cannot  overlook  the  prob- 
lem that  became  evident  at  the  first 
review  conference,  and  the  problems 
that  exist  today,  concerning  compliance 
of  other  states  with  the  convention. 
Therefore,  the  U.S.  approach  to  the  con- 
ference is  both  critical  and  constructive. 

The  objective  of  this  convention  is 
the  elimination  of  a  broad  range  of  dan- 
gerous and  morally  repugnant  weapons. 
The  United  States  signed  and  ratified 
the  convention  in  the  hopes  of  eliminat- 
ing, once  and  for  all,  all  biological  and 
toxin  weapons.  Unfortunately,  since  that 
time,  toxins  have  been  used  for  hostile 
purposes.  We  have  concluded  that  there 
have  been  a  number  of  instances  of  non- 
compliance with  the  convention.  In  light 
of  this  situtation,  the  United  States  has 
drawn  very  serious  conclusions  about  the 
effectiveness  of  the  convention. 

We  are  not  here  to  insist  on  agree- 
ment with  our  conclusions  or  to  ask  that 
allegations  be  accepted  as  proven.  But 


we  do  stress  that  states  parties  have  an 
obligation  to  resolve  concerns  that  are 
raised  about  their  activities  and  that 
other  parties  to  such  a  multilateral 
agreement  have  an  obligation  to  address 
and  investigate  questions  which  are 
raised  with  respect  to  compliance.  Such 
responses  have  not  been  forthcoming  in 
many  cases,  and  in  some  instances, 
investigations  have  been  actively 
impeded.  To  date  the  United  States  has 
not  received  satisfaction  with  respect  to 
its  specific  concerns  regarding  non- 
compliance, and  investigations  of  the  use 
of  toxins,  mandated  by  the  UN  General 
Assembly,  have  been  blocked.  These 
actions  have  hurt  the  convention  and, 
more  generally,  the  arms  control 
process. 

We  have  been  able  to  determine  in 
some  cases  that  the  convention  has  been 
violated,  despite  its  lack  of  stringent 
verification  provisions  and  I  would  note 
that  potential  violators  should  under- 
stand that  they  face  a  risk  of  exposure. 

Another  concern  related  to  the  con- 
vention results  from  advances  in  biotech- 
nology. These  have  increased  man's 
ability  to  design  new  substances  or 
modify  known  substances.  They  have 
also  made  it  easier  to  produce  such 
materials.  These  advances  have  now 
made  it  possible  to  manufacture  biologi- 
cal or  toxin  agents  in  much  smaller,  less 
distinctive  facilities  than  in  the  past. 
While  promising  great  medical  and 
industrial  benefits,  these  developments 
have  brought  about  capabilities  which,  if 
misused,  could  pose  a  significant  biologi- 
cal and  toxin  weapons  threat.  And  they 
have  further  complicated  verification  of 
compliance  with  the  convention. 

The  United  States  believes  that  the 
international  norm  against  biological  and 
toxin  weapons  established  by  the  conven- 
tion is  important  and  should  be  main- 
tained, supported,  and  strengthened.  We 
believe  that,  in  the  course  of  the  present 
review  of  the  convention,  measures  can 
be  adopted  that  would  help  make  more 
visible  activities  which  are  permitted 
under  the  convention  but  which  could 
give  rise  to  suspicions  if  conducted 
secretly.  We  are  prepared  to  join  other 
delegations  in  exploring  a  series  of  such 
measures  to  help  provide  assurance  that 
permitted  activities  are  not  being  used 
as  a  cover  for  prohibited  activities.  Such 
measures  could  be  agreed  upon  now  at 
the  review  conference  and  embodied  in 
the  final  document. 


I  would  now  like  to  set  out  briefly 
our  views  concerning  the  convention;  to 
begin  with,  the  purposes  of  the  pream- 
ble. The  United  States  continues  to 
attach  great  importance  to  making  effec- 
tive progress  toward  general  and  com- 
plete disarmament.  Likewise  we  attach 
great  importance  to  strict  compliance 
with  the  Geneva  protocol  of  1925,  and 
we  deeply  regret  the  violations  of  this 
fundamental  instrument  for  arms  control 
that  have  occurred.  And  we  continue  to 
be  convinced  that,  because  the  use  of 
biological  and  toxin  weapons  is  repug- 
nant to  the  conscience  of  mankind,  no 
effort  should  be  spared  to  minimize  this 
risk,  with  the  objective  of  excluding  com- 
pletely the  possibility  of  such  use. 

As  I  stated  at  the  outset,  the  United 
States  has  fully  abided  by  the  provisions 
of  the  Biological  and  Toxin  Weapons 
Convention,  and  it  will  continue  to  do  so. 

With  regard  to  Article  I,  the  United 
States  is  in  full  compliance  with  its 
obligations.  Facilities  previously  used  for 
development,  production,  or  stockpiling 
of  biological  or  toxin  weapons  were  con- 
verted to  peaceful  purposes  well  in 
advance  of  the  time  specified  by  the  con- 
vention. However,  the  United  States 
believes  that  the  Soviet  Union,  in  viola- 
tion of  this  article,  has  continued  to 
maintain  an  offensive  biological  warfare 
program  and  capability  and  has  been 
involved  in  the  production  and  use  of 
toxins  for  hostile  purposes  in  Laos,  Cam- 
bodia, and'Afghanistan. 

In  accordance  with  Article  II,  the 
United  States  destroyed  all  existing 
stocks  of  biological  and  toxin  weapons 
and  means  of  delivery  prohibited  under 
Article  I  prior  to  the  deadline  stipulated 
by  the  convention. 

With  regard  to  Article  III,  the 
United  States  has  never  transferred  to 
any  state,  or  assisted  any  state  in  acquir- 
ing, biological  or  toxin  weapons.  How- 
ever, the  United  States  believes  that  the 
Soviet  Union  has  been  involved  in  the 
production  and  transfer  of  toxin  weap- 
ons to  Laos  and  Vietnam. 

With  regard  to  Article  IV,  the  U.S. 
Government  has  taken  and  continues  to 
take  steps  to  preclude  domestic  activities 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  conven- 
tion. These  actions  include: 

•  Certification  by  all  Federal  agen- 
cies that  they  are  in  compliance; 

•  Enactment  of  legislation  and  pro- 
mulgation of  regulations  to  control 
biological  development  and  production 
activities;  and 

•  A  continuing  review  of  existing 
U.S.  laws  and  regulations. 
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With  regard  to  the  consultative  proc- 
ess provided  for  in  Article  V,  we  have 
sought  to  make  use  of  it  with  the  Soviet 
Union  concerning  the  outbreak  of 
anthrax  in  Sverdlovsk  in  1979;  concern- 
ing Soviet  involvement  in  the  produc- 
tion, transfer,  and  use  of  mycotoxins; 
and  concerning  its  maintenance  of  an 
offensive  biological  warfare  program. 
We  have  also  raised  our  concerns  with 
Laos  and  Vietnam  regarding  their  use  of 
mycotoxins  for  hostile  purposes.  To  date 
we  have  received  no  satisfactory 
responses. 

Under  Article  IX  of  the  convention, 
the  United  States  and  other  parties 
recognized  the  objective  of  an  effective 
prohibition  on  chemical  weapons  and 
pledged  to  continue  negotiations  in  good 
faith  toward  that  end.  The  United  States 
is  honoring  this  commitment.  In  1984,  at 
the  request  of  President  Reagan, 
Vice  President  Bush  tabled  a  com- 
prehensive draft  convention  in  the  Con- 
ference on  Disarmament.  This  draft 
remains  a  primary  model  for  an  effective 
and  verifiable  ban  on  chemical  weapons. 
Since  that  time,  we  have  continued  to 
negotiate  seriously  in  the  Conference  on 
Disarmament.  Also  in  the  joint  state- 
ment following  the  1985  summit  meeting 
of  President  Reagan  and  General  Secre- 
tary Gorbachev,  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  agreed  to  accelerate 
bilateral  discussions  on  chemical 
weapons.  Since  that  time,  three  rounds 
of  these  discussions  have  been  held. 

The  United  States  shares  the  dis- 
satisfaction of  many  states  over  the  slow 
pace  of  progress  toward  a  chemical 
weapons  ban.  We  support  efforts  to 
intensify  the  negotiations. 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
Article  X,  the  United  States  has  initiated 
and  participated  in  a  large  number  of 
activities  to  facilitate  the  fullest  possible 
exchange  of  scientific  information  and 
technology  for  the  use  of  biological 
agents  and  toxins  for  peaceful  purposes. 
Our  participation  is  documented  in  more 
detail  in  the  information  on  compliance 
provided  to  the  Secretariat  pursuant  to 
the  request  of  the  preparatory 
committee. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  stress 
again  the  U.S.  commitment  to  support 
and  strengthen  the  norm  established  by 
the  Biological  and  Toxin  Weapons  Con- 
vention against  these  weapons.  Even 
prior  to  the  negotiation  of  the  conven- 
tion, the  United  States  had  unilaterally 
renounced  biological  and  toxin  weapons. 
Since  that  time,  the  United  States  has 
not  developed,  nor  will  it  develop,  such  a 


capability;  and  the  United  States  con- 
tinues to  adhere  to  the  convention.  The 
Biological  and  Toxin  Weapons  Conven- 
tion is  a  valid  international  agreement, 
and  all  states  parties  have  a  solemn  legal 
obligation  to  uphold  its  provisions  and 
the  norm  which  it  establishes.  We  hope 
that  other  states  will  also  fully  comply 
with  the  convention.  Until  this  occurs, 
the  important  purposes  of  this  conven- 
tion will  not  be  realized. 


AMBASSADOR  LOWITZ'S 

STATEMENT, 
SEPT.  26,  1986 

The  U.S.  delegation  welcomes  the  suc- 
cessful conclusion  of  this  second  review 
of  the  operation  of  the  Biological  and 
Toxin  Weapons  Convention.  When  this 
conference  began,  my  delegation  said  it 
would  approach  the  review  of  the  con- 
vention in  both  a  critical  and  construc- 
tive way.  We  have  endeavored  to  keep 
these  two  approaches  central  to  our 
efforts. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  I  made  clear 
that  my  government  is  convinced  that 
the  convention  has  been  violated.  I  also 
want  to  note  that  the  final  declaration 
reflects  the  grave  doubts  of  several  par- 
ties about  compliance  with  the  most 
basic  provisions  of  the  convention  and 
that  the  conference  as  a  whole  stressed 
the  need  to  deal  seriously  with  compli- 
ance issues. 

Recognizing  the  importance  of  the 
norm  established  by  the  Biological  and 
Toxin  Weapons  Convention— a  norm  the 
United  States  upholds  and  will  continue 
to  uphold— we  have  joined  in  recom- 
mending several  measures  intended  to 
strengthen  this  norm,  including  interna- 
tional exchange  of  information  on  out- 
breaks of  infectious  diseases  and  on 
laboratories  and  research  centers.  My 
delegation  hopes  that  these  measures 
will  be  fully  implemented  by  all  parties 
to  the  convention  and  that  they  will  thus 
lead  to  greater  international  trans- 
parency and  openness  with  regard  to  the 
convention. 

I  wish  to  offer  the  thanks  of  the  U.S. 
delegation  to  you,  Mr.  President 
[Ambassador  Winfried  Lang  of  Austria], 
and  to  the  distinguished  chairmen  of  the 
Credentials  Committee,  Ambassador 
D.D.  Afande  [Kenya],  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole,  Ambassador  M.  Vejvoda 
[Czechoslovakia],  and  of  the  Drafting 
Committee,  Ambassador  R.  Butler 
[Australia],  for  all  of  your  efforts  to 
bring  about  a  successful  conclusion  of 
our  work. 


FINAL  DECLARATION, 
SEPT.  26,  1986 

Preamble 

The  States  Parties  to  the  Convention  on  the 
Prohibition  of  the  Development,  Production 
and  Stockpiling  of  Bacteriological  (Biological) 
and  Toxin  Weapons  and  on  their  Destruction, 
having  met  in  Geneva  8-26  September  1986 
in  accordance  with  a  decision  by  the  First 
Review  Conference  1980  and  at  the  request  of 
a  majority  of  States  Parties  to  the  Conven- 
tion, to  review  the  operation  of  the  Conven- 
tion with  a  view  to  assuring  that  the  purposes 
of  the  preamble  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Convention  are  being  realized: 

Reaffirming  their  determination  to  act 
with  a  view  to  achieving  effective  progress 
towards  general  and  complete  disarmament 
including  the  prohibition  and  elimination  of  all 
types  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and 
convinced  that  the  prohibition  of  the  develop- 
ment, production  and  their  elimination, 
though  effective  measures,  will  facilitate  the 
achievement  of  general  and  complete  disar- 
mament under  strict  and  effective  interna- 
tional control, 

Recognizing  the  continuing  importance  of 
the  Convention  and  its  objectives  and  the 
common  interest  of  mankind  in  the  elimina- 
tion of  bacteriological  (biological)  and  toxin 
weapons, 

Affirming  their  belief  that  the  universal 
adherence  to  the  Convention  would  enhance 
international  peace  and  security,  would  not 
hamper  economic  or  technological  develop- 
ment and,  further,  would  facilitate  the  wider 
exchange  of  information  for  the  use  of  bac- 
teriological (biological)  agents  for  peaceful 
purposes, 

Confirming  the  common  interest  in 
strengthening  the  authority  and  the  effective- 
ness of  the  Convention,  to  promote  con- 
fidence and  co-operation  among  States 
Parties, 

Affirming  the  importance  of  strengthen- 
ing international  co-operation  in  the  field  of 
biotechnology,  genetic  engineering,  micro- 
biology and  other  related  areas, 

Reaffirming  their  adherence  to  the  princi- 
ple and  objectives  of  the  Geneva  Protocol  of 
17  June  1925  and  calling  upon  all  States  to 
comply  strictly  with  them. 

Recalling  that  the  General  Assembly  of 
the  United  Nations  has  repeatedly  condemned 
all  actions  contrary  to  the  said  principles  and 
objectives. 

Recognizing  the  importance  of  achieving 
as  a  matter  of  high  priority  an  international 
convention  on  the  complete  and  effective  pro- 
hibition of  the  development,  production  and 
stockpiling  of  chemical  weapons  and  on  their 
destruction, 

Noting  the  relevant  provisions  of  the 
Final  Document  of  the  Tenth  Special  Session 
of  the  General  Assembly  devoted  to 
Disarmament, 

Appealing  to  all  States  to  refrain  from 
any  action  which  might  place  the  Convention 
or  any  of  its  provisions  in  jeopardy. 
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Declare  their  strong  determination  for  the 
sake  of  all  mankind,  to  exclude  completely  the 
possibility  of  microbial,  or  other  biological 
agents,  or  toxins  being  used  as  weapons  and 
reaffirm  their  strong  support  for  the  Conven- 
tion, their  continued  dedication  to  its  prin- 
ciples and  objectives  and  their  legal  obligation 
under  international  law  to  implement  and 
strictly  comply  with  its  provisions. 

Article  I 

The  Conference  notes  the  importance  of  Arti- 
cle I  as  the  Article  which  defines  the  scope  of 
the  Convention  and  reaffirms  its  support  for 
the  provisions  of  this  Article. 

The  Conference  concludes  that  the  scope 
of  Article  I  covers  scientific  and  technological 
developments  relevant  to  the  Convention. 

The  Conference  notes  statements  by  some 
States  Parties  that  compliance  with  Articles 
I,  II  and  III  was  in  their  view  subject  to  grave 
doubt  in  some  cases  and  that  efforts  to 
resolve  these  concerns  had  not  been  success- 
ful. The  Conference  notes  the  statements  by 
other  States  Parties  that  such  a  doubt  was 
unfounded  and,  in  their  view,  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Convention.  The  Conference 
agrees  that  the  application  of  States  Parties 
of  a  positive  approach  in  question  of  com- 
pliance in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Convention  was  in  the  interest  of  all 
States  Parties  and  that  this  would  serve  to 
promote  confidence  among  States  Parties. 

The  Conference,  conscious  of  apprehen- 
sions arising  from  relevant  scientific  and 
technological  developments,  inter  alia,  in  the 
fields  of  microbiology,  genetic  engineering 
and  biotechnology,  and  the  possibilities  of 
their  use  for  purposes  inconsistent  with  the 
objectives  and  the  provisions  of  the  Conven- 
tion, reaffirms  that  the  undertaking  given  by 
the  States  Parties  in  Article  I  applies  to  all 
such  developments. 

The  Conference  reaffirms  that  the  Con- 
vention unequivocally  applies  to  all  natural  or 
artificially  created  microbial  or  other  bio- 
logical agents  or  toxins  whatever  their  origin 
or  method  of  production.  Consequently, 
toxins  (both  proteinaceous  and  non- 
proteinaceous)  of  a  microbial,  animal  or 
vegetable  nature  and  their  synthetically 
produced  analogues  are  covered. 


Article  II 

The  Conference  notes  the  importance  of  Arti- 
cle II  and  welcomes  the  statements  made  by 
States  which  have  become  Parties  to  the  Con- 
vention since  the  First  Review  Conference 
that  they  do  not  possess  agents,  toxins, 
weapons,  equipment  or  means  of  delivery 
referred  to  in  Article  I  of  the  Convention.  The 
Conference  believes  that  such  statements 
enhance  confidence  in  the  Convention. 

The  Conference  stresses  that  States 
which  become  Parties  to  the  Convention,  in 
implementing  the  provisions  of  this  Article, 
shall  observe  all  necessary  safety  precautions 
to  protect  populations  and  the  environment. 


Article  III 

The  Conference  notes  the  importance  of  Arti- 
cle III  and  welcomes  the  statements  which 
States  that  have  acceded  to  the  Convention 
have  made  to  the  effect  that  they  have  not 
transferred  agents,  toxins,  weapons,  equip- 
ment or  means  of  delivery,  specified  in  Arti- 
cle I  of  the  Convention,  to  any  recipient  what- 
soever and  have  not  furnished  assistance  or 
encouragement  or  inducement  to  any  State, 
group  of  States  or  international  organizations 
to  manufacture  or  otherwise  acquire  them. 
The  Conference  affirms  that  Article  III  is  suf- 
ficiently comprehensive  so  as  to  cover  any 
recipient  whatsoever  at  international, 
national  or  sub-national  levels. 

The  Conference  notes  that  the  provisions 
of  this  article  should  not  be  used  to  impose 
restrictions  and/or  limitations  on  the  transfer 
for  purposes  consistent  with  the  objectives 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Convention  of  scien- 
tific knowledge,  technology,  equipment  and 
materials  to  States  Parties. 


Article  IV 

The  Conference  notes  the  importance  of  Arti- 
cle IV,  under  which  each  State  Party  shall,  in 
accordance  with  its  constitutional  processes, 
take  any  necessary  measures  to  prohibit  or 
prevent  any  acts  or  actions  which  would  con- 
travene the  Convention. 

The  Conference  calls  upon  all  States  Par- 
ties which  have  not  yet  taken  any  necessary 
measures  in  accordance  with  their  constitu- 
tional processes,  as  required  by  the  Article,  to 
do  so  immediately. 

The  Conference  notes  that  States  Parties, 
as  requested  by  the  First  Review  Conference, 
have  provided  the  United  Nations  Depart- 
ment for  Disarmament  Affairs  with  informa- 
tion on  and  the  texts  of  specific  legislation 
enacted  or  other  regulatory  measures  taken 
by  them,  relevant  to  this  Article.  The  Con- 
ference invites  States  Parties  to  continue  to 
provide  such  information  and  texts  to  the 
United  Nations  Department  for  Disarmament 
Affairs,  for  purposes  of  consultation. 

The  Conference  notes  the  importance  of: 

•  Legislative,  administrative  and  other 
measures  designed  effectively  to  guarantee 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  conven- 
tion within  the  territory,  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion or  control  of  a  State  Party; 

•  Legislation  regarding  the  physical  pro- 
tection of  laboratories  and  facilities  to  pre- 
vent unauthorized  access  to  and  removal  of 
the  pathogenic  or  toxic  material;  and 

•  Inclusion  in  textbooks,  and  in  medical, 
scientific  and  military  educational  pro- 
grammes of  information  dealing  with  the  pro- 
hibition of  bacteriological  (biological)  and 
toxin  weapons  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Geneva  Protocol  and  believes  that  such 
measures  which  States  might  undertake  in 
accordance  with  their  constitutional  process 
would  strengthen  the  effectiveness  of  the 
('onvention. 


Article  V 

The  Conference  notes  the  importance  of  Arti- 
cle V  and  reaffirms  the  obligation  assumed  by 
States  Parties  to  consult  and  co-operate  with 
one  another  in  solving  any  problems  which 
may  arise  in  relation  to  the  objective  of,  or  in 
the  application  of,  the  Convention. 

The  Conference  reaffirms  that  consulta- 
tion and  co-operation  pursuant  to  this  Article 
may  also  be  undertaken  through  appropriate 
international  procedures  within  the  frame- 
work of  the  United  Nations  and  in  accordance 
with  its  Charter. 

The  Conference  confirms  the  conclusions 
in  the  Final  Declaration  of  the  First  Review 
Conference  that  these  procedures  include, 
inter  alia,  the  right  of  any  State  Party  to 
request  that  a  consultative  meeting  open  to 
all  States  Parties  be  convened  at  expert  level. 

The  Conference  stresses  the  need  for  all 
States  to  deal  seriously  with  compliance 
issues  and  emphasizes  that  the  failure  to  do  so 
undermines  the  Convention  and  the  arms  con- 
trol process  in  general. 

The  Conference  appeals  to  States  Parties 
to  make  all  possible  efforts  to  solve  any  prob- 
lems which  may  arise  in  relation  to  the  objec- 
tive of  or  in  the  application  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Convention  with  a  view  towards 
encouraging  strict  observance  of  the  provi- 
sions subscribed  to.  The  Conference  further 
requests  that  information  on  such  efforts  be 
provided  to  the  Third  Review  Conference. 

The  Conference,  taking  into  account 
views  expressed  concerning  the  need  to 
strengthen  the  implementation  of  the  provi- 
sions of  Article  V,  has  agreed: 

•  That  a  consultative  meeting  shall  be 
promptly  convened  when  requested  by  a 
State  Party; 

•  That  a  consultative  meeting  may  con- 
sider any  problems  which  may  arise  in  the 
relation  to  the  objective  of,  or  in  the  applica- 
tion of,  the  provisions  of  the  Convention,  sug- 
gest ways  and  means  for  further  clarifying, 
inter  alia,  with  assistance  of  technical 
experts,  any  matter  considered  ambiguous  or 
unresolved,  as  well  as  initiate  appropriate 
international  procedures  within  the  frame- 
work of  the  United  Nations  and  in  accordance 
with  its  Charter; 

•  That  the  consultative  meeting,  or  any 
State  Party,  may  request  specialized 
assistance  in  solving  any  problems  which  may 
arise  in  relation  to  the  objective  of,  or  in  the 
application  of,  the  provisions  of  the  Conven- 
tion, through,  inter  alia,  appropriate  interna- 
tional procedures  within  the  framework  of  the 
United  Nations  and  in  accordance  with  its 
Charter; 

•  The  Conference  considers  that  States 
Parties  shall  co-operate  with  the  consultative 
meeting  in  its  considerations  of  any  problems 
which  may  arise  in  the  relation  to  the  objec- 
tives of,  or  in  the  application  of,  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Convention,  and  in  clarifying 
ambiguous  and  unresolved  matters,  as  well  as 
co-operate  in  appropriate  international  pro- 
cedures within  the  framework  of  the  United 
Nations  and  in  accordance  with  its  Charter. 
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The  Conference,  mindful  of  the  provisions 
of  Article  V  and  Article  X  and  determined  to 
strengthen  the  authority  of  the  Convention 
and  to  enhance  confidence  in  the  implementa- 
tion of  its  provisions,  agrees  that  the  States 
Parties  are  to  implement,  on  the  basis  of 
mutual  co-operation,  the  following  measures, 
in  order  to  prevent  or  reduce  the  occurrence 
of  ambiguities,  doubts  and  suspicions,  and  in 
order  to  improve  international  co-operation  in 
the  field  of  peaceful  bacteriological  (biological) 
activities. 

1.  Exchange  of  data,  including  name, 
location,  scope  and  general  description  of 
activities,  on  research  centres  and  laborator- 
ies that  meet  very  high  national  or  interna- 
tional safety  standards  established  for  hand- 
ling, for  permitted  purposes,  biological 
materials  that  pose  a  high  individual  and  com- 
munity risk,  or  specialize  in  permitted 
biological  activities  directly  related  to  the 
Convention. 

2.  Exchange  of  information  on  all  out- 
breaks of  infectious  diseases  and  similar 
occurrences  caused  by  toxins,  that  seem  to 
deviate  from  the  normal  pattern  as  regards 
type,  development,  place  or  time  of  occur- 
rence. If  possible,  the  information  provided 
would  include,  as  soon  as  it  is  available,  data 
on  the  type  of  disease,  approximate  area 
affected  and  number  of  cases. 

3.  Encouragement  of  publication  of 
results  of  biological  research  directly  related 
to  the  Convention,  in  scientific  journals  gen- 
erally available  to  States  Parties,  as  well  as 
promotion  of  use  for  permitted  purposes  of 
knowledge  gained  in  this  research. 

4.  Active  promotion  of  contacts  between 
scientists  engaged  in  biological  research 
directly  related  to  the  Convention,  including 
exchanges  for  joint  research  on  a  mutually 
agreed  basis. 

The  Conference  decides  to  hold  an  Ad  Hoc 
meeting  of  scientific  and  technical  experts 
from  States  Parties,  to  finalize  the  modalities 
for  the  exchange  of  information  and  data  by 
working  out,  inter  alia,  appropriate  forms  to 
be  used  by  States  Parties  for  the  exchange  of 
information  agreed  to  in  this  Final  Declara- 
tion, thus  enabling  the  States  Parties  to 
follow  a  standardized  procedure.  The  group 
shall  meet  in  Geneva  for  the  period  of 
31  March-15  April  1987  and  shall  communi- 
cate the  results  of  the  work  to  the  States  Par- 
ties immediately  thereafter. 

Pending  the  results  of  this  meeting  the 
Conference  urges  States  Parties  to  promptly 
apply  these  measures  and  report  the  data 
agreed  upon  to  the  United  Nations  Depart- 
ment for  Disarmament  Affairs. 

The  Conference  requests  the  United 
Nations  Department  for  Disarmament  Affairs 
to  make  available  the  information  received  to 
all  States  Parties. 


Article  VI 

The  Conference  also  notes  the  importance  of 
Article  VI,  which  in  addition  to  the  pro- 
cedures contained  in  Article  V,  provides  for 
any  State  Party,  which  finds  that  any  other 
State  Party  is  acting  in  breach  of  its  obliga- 
tions under  the  Convention,  to  lodge  a  com- 


plaint with  the  United  Nations  Security 
Council,  and  under  which  each  State  Party 
undertakes  to  co-operate  in  carrying  out  any 
investigation  which  the  Security  Council  may 
initiate. 

The  Conference  notes  the  need  to  further 
improve  and  strengthen  this  and  other  pro- 
cedures to  enhance  greater  confidence  in  the 
Convention.  The  Conference  considers  that 
the  Security  Council  may,  if  it  deems  it 
necessary,  request  the  advice  of  the  World 
Health  Organization  in  carrying  out  any 
investigation  of  complaints  lodged  with  the 
Council. 


Article  VII 

The  Conference  notes  that  these  provisions 
have  not  been  invoked. 


Article  VIII 

The  Conference  reaffirms  the  importance  of 
Article  VIII  and  stresses  the  importance  of 
the  Protocol  for  the  prohibition  of  the  use  in 
war  of  asphyxiating,  poisonous  or  other  gases 
and  of  bacteriological  methods  of  warfare. 
The  Conference  reaffirms  that  nothing 
contained  in  the  Convention  shall  be  inter- 
preted as  in  any  way  limiting  or  detracting 
from  the  obligations  assumed  by  any  State 
under  the  Protocol  for  the  prohibition  of  the 
use  in  war  of  asphyxiating,  poisonous  or  other 
gases  and  of  bacteriological  methods  of  war- 
fare, signed  at  Geneva  on  17  June  1925. 
Noting  the  report  of  the  Security  Council 
(S/17911),  the  Conference  appeals  to  all 
States  Parties  to  the  Geneva  Protocol  of  1925 
to  fulfil  their  obligations  assumed  under  that 
Protocol  and  urges  all  States  not  yet  Parties 
to  the  said  Protocol  to  adhere  to  it  at  the 
earliest  possible  date. 


Article  IX 

The  Conference  reaffirms  the  obligation 
assumed  by  States  Parties  to  continue 
negotiations  in  good  faith  towards  an  early 
agreement  on  effective  measures  for  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  development,  production  and 
stockpiling  of  chemical  weapons  and  for  their 
destruction. 

All  States  Parties  participating  in  the 
Conference  reiterate  their  strong  commit- 
ment to  this  important  goal. 

The  Conference  notes  with  satisfaction 
the  substantial  progress  made  in  the  negotia- 
tions on  a  convention  on  the  prohibition  of 
chemical  weapons  in  the  Conference  on  Disar- 
mament during  the  period  under  review.  The 
Conference  also  takes  note  of  the  bilateral 
talks  between  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  and  the  United  States  of  America 
on  all  aspects  of  the  prohibition  of  chemical 
weapons. 

The  Conference  nevertheless  deeply 
regrets  that  an  agreement  on  a  convention  on 
chemical  weapons  has  not  yet  been  reached. 

The  Conference  urges  the  Conference  on 
Disarmament  to  exert  all  possible  efforts  to 
conclude  an  agreement  on  a  total  ban  of 
chemical  weapons  with  effective  verification 
provisions  by  the  earliest  possible  date. 


Article  X 

The  Conference  emphasizes  the  increasing 
importance  of  the  provisions  of  Article  X, 
especially  in  the  light  of  recent  scientific  and 
technological  developments  in  the  field  of  bio- 
technology, bacteriological  (biological)  agents 
and  toxins  with  peaceful  applications,  which 
have  vastly  increased  the  potential  for 
co-operation  between  States  to  help  promote 
economic  and  social  development,  and  scien- 
tific and  technological  progress,  particularly 
in  the  developing  countries,  in  conformity 
with  their  interest,  needs  and  priorities. 

The  Conference,  while  acknowledging 
what  has  already  been  done  towards  this  end, 
notes  with  concern  the  increasing  gap 
between  the  developed  and  the  developing 
countries  in  the  field  of  biotechnology,  genetic 
engineering,  microbiology  and  other  related 
areas.  The  Conference  accordingly  urges 
States  Parties  to  provide  wider  access  to  and 
share  their  scientific  and  technological 
knowledge  in  this  field,  on  an  equal  and  non- 
discriminatory basis,  in  particular  with  the 
developing  countries,  for  the  benefit  of  all 
mankind. 

The  Conference  urges  that  States  Parties 
take  specific  measures  within  their  com- 
petence for  the  promotion  of  the  fullest  possi- 
ble international  co-operation  in  this  field 
through  their  active  intervention.  Such 
measures  could  include,  inter  alia: 

•  Transfer  and  exchange  of  information 
concerning  research  programmes  in 
bio-sciences; 

•  Wider  transfer  and  exchange  of  infor- 
mation, materials  and  equipment  among 
States  on  a  systematic  and  long-term  basis; 

•  Active  promotion  of  contacts  between 
scientists  and  technical  personnel  on  a 
reciprocal  basis,  in  relevant  fields; 

•  Increased  technical  co-operation  includ- 
ing training  opportunities  to  developing  coun- 
tries in  the  use  of  bio-sciences  and  genetic 
engineering  for  peaceful  purposes: 

•  Facilitating  the  conclusion  of  bilateral, 
regional  and  multiregional  agreements  pro- 
viding on  a  mutually  advantageous,  equal  and 
non-discriminatory  basis,  for  their  participa- 
tion in  the  development  and  application  of 
biotechnology; 

•  Encouraging  the  co-ordination  of 
national  and  regional  programmes  and  work- 
ing out  in  an  appropriate  manner  the  ways 
and  means  of  co-operation  in  this  field. 

The  Conference  calls  for  greater 
co-operation  in  international  public  health  and 
disease  control. 

The  Conference  urges  that  co-operation 
under  Article  X  should  be  actively  pursued 
both  within  the  bilateral  and  the  multilateral 
framework  and  further  urges  the  use  of  exist- 
ing institutional  means  within  the  United 
Nations  system  and  the  full  utilization  of  the 
possibilities  provided  by  the  specialized  agen- 
cies and  other  international  organizations. 

The  Conference,  noting  that  co-operation 
would  be  best  initiated  by  improved  institu- 
tionalized direction  and  co-ordination,  recom- 
mends that  measures  to  ensure  co-operation 
on  such  a  basis  be  pursued  within  the  exist- 
ing means  of  the  United  Nations  system. 
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Accordingly,  the  Conference  requests  the 
Secretary-General  of  the  United  Nations  to 
propose  for  inclusion  on  the  agenda  of  a  rele- 
vant United  Nations  body,  a  discussion  and 
examination  of  the  means  for  improving  insti- 
tutional mechanisms  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
fullest  possible  exchange  of  equipment, 
materials  and  scientific  and  technological 
information  for  the  use  of  bacteriological 
(biological)  agents  and  toxins  for  peaceful  pur- 
poses. The  Conference  recommends  that  in- 
vitations to  participate  in  this  discussion  and 
examination  should  be  extended  to  all  States 
Parties,  whether  or  not  they  are  members  of 
the  United  Nations,  and  concerned  specialized 
agencies. 

The  Conference  requests  the  States  Par- 
ties and  the  United  Nations  Secretariat  to 
include  in  the  document  materials  prepared 
for  the  above-mentioned  discussion  of  States 
Parties,  information  and  suggestions  on  the 
implementation  of  Article  X,  taking  into 
account  the  preceding  paragraphs.  Further- 
more, it  urges  the  specialized  agencies,  inter 
alia,  FAO.WHO,  UNESCO,  WIPO  and 
UNIDO,  to  participate  in  this  discussion  and 
fully  co-operate  with  the  Secretary-General  of 
the  United  Nations  and  requests  the 
Secretary-General  to  send  all  relevant  infor- 
mation of  this  Conference  to  these  agencies. 

The  Conference,  referring  to  paragraph 
35  of  the  Final  Document  of  the  First  Special 
Session  of  the  General  Assembly,  devoted  to 
Disarmament  stresses  the  importance  of  the 
obligations  under  Article  X  promoting  eco- 
nomic and  social  development  of  developing 
countries,  particularly  in  the  light  of,  the 
United  Nations  Conference  on  the  Relation- 
ship between  Disarmament  and  Development, 
for  the  States  participating  therein,  scheduled 
for  1987. 

The  Conference,  to  ensure  compliance 
with  Article  X,  also  requests  States  Parties 
and  the  United  Nations  Secretariat  to  provide 
information  relevant  to  the  implementation  of 
the  Article  for  examination  by  the  next 
conference  of  States  Parties. 

The  Conference  upholds  that  the  above- 
mentioned  measures  would  positively 
strengthen  the  Convention. 

Article  XI 

The  Conference  notes  the  importance  of  Arti- 
cle XI  and  that  since  the  entry  into  force  of 
the  Convention  of  the  provisions  of  the  Arti- 
cle have  not  been  invoked. 


Article  XII 

The  Conference  decides  that  a  Third  Review 
Conference  shall  be  held  in  Geneva  at  the 
request  of  a  majority  of  States  Parties  not 
later  than  1991. 

The  Conference,  noting  the  differing 
views  with  regard  to  verification,  decides  that 
the  Third  Review  Conference  shall  consider, 
inter  alia: 

•  The  impact  of  scientific  and  technologi- 
cal developments  relevant  to  the  Convention; 

•  The  relevance  for  effective  implementa- 
tion of  the  Convention  of  the  results  achieved 


in  the  negotiations  on  prohibition  of  chemical 
weapons; 

•  The  effectiveness  of  the  provisions  in 
Article  V  for  consultation  and  co-operation  of 
the  co-operative  measures  agreed  in  this  Final 
Declaration;  and 

•  In  the  light  of  these  considerations  and 
of  the  provisions  of  Article  XI,  whether  or  not 
further  actions  are  called  for  to  create  further 
co-operative  measures  in  the  context  of  Arti- 
cle V,  or  legally  binding  improvements  to  the 
Convention,  or  a  combination  of  both. 

Article  XIII 

The  Conference  notes  the  provisions  of  Arti- 
cle XIII  and  expresses  its  satisfaction  that  no 
State  Party  to  the  Convention  has  exercised 
its  right  to  withdraw  from  the  Convention. 

Article  XIV 

The  Conference  notes  with  satisfaction  that  a 
significant  number  of  States  have  ratified  or 
acceded  to  the  Convention  since  the  First 
Review  Conference  and  that  there  are  now 
more  than  100  States  Parties  to  the  Conven- 
tion, including  all  the  permanent  Members  of 
the  Security  Council  of  the  United  Nations. 

The  Conference  calls  upon  States  which 
have  not  yet  ratified  or  acceded  to  the  Con- 
vention to  do  so  without  delay  and  upon  those 
States  which  have  not  signed  the  Convention 
to  join  the  States  Parties  thereto  thus  con- 
tributing to  the  achievement  of  universal 
adherence  to  the  Convention. 

The  Conference  makes  an  urgent  appeal 
to  all  States  Parties  to  the  Convention  on  the 
Prohibition  of  the  Development,  Production 
and  Stockpiling  of  Bacteriological  (Biological) 
and  Toxin  Weapons  and  on  their  Destruction, 
which  did  not  participate  in  its  work,  to  give 
their  effective  co-operation  and  take  part 
more  actively  in  the  common  endeavour  of  all 
the  Contracting  Parties  to  strengthen  the  ob- 
jectives and  purposes  of  the  Convention.  In 
this  connection,  the  Convention  urges  all 
States  Parties  that  were  absent  to  take  part 
in  the  future  work  envisaged  in  this  Final 
Declaration. 


Article  XV 

The  Conference  notes  the  provisions  of  Arti- 
cle XV. 


U.S.  TECHNICAL  PAPER 
ON  SCIENCE  &  TECHNOLOGY 

1.  Introduction 

In  preparation  for  the  1986  Review  Con- 
ference on  The  Convention  on  the  Prohibition 
of  the  Development,  Production  and  Stockpil- 
ing of  Bacteriological  (Biological)  and  Toxin 
Weapons  and  on  their  Destruction  (BWC),  the 
Preparatory  Committee  requested  the 
depositary  nations  to  prepare  national  papers 
on  new  scientific  and  technological 
developments  relevant  to  the  Convention. 

While  nothing  of  the  fundamental  signifi- 
cance of  the  breakthroughs  in  recombinant 


DNA  techniques  in  the  1970s  has  occurred 
since  the  last  Review  Conference,  the  indus- 
trial applications  of  these  discoveries  have 
become  more  and  more  prominent  in  every- 
day life.  The  applicants  of  these  discoveries  to 
medicine,  agriculture  and  other  fields  of 
scientific  endeavour  are  all  around  us.  In 
addition,  the  number  of  countries  developing 
their  own  biotechnology  industry  is  growing. 
These  trends  have  practical  significance  for 
the  BWC. 

Accordingly,  our  examination  of  advances 
relevant  to  the  Convention  cannot  be  limited 
solely  to  revolutionary  breakthroughs  in 
knowledge,  for  it  is  perhaps  the  adaptation  of 
these  breakthroughs  to  everyday  use  that 
brings  about  the  changes  most  relevant  to  the 
Convention.  Advances  have  taken  place  in  the 
industrial  application  of  these  discoveries  to  a 
vast  array  of  human  problems.  These 
advances  have  increased  our  ability  to  manu- 
facture new  substances  or  modify  old  ones,  as 
well  as  making  it  easier  and  faster  to  produce 
these  products.  While  promising  great  bene- 
fits for  mankind,  these  developments  also 
cause  concern,  for  they  have  brought  about 
the  proliferation  of  industrial  biotechnologies, 
complicated  verification  and  brought  into 
being  techniques  and  products  that,  if  mis- 
used, could  pose  a  signficant  biological  and 
toxin  weapons  threat. 

2.  Advances  in  Industrial  Application 
of  Biotechnology 

In  a  number  of  areas,  the  industrial  applica- 
tion of  biotechnology  has  relevance  to  the 
Convention. 

Altered  Organisms.  Biotechnology 
enables  the  development  of  micro-organisms 
and  product's  with  new,  unorthodox  charac- 
teristics. These  new  micro-organisms  have  a 
variety  of  uses,  for  example,  in  developing 
environmentally  safer  pesticides  or  new  treat- 
ments for  cancer.  However,  in  examining 
these  developments  from  the  point  of  view  of 
the  BWC,  we  cannot  ignore  the  potential 
misuse  of  biotechnology  to  produce  new  bio- 
logical agents  or  to  improve  certain  charac- 
teristics in  those  already  known.  Transferring 
certain  genetic  traits  into  naturally  infectious 
micro-organisms  can  potentially  create  orga- 
nisms of  greater  virulence,  antibiotic  resist- 
ance and  environmental  stability.  Changing 
the  microbes  genetically  could  alter  their 
immunogenicity,  thereby  rendering  vaccines 
and  serodiagnostic  techniques  uesless.  Other- 
wise harmless  micro-organisms  could  be 
altered  into  virulent  ones,  although  the  host 
would  continue  to  recognize  these  micro- 
organisms as  innocuous  and  therefore  not 
defend  against  them. 

Bio-engineering  of  micro-organisms  has 
other  implications  as  well.  Bacteria  and 
yeasts,  genetically  altered  to  produce  prod- 
ucts, are  miniature  factories  by  virtue  of  their 
ability  to  reproduce  rapidly.  Large  quantities 
of  compounds,  previously  available  only  in 
minute  amounts,  thus  become  available.  Such 
a  method  of  production  is  becoming  more 
commonplace  in  civilian  industry. 

In  addition,  it  is  now  possible  to  identify 
genes  which  have  desirable  properties  and 
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transfer  them  between  host  micro-organisms. 
A  nearly  infinite  variety  of  biological  com- 
pounds designed  for  specific  uses  and  given 
specific  characteristics  is  possible.  Given  the 
technical  progress  in  this  area,  future  devel- 
opments should  be  of  concern  to  the  Review 
Conference.  Within  the  next  decade,  the 
potential  for  misuse  of  ongoing  developments 
in  biotechnology  could  be  most  pronounced  in 
the  following  areas: 

Microbial  pathogens  could  be  genetically 
engineered  to  maximize  infectivity  and 
pathogenicity.  Likewise  they  could  be 
modified  to  increase  or  decrease  their  envi- 
ronmental stability  and  persistency. 

Toxins.  Naturally  occurring  protein 
toxins  could  be  made  in  host  organisms  by 
modifying  their  DNA.  Plant  and/or  fungal 
toxins  could  be  mass  produced.  If  used  as  an 
agent,  the  origin  of  these  toxins  could  be  dif- 
ficult to  pinpoint,  given  that  they  are  already 
in  the  environment,  albeit  at  low  concentra- 
tions. Improvements  in  biotechnology  since 
the  previous  Review  Conference  lead  us  to 
believe  that  production  of  potent  toxins, 
which  until  now  were  available  only  in  minute 
quantities,  and  only  upon  isolation  from 
immense  amounts  of  biological  materials,  can 
now  be  produced  in  kilogram  quantities, 
which  could  be  militarily  significant. 

Peptides.  Peptides  have  been  called  "the 
antibiotics  of  the  year  2000"  because  these 
biological  materials  may  represent  a  new 
class  of  miracle  drugs.  Peptides  are  pre- 
cursors of  proteins  made  up  of  amino  acids. 
They  are  interesting  molecules  for  many 
reasons.  They  are  active  at  very  low  concen- 
trations (one  part  per  billion  or  trillion)  which 
makes  their  detection  very  difficult.  They  can 
be  successfully  modified  as  agonists  (more  ac- 
tive products)  or  antagonists  (having  a  con- 
trary activity).  For  example,  modification  of 
LHRH,  a  fertility  hormone,  by  substituting  a 
single  amino  acid  has  yielded  a  product  50 
times  more  potent.  Another  modification  of 
this  same  peptide  yields  a  product  useful  in 
the  treatment  of  prostate  cancer. 

Their  range  of  activity  covers  the  entire 
living  system,  from  mental  processes  (e.g., 
endorphins)  to  many  aspects  of  health  such  as 
control  of  mood,  consciousness,  temperature 
control,  sleep  or  emotions,  exerting  regula- 
tory effects  on  the  body.  Even  a  small  imbal- 
ance in  these  natural  substances  could  have 
serious  consequences,  inducing  fear,  fatigue, 
depression  or  even  causing  death. 

The  predictable  modification  of  peptide 
and  protein  structure  and  function  (i.e.,  pro- 
tein engineering)  is  in  its  infancy.  Computer- 
aided  molecular  design  will  rapidly  develop, 
enabling  molecules  to  be  manipulated  for 
varying  degrees  of  physiological  activity, 
specificity  and  stability.  Technologies  per- 
mitting the  direct  chemical  synthesis  of  pep- 
tides and  proteins  in  large  yields  will,  in  the 
more  distant  future,  augment  or  replace 
microbial  production  of  these  molecules. 

Advances  in  Production.  As  mentioned 
above,  once  a  suitable  recombinant  organism 
has  been  engineered,  exploiting  it  becomes  a 
matter  of  using  established  procedures.  Bio- 
logical production  technology  has  proceeded 


to  the  point  where  large  quantities  of  bio- 
logical products  can  be  produced  quickly  in 
small  facilities.  Long  term  storage,  in  some 
cases,  will  not  be  needed  because  large  quan- 
tities can  be  produced  very  quickly.  Several 
relevant  technological  considerations  regard- 
ing biological  production  are  discussed  below. 

Mammalian  Cell  Culture.  Recent 
advances  in  mammalian  cell  culture  make 
possible  the  growth  of  mammalian  cells  on 
the  surface  of  minute  beads,  rather  than  on 
the  inner  surface  of  glass  roller  bottles.  These 
cell  culture  systems  provide  the  ideal  environ- 
ment for  the  growth  of  viruses.  The  new  tech- 
niques greatly  simplifies  virus  production  and 
allows  large  scale  yields  in  facilities  for  very 
modest  size.  As  another  example  of  advances 
in  this  field,  the  amount  of  tissue  culture 
media  needed  to  produce  antibodies  has  been 
reduced  a  hundredfold  by  the  use  of  encap- 
sulated hybridomas.  Such  developments  are 
eroding  the  distinction  between  production 
facilities  and  small  laboratories. 

Continuous  Flow  Fermentors.  The  intro- 
duction of  computer  controlled,  continuous 
flow  fermentors  has  dramatically  increased 
productivity.  Most  likely  the  size  of  fer- 
mentors operating  by  batch  process  can  be 
reduced  a  thousandfold  by  conversion  to  a 
continuous  flow  process. 

Safety  Standards.  Pharmaceutical  plants 
around  the  world  increasingly  have  incor- 
porated safety  provisions  akin  to  those  which 
were  once  unique  to  BW  production  facilities, 
making  it  increasingly  difficult  to  distinquish 
between  permitted  and  prohibited  activities. 

Hollow  Fibre  Technology.  Hollow  fibre 
technology  provides  an  example  of  the  indus- 
trial production  potential  of  the  new  technol- 
ogies. This  technology  permits  a  far  greater 
concentration  of  cells  with  a  markedly 
increased  rate  of  recovery  in  a  shorter  time 
than  previously  obtained  using  roller  bottles. 
This  equipment  occupies  less  than  one 
twentieth  the  volume  of  the  previous 
technology.  In  the  isolation  of  such  cellular 
biomaterials  as  pyrogens,  a  similar  trans- 
formation has  taken  place.  Separation  and 
reconstitution  of  the  product  can  now  be 
accomplished  in  about  an  hour  using  new 
compact  ultrafiltration  methods,  whereas 
older  methods  took  as  much  as  four  days. 

Though  not  without  constraints,  develop- 
ing biological  and  toxin  weapons  is  an  easier 
task  than  developing  adequate  defenses 
against  them.  However,  the  very  advance- 
ments in  biotechnology  that  have  caused 
increased  concern  have  also  put  new  tools  in 
the  hands  of  those  conducting  permitted  bio- 
logical defense  research. 

In  particular,  gene  splicing  techniques  can 
have  an  impact  on  development  of  effective 
vaccines  against  those  disease  agents  already 
identified.  Advances  in  production  of  biologi- 
cal materials  can  greatly  facilitate  production 
of  vaccines,  once  these  have  been  developed. 
Development  and  production  of  highly  specific 
antibodies  using  recently  developed  tech- 
niques may  provide  the  hope  of  more  rapid 
identification  of  biological  agents  and  toxins. 
Nevertheless,  these  positive  developments 


represent  a  partial  and  incomplete  response 
to  the  potential  dangers  resulting  from 
advances  in  biotechnology. 

Improvements  in  equipment,  speed  of 
production  and  quality  of  product  are  a  com- 
mon occurrence  in  the  history  of  the  commer- 
cial development  of  any  new  technology. 
Because  of  the  large  number  of  technical 
innovations  in  biotechnology,  especially  in  the 
area  of  industrial  microbiology,  the  BWC  has 
become  more  difficult  to  verify  since  its 
signature  in  1972. 

Developments  intended  to  increase  pro- 
duction, decrease  cost  and  create  safer  condi- 
tions for  handling  biological  materials  have 
blurred  former  distinctions  important  for  pur- 
poses of  verification— for  example,  between  a 
large  production  facility  and  a  laboratory. 
Also,  capabilities  to  break  out  of  the  Conven- 
tion in  a  very  short  time  have  increased. 

3.  Outbreaks  of  Infectious  Diseases 

Acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome 
(AIDS)  represents  a  newly  recognized  epi- 
demic illness  since  the  last  Review  Confer- 
ence in  1980.  Rift  Valley  Fever  (RVF) 
represents  a  classic  example  of  a  long-known 
disease  which  spreads  into  a  new  geographi- 
cal area  with  relatively  disastrous  results. 

AIDS.  AIDS  in  a  short  period  of  time  has 
become  a  major  worldwide  health  problem. 
AIDS  is  caused  by  human  T-Cell  lympho- 
trophic  virus  (HTLV-III),  a  retrovirus.  The 
disease  results  from  virus  infection  and 
destruction  of  T-helper  cells,  an  important 
component  of  the  immune  system  that  helps 
the  body  ward  off  disease.  Without  these  cells 
the  patient  is  susceptible  to  a  wide  variety  of 
opportunistic  pathogens  such  as  Pneumo- 
cystis, fungi,  and  mycobacteria. 

HTLV-III  first  entered  the  USA  in  1977. 
HTLV-III  antibodies  have  not  been  detected 
in  serum  specimens  collected  and  frozen  in 
the  USA  before  1977.  HTLV-III  probably 
evolved  as  a  mutant  of  an  African  retrovirus. 
Serum  specimens  obtained  from  Ugandan 
children  in  1973  had  antibodies  to  HTLV-III 
or  an  HTLV-IH-like  virus.  Epidemic  AIDS 
was  first  recognized  in  1981.  Cases  character- 
istically occurred  among  homosexual  males, 
haemophiliacs,  Haitian-born  immigrants  and 
intravenous  drug  abusers.  Approximately 
16,000  cases  have  been  reported  to  date  in 
the  United  States. 

AIDS  is  a  classic  example  of  a  new 
disease  that  has  now  become  pandemic  and 
which  arose  either  from  a  mutational  event  of 
an  existing  human  virus  or  introduction  of  an 
animal  (monkey)  virus  into  the  human 
population. 

Rift  Valley  Fever  (RVF).  RVF  has  long 
had  a  major  role  as  a  domestic  animal  and 
human  pathogen  in  sub-Saharan  Africa.  RVF 
virus  was  first  discovered  in  Kenya  in  1931  as 
a  consequence  of  a  major  epizootic  in  sheep 
with  secondary  human  infections.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  there  has  been  geographic 
spread  of  the  virus  within  Africa  with  two 
exceptions:  (a)  the  1977  Egyptian  epidemic 
with  the  1951  epizootic  to  be  discussed  below 
and  (b)  recognition  of  RVF  in  South  Africa. 
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Sudan-reared  sheep  were  being 
transported  in  1977  from  north  central  Sudan 
to  live  animal  markets  in  southern  Egypt  at  a 
time  when  sheep  in  Sudan  experienced  signs 
consistent  with  RVF.  Rapid  transport  of 
sheep  from  epizootic  areas  allowed  infected 
sheep  to  survive  the  trip  to  southern  Egypt 
where  RVF  virus  was  spread  to  local  animals. 

Once  introduced,  the  RVF  virus  spread 
rapidly  and  caused  an  impressive  epizootic 
epidemic.  In  1977,  18,000  human  cases  with 
598  deaths  were  officially  reported.  There 
may  have  been  more  than  a  million  infections 
in  humans.  Viral  activity  declined  with  onset 
of  cool  weather,  but  transmission  of  virus 
reoccurred  in  the  warm  season  of  1978  and 
the  disease  extended  its  geographic  distribu- 
tion within  Egypt.  During  1979,  there  were 
occasional  outbreaks  and  a  few  RVF  virus 
isolations  with  further  decline  of  virus  activity 
in  1980.  The  potential  for  RVF  infection  in 
Egypt  continues  to  exist,  but  for  no  docu- 
mented reason,  disease  activity  has  dimin- 
ished and  perhaps  even  disappeared. 


4.  Summary 

The  past  ten  years  have  witnessed  impressive 
strides  in  the  fields  of  molecular  biology  and 
biotechnology.  As  the  two  juxtaposed  words 
"molecular  biology"  imply,  the  distinction 
between  biology  and  chemistry  is  becoming 
blurred.  However,  the  US  continues  to 
believe  that  Article  I,  which  defines  the  scope 
of  the  Convention,  has  proved  sufficiently 
comprehensive  to  have  covered  recent  scien- 
tific and  technological  developments  relevant 
to  the  Convention.  In  many  ways,  recent 
progress  in  biological  technology  affects  the 
ease  of  concealment  of  manufacturing  plants 
and  the  availability  of  new  delivery  systems, 
particularly  for  biological  chemicals  such  as 
toxins  and  peptides.  Verification  of  the  Con- 
vention, always  a  difficult  task,  has  been  sig- 
nificantly complicated  by  the  new  technology. 
The  confidence  derived  from  the  belief  that 
certain  technical  problems  would  make  biolog- 
ical weapons  unattractive  for  the  foreseeable 
future  has  eroded.  The  ease  and  rapidity  of 
genetic  manipulation,  the  ready  availability  of 
a  variety  of  production  equipment,  the  pro- 
liferation of  safety  and  environmental  equip- 
ment and  health  procedures  to  numerous  lab- 
oratories and  production  facilities  throughout 
the  world  are  signs  of  the  growing  roles  of 
biotechnology  in  the  world's  economy.  But 
these  very  same  signs  also  give  concern  for 
the  possibility  of  misuse  of  this  biotechnology 
to  subvert  the  Convention. 


BACKGROUND  DOCUMENT 
ON  U.S.  COMPLIANCE 

Article  I 

The  United  States  is  in  full  compliance  with 
the  obligations  contained  in  Article  I.  P''acili- 
ties  previously  used  for  development,  produc- 
tion or  stockpiling  of  biological  weapons  are 
now  devoted  to  peaceful  pur{)oses.  The 
United  States  biological  defense  programme 
is  limited  to  research  on  strictly  defined  pro- 


phylactic, protective  or  other  peaceful  pur- 
poses, such  as  immunization. 

Article  II 

All  United  States  stocks  of  agents,  toxins, 
weapons,  equipment  or  means  of  delivery  pro- 
hibited under  Article  I  were  destroyed  prior 
to  the  deadline  specified  in  Article  II.  In 
January  1976,  all  heads  of  Federal  depart- 
ments and  agencies  certified  to  the  President 
that  as  of  the  deadline  (26  December  1975), 
their  respective  departments  and  agencies 
were  in  full  compliance  with  the  Convention. 

Article  III 

The  United  States  is  in  full  compliance  with 
its  obligations  under  Article  III  not  to  trans- 
fer to  any  recipient  whatsoever,  directly  or 
indirectly,  and  not  in  any  way  to  assist, 
encourage  or  induce  any  State,  group  of 
States  or  international  organizations  to  manu- 
facture or  otherwise  acquire  any  of  the 
agents,  toxins,  weapons,  equipment  or  means 
of  delivery  specified  in  Article  I  of  the 
Convention. 


Article  IV 

Manufacturing  and  commerce  in  biological 
products  are  subject  to  strict  governmental 
scrutiny  and  regulation. 

Extensive  existing  legislation  controls 
certain  private  actions  concerning  items  and 
actions  prohibited  under  Articles  I  and  III. 
Such  legislation  includes  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act,  the  Export  Administration  Act, 
the  Hazardous  Material  Transportation  Act, 
the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act,  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  and  the  Federal  Insec- 
ticide, Pesticide  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

All  existing  law  and  regulation  are  under 
continual  review  to  ensure  the  sufficiency  of 
coverage. 


Article  V 

The  United  States  has  continued  to  invoke 
the  consultative  process  called  for  in  this  arti- 
cle with  the  Soviet  Union  with  regard  to  the 
Sverdlovsk  anthrax  outbreak  in  1979,  with 
the  Soviet  Union  concerning  their  involve- 
ment in  the  production,  transfer  and  use  of 
trichothecene  mycotoxins  for  hostile  purposes 
in  Laos,  Kampuchea  and  Afghanistan,  and 
with  the  Soviets  on  their  maintenance  of  an 
offensive  biological  warfare  program.  We 
have  also  raised  concerns  with  Laos  and  Viet- 
nam regarding  the  use  of  trichothecene 
mycotoxins  for  hostile  purposes  in  Laos  and 
Kampuchea.  To  date,  we  have  not  been  pro- 
vided with  any  satisfactory  responses  to  our 
inquiries. 

[The  United  States  did  not  address  Articles 
VI-VIII  in  this  document.] 


Article  IX 

The  United  States  has  actively  undertaken 
negotiations  toward  early  agreement  on 
effective  measures  for  a  comprehensive  ban 
on  chemical  weapons. 


In  February  1983,  Vice  President 
George  Bush  announced  in  his  speech  to  the 
Conference  on  Disarmament  (CD)  that  the 
United  States  would  like  to  see  the  work  of 
the  CD  accelerated,  and  negotiations  under- 
taken on  a  treaty  to  eliminate  the  threat 
posed  by  chemical  weapons. 

In  November  1983,  the  United  States 
sponsored  a  workshop  on  potential  verifica- 
tion procedures  to  confirm  the  destruction  of 
chemical  weapons  for  member  and  observer 
nations  of  the  CD. 

In  April  1984,  Vice  President  Bush 
returned  to  Geneva  and  presented  to  the  CD 
the  United  States  draft  chemical  weapons 
convention  which  would  prohibit  the  develop- 
ment, production,  stockpiling,  acquisition, 
retention,  transfer  or  use  of  chemical 
weapons.  This  convention  seeks  a  complete, 
effective  and  verifiable  ban  on  such  weapons. 

Also  in  1984,  as  a  complement  to  the 
multilateral  negotiations,  the  United  States 
initiated  bilateral  discussions  with  the  Soviets 
to  consider  how  to  ensure  confidence  in  each 
other's  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
convention.  These  ad  hoc  discussions  have 
continued  through  the  1986  CD  summer 
session. 

Pursuant  to  an  agreement  between 
President  Ronald  Reagan  and  General 
Secretary  Mikhail  Gorbachev  to  accelerate 
efforts  to  conclude  an  effective  and  verifiable 
international  convention  on  the  general  and 
complete  prohibition  of  chemical  weapons, 
delegations  of  the  United  States  and  the 
USSR  have  held  three  intensified  rounds  of 
bilateral  discussions  since  February  1986.  The 
purpose  of  these  discussions  has  been  to 
assist  multilateral  efforts  to  achieve  a 
chemical  weapons  ban. 

Additionally,  the  United  States  has  con- 
tributed several  working  papers  to  the  Con- 
ference on  Disarmament  to  help  further  the 
discussions  on  various  provisions  of  a 
chemical  weapons  convention. 


Article  X 

The  United  States  has  undertaken  a  number 
of  activities  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  Article  X  to  facilitate  the  fullest  possible 
exchange  of  equipment,  materials,  scientific 
and  technological  information  for  the  use  of 
bacteriological  (biological)  agents  and  toxins 
for  peaceful  purposes.  These  activities  include 
bilateral  co-operative  efforts  as  well  as  par- 
ticipation in  international  organizations  con- 
cerned with  the  further  development  and 
application  of  scientific  discoveries  in  the  field 
of  bacteriology  (biology)  for  prevention  of 
disease,  or  for  other  peaceful  purposes. 

The  United  States  currently  operates 
34  World  Health  Organization  collaborative 
specialty  centres  in  the  United  States  which 
participate  with  public  health  laboratories  and 
programmes  world-wide  to  deal  with  various 
diseases. 

The  National  Institute  of  Allergy  and 
Infectious  Diseases  (NIAID),  a  component  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH),  sup- 
ports research  in  bacteriologic  and  other 
infectious  diseases.  Funds  for  this  research 
amounted  to  $203  million  in  fiscal  year  1985, 
the  most  recent  year  for  which  full  data  is 
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available.  The  major  part  of  this  research  was 
conducted  in  NIAID  laboratories,  or  through 
grants  (1,086  in  FY  1985)  or  contract  awards 
(70  in  FY  1985)  totalling  $168.6  million.  While 
awards  are  made  primarily  to  United  States 
academic  institutions,  some  awards  have  also 
been  made  to  foreign  institutions.  Extensive 
international  collaboration,  however,  is  under- 
taken by  NIAID  staff  scientists  or  awardees 
to  develop  new  knowledge  applicable  to  the 
diagnosis,  prevention  and  treatment  of  trop- 
ical (such  as  malaria,  schistosomiasis,  cholera 
and  leprosy)  and  arboviral  diseases.  The 
NIAID  laboratories  provide  research  training 
to  non-United  States  scientists  through  par- 
ticipation in  the  NIH  Visiting  Scientists  Pro- 
gram. The  NIAID  also  has  developed  special 
emphasis  domestic  grants  to  United  States 
institutions  to  engage  in  international 
co-operation  in  infectious  disease  research 
with  counterparts  in  the  developing  world. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  insti- 
tuted a  programme  of  exchanges  of  individual 
scientists  with  the  Academies  of  Sciences  of 
the  USSR,  Bulgaria,  Czechoslovakia,  Poland, 
Romania  and  with  the  Council  of  the  Acade- 
mies of  Yugoslavia.  The  programme  was  initi- 
ated in  1959  when  the  first  interacademy 
agreement  was  signed  with  the  Academy  of 
Sciences  of  the  USSR.  Since  1981,  approxi- 
mately 300  foreign  scientists  have  visited  the 
United  States  on  the  interacademy  exchange 
programme  either  for  short-term  survey  visits 
of  1-2  months  or  for  long-term  visits  of  three 
months  or  more  for  the  purpose  of  collabora- 
tive research.  A  slightly  higher  number  of 
American  scientists  have  made  scientific 
visits  of  the  same  type  to  the  USSR  and 
Eastern  Europe  during  the  same  period  of 
time.  The  most  active  areas  of  scientific 
exchange  of  both  sides  is  that  of  the  life 
sciences,  with  the  narrower  field  of  the 
biomedical  sciences  attracting  the  most  activ- 
ity. About  25  per  cent  of  all  visits  since  1981 
have  been  concerned  with  some  aspect  of  bio- 
medical research,  such  as  neuroscience 
research  and  a  number  of  collaborative 
efforts  devoted  to  cancer  research,  cardiovas- 
cular disease  and  pharmacology. 

The  National  Science  Foundation  (NSF) 
supports  a  variety  of  international,  infrastruc- 
tural  activities  related  to  biotechnology  and 
basic  research  related  to  microbiology,  virul- 
ogy  and  biochemistry.  The  NSF  provides 
direct  financial  support  for  the  Escherichia 
coli  stock  centre  at  Yale  University  and 
shares  in  the  support  of  a  European  stock 
centre  in  Holland.  In  addition,  NSF  is  the 
principal  supporter  for  the  United  States  of 
the  International  Congress  of  Scientific 
Unions  which  fosters  international 
co-operation  between  all  nations. 

The  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment (AID)  sponsored  an  International  Sym- 
posium on  Vaccine  Development  and  Utiliza- 
tion in  June  1986.  This  conference  brought 
together  more  than  300  researchers  and  pro- 
gramme planners  and  managers  from  49 
countries  to  address  critical  issues  in  vaccine 
delivery  and  strategies  for  achieving  univer- 
sal immunization.  Between  1984  and  1985, 
AID  virtually  doubled  its  budget  for  basic 
biomedical  research  and,  in  1986,  AID  will 


commit  $29  million,  roughly  13  per  cent  of  its 
health  budget,  to  biomedical  research.  As  a 
result  of  this  commitment,  two  prototype 
malaria  vaccines  will  be  tested  on  humans  this 
year,  and  AID  is  supporting  development  of 
measles  vaccine  that  can  be  given  to  children 
as  young  as  six  months  of  age. 

The  United  States  Army  Medical 
Research  Institute  on  Infectious  Disease 
(USAMRIID)  publishes  the  results  of  research 
in  open  literature  and,  in  1985,  contributed 
over  145  papers  which  were  published  in 


nationally  and  internationally  recognized 
scientific  peer-reviewed  and  refereed  jour- 
nals. Scientists  from  other  countries  have 
been  invited  and  accepted  invitations  to  visit 
and  work  within  the  Institute  and  the 
USAMRIID  has  hosted  numerous  visits  by 
representatives  of  both  domestic  and  foreign 
press.  The  USAMRIID  hosted  major  interna- 
tional conferences  in  1980,  1981  and  1984  and 
is  currently  planning  another  for  April  1987 
on  "The  Pathogenesis  of  Hemostatic  Defects 
Associated  with  Haemorrhagic  Fevers."  ■ 


The  Fiscal  Threat  to  U.S.  Foreign  Policy 


by  Ronald  I.  Spiers 

Address  before  the  National  Council  in 
World  Affairs  Organizations  on  October 
15,  1986.  Ambassador  Spiers  is  Under 
Secretary  for  Management. 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  talk  to  a 
distinguished  group  of  leaders  in  the 
field  of  international  affairs.  Because 
you  have  the  knowledge  and  interest, 
you  are  in  a  position  to  make  yourselves 
heard  and  influence  the  course  of 
American  policies. 

My  message  today  is  a  simple  and  a 
blunt  one:  if  we  continue  in  the  direction 
we  are  going,  we  will  put  at  risk  all  that 
we  have  accomplished  in  recent  years  in 
the  area  of  foreign  policy.  The  tragedy 
will  be  that  this  is  not  a  consequence  of  a 
deliberate  national  decision  or  the  result 
of  a  national  debate  but  of  what  history 
may  see  as  a  series  of  sins  of  omission. 

I  have  worked  in  the  diplomatic 
vineyard  for  over  35  years,  and  I  believe 
the  United  States  has  consistently 
underinvested  in  the  resources  it  devotes 
to  its  diplomacy  and  to  its  relations  with 
the  rest  of  the  world.  A  continental 
power,  secure  behind  two  oceans  for 
most  of  its  history,  preoccupied  with  the 
taming  of  a  continent,  putting  its 
energies  into  molding  waves  of  immi- 
grants into  Americans,  protected  for 
years  by  the  military  power  of  friendly 
countries,  America  has  not  had  a  strong 
national  tradition  in  foreign  affairs. 
World  Wars  I  and  II  shook  us  into  a 
realization  that  we  were  not  an  island 
unto  ourselves.  After  World  War  II,  we 
began  to  reach  for  a  world  role  commen- 
surate with  our  power  and  our  interests. 
We  made  mistakes  along  the  way,  which 
raised  questions  about  the  wisdom  of  the 
way  we  played  this  role.  But  the  public 
interest  did  not  turn  inward  or  retreat 
into  isolation.  Our  self-confidence  was 


shaken,  public  trust  in  government 
authority  stumbled  but  did  not  falter. 
But  funds  for  defense,  foreign 
assistance,  diplomacy,  and  intelligence— 
the  four  great  national  security 
"accounts"— were,  for  the  most  part, 
supported  by  American  public  opinion. 
And  public  support  is  the  oxygen  of 
government  policy.  What  could  be  inter- 
preted as  a  historic  course  correction 
had  taken  place. 

The  American  diplomatic  score  card 
since  World  War  II  is  one  in  which  we 
can  take  satisfaction. 

•  We  were  in  the  forefront  in 
rebuilding  a  world  devastated  by  war. 

•  We  have  stood  clearly  as  a  beacon 
for  political  freedom  and  individual 
liberty  around  the  world.  People  from  all 
over  the  world  still  try  to  come  to  this 
country. 

•  We  have  built  alliances  with  like- 
minded  nations,  necessary  components 
of  a  stable  peace. 

•  We  have  managed  a  potentially 
dangerous  relationship  with  our  principal 
adversary— the  Soviet  Union— without 
war  and  without  relinquishing  principle. 

•  We  have  applied  our  skills  suc- 
cessfully to  keep  regional  crises  and  con- 
flicts from  escalating  to  global  confron- 
tation. It  is  sobering  to  contemplate  that 
warfare  is  now  going  on  between  or 
within  43  countries. 

•  We  have  contributed  significantly 
to  the  economic  development  of  poorer 
nations  and  to  the  self-defense 
capabilities  of  our  friends  and  allies. 

•  We  have  focused  world  attention 
on  the  importance  of  human  rights  and 
have  spotlighted  abuses. 

•  We  have  made  increasingly  effec- 
tive common  cause  with  others  in  com- 
batting the  scourges  of  narcotics  and 
terrorism,  which  transcend  the  ability  of 
single  nations  to  vanquish. 
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•  Our  example  has  brought  ever 
more  people  and  nations  to  the  realiza- 
tion that  free  market  economics  offers 
more  efficient,  more  productive  answers 
to  human  needs— and  are  more  compa- 
tible with  political  freedom. 

These  achievements  do  not  come 
cheaply— except  in  comparison  to  the 
costs  of  their  alternatives. 

U.S.  Foreign  Policy  and 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Budget 

Today,  all  this  is  under  threat  because  of 
lack  of  understanding  and  attention  to 
the  resources  that  are  required  to  run  a 
successful  diplomatic  course. 

Americans  take  pride  in  our  nation's 
role  as  leader  and  defender  of  freedom. 
We  take  pride  in  our  democratic  institu- 
tions. Even  the  most  cynical  believe  that 
our  political  and  economic  system  holds 
the  greatest  potential  for  improving  the 
human  condition.  It  has  a  proven  record. 
It  is  worthy  of  emulation. 

But  our  nation's  economic  pros- 
perity, its  democratic  freedoms,  its 
military  strength  conspire  to  lull 


account  the  need  to  cut  costs,  to  keep 
budgets  lean,  and  to  increase  efficiency. 
Although  only  2%  of  his  budget,  this 
amount  would  pay  the  operating  costs  of 
the  State  Department  and  the  United 
States  Information  Agency,  including 
the  costs  of  maintaining  our  260 
embassies  and  consulates  around  the 
world.  It  would  pay  for  our  nation's 
economic  development  and  military 
security  programs  as  well  as  human- 
itarian assistance.  It  would  pay  our  con- 
tributions to  multilateral  development 
banks  and  international  organizations.  It 
would  finance  our  efforts  to  combat  the 
spread  of  narcotics  and  terrorism.  Part 
of  this  amount  would  even  pay  for  the 
Peace  Corps  and  help  us  improve  the 
safety  and  security  of  American  person- 
nel abroad.  The  taxpayer  gets  a  lot  from 
this  small  fraction  of  the  Federal  budget. 

However,  when  Congress  wants  to 
cut  the  Federal  budget,  it  too  often  casts 
a  covetous  eye  toward  the  foreign  affairs 
budget.  The  current  continuing  resolu- 
tion cuts  the  Administration's  already 
lean  foreign  affairs  budget  request  by 
about  25%.  In  one  fell  swoop,  over  a 


The  funds  for  the  State  Department's  operation  at 
home  and  abroad  cost  only  four-tenths  of  1%  of 
the  Federal  budget. 


Americans  into  a  false  sense  of  self- 
sufficiency.  We  suffer  from  a  national 
schizophrenia:  on  the  one  hand,  we  want 
to  influence,  and  even  control,  interna- 
tional events.  We  seem  somehow  dis- 
appointed or  angry  when  we  can't  or 
don't,  especially  during  a  crisis.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  American  public  views 
foreign  relations  as  a  sometimes  inter- 
esting diversion  not  requiring  serious  or 
sustained  effort.  The  resource  levels  we 
provide  for  the  conduct  of  foreign  rela- 
tions reflect  this  relatively  low  level  of 
interest. 

We  are  the  world's  greatest  power, 
but  we  spend  only  2%  of  the  Federal 
budget  to  finance  all  of  our  nation's 
foreign  affairs  functions.  Twenty  years 
ago,  we  spent  twice  that  percentage. 
During  the  height  of  the  Marshall  Plan, 
foreign  affairs  accounted  for  11<C  from 
every  budget  dollar. 

This  year,  President  Reagan 
requested  $22.6  billion  to  carry  out  his 
foreign  policy.  This  figure  took  into 


quarter  of  our  nation's  foreign  affairs 
budget  disappeared. 

Cutting  the  foreign  affairs  budget 
carries  a  price.  We  run  the  risk  of 
dismantling  the  most  important  instru- 
ment of  our  foreign  policy:  our  ability  to 
represent  and  support  our  interests  and 
objectives  abroad. 

Many  Congressmen  feel  little 
pressure  to  spare  the  foreign  affairs 
budget  because  most  of  their  consti- 
tuents are  far  more  interested  in 
domestic  issues.  Also,  many  Americans 
have  the  mistaken  impression  that  our 
foreign  affairs  budget  swallows  up  a 
large  portion  of  the  tax  dollar.  If  we  in 
the  Department  of  State  have  a  natural 
constituency,  it  is  groups  such  as  yours. 
We  hope  you  continue  your  active 
interest. 

The  Department  of  State,  which  is 
the  oldest  and  surely  one  of  the  most 
important  departments  of  the  govern- 
ment, is  also  one  of  the  smallest.  The 
funds  for  the  State  Department's  opera- 


tions at  home  and  abroad  cost  only  four- 
tenths  of  1%  of  the  Federal  budget.  I 
contend  that's  the  bargain  of  the 
century. 

The  cost  of  a  single  Trident  sub- 
marine (about  $1.5  billion)  could  pay  the 
salaries  and  expenses  for  all  State 
Department  operations  for  an  entire 
year,  leaving  some  over  to  help  us 
enhance  our  much-needed  security  pro- 
grams overseas. 

There  are  only  about  21,000  State 
Department  employees  spread  over  260 
locations  around  the  globe,  including 
Washington.  Overseas  and  at  home,  the 
4,000  professional  diplomats  in  our 
Foreign  Service  are  our  nation's  eyes 
and  ears.  They  gather  intelligence  and 
report  and  analyze  events.  They  look  out 
for  our  nation's  interests  and  help 
Americans  in  distress.  They  search  out 
business  opportunities  and  markets  for 
American  products.  They  are  the  front 
line  of  our  war  against  narcotics  and  ter- 
rorism. They  are  among  the  first  on  the 
scene,  looking  out  for  our  interests,  dur- 
ing crises  overseas. 

To  put  the  Department's  manpower 
into  perspective,  consider  the  fact  that 
there  are  25  U.S.  military  personnel 
overseas  for  every  single  State  Depart- 
ment employee.  There  are  more  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  school  teachers  in 
Europe  alone  than  there  are  State 
Department  personnel  worldwide. 
Health  and  Human  Services  employees 
outnumber ,us  seven  to  one.  The 
Agriculture  Department  has  five  times 
as  many  employees.  Even  the  Forestry 
Service  has  twice  as  many  people  as  we 
do.  IBM  personnel  outnumber  us  19  to  1; 
Bank  of  America,  4  to  1. 

Our  resources  are  principally  people 
and  money.  As  a  result,  when  Congress 
cuts  our  funding,  we  have  to  cut  people. 
Because  of  the  financial  crisis  inflicted 
on  us  earlier  by  Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings  and  compounded  just  recently 
by  the  additional  25%  or  so  cut  in  Con- 
gress' continuing  resolution,  our  foreign 
affairs  apparatus  will  shrink  even 
further. 

Effects  of  Congressional  Budget  Cuts 

Post  and  Personnel  Reductions.  Even 
before  the  latest  fiscal  blows,  we  were 
making  plans  to  reduce  our  overseas  per- 
sonnel by  about  4%.  We  are  hiring  fewer 
people  this  year.  Many  vacancies  simply 
will  not  be  filled.  We  are  also  facing 
as  much  as  a  7%  cut  in  personnel 
domestically. 

As  of  September  30  of  this  year,  we 
hauled  down  the  flag  at  seven  of  our  con- 
sulates overseas.  This  year,  in  response 
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to  budget  cuts,  we  may  permanently 
close  the  doors  of  another  11  posts 
overseas.  These  consulates  are  the 
capillaries  of  our  system,  and  they 
enhance  our  ability  to  gather  informa- 
tion, to  expand  our  contacts  and  influ- 
ence, and  to  provide  service  to 
Americans  abroad. 

Keep  in  mind  that  we  are  taking 
these  steps  in  response  to  cuts  of  $20 
million— one-tenth  of  the  price  tag  of  a 
single  B-1  bomber. 

Of  course,  not  all  of  this  belt- 
tightening  is  bad.  We  wholeheartedly 
endorsed  the  reduction  of  the  U.S. 
Government's  overseas  presence.  This 
exercise  gave  us  an  opportunity  to  focus 
the  attention  of  all  agencies  on  the  level 
of  their  staffing  at  our  mission  overseas. 
It  is  frankly  hard  to  justify  the  expense 
or  the  security  risks  of  keeping  some  of 
these  people  and  organizations  overseas. 
It  often  comes  as  a  surprise  to  observers 
that  only  28%  of  the  personnel  in  our 
diplomatic  missions  overseas  are  State 
Department  Foreign  Service. 

Closing  some  of  our  less  important 
consulates  helped  us  spread  our  scarce 
resources  more  efficiently.  But  there  are 
obvious  costs.  Closing  posts  hurts.  It 
hurts  our  relations  with  the  countries  in 
which  the  posts  are  located.  It  hurts  our 
ability  to  pursue  U.S.  Government  inter- 
ests. It  hurts  our  ability  to  gather  and 
transmit  information. 

There  is  a  limit  to  how  deeply  we  can 
and  should  cut.  Indeed,  many  Americans 
would  now  agree  that  in  the  years 
immediately  following  Vietnam,  we  went 
a  bit  too  far  in  our  withdrawal  from 
world  affairs.  Certainly  we  discovered  in 
the  late  1970s  and  early  1980s  how 
expensive  it  was  to  rebuild  our  national 
presence  and  prestige.  Frankly,  our 
adversaries,  including  the  terrorist, 
would  be  happy  to  have  us,  for  budg- 
etary reasons,  do  what  they  have  not 
been  able  to  accomplish  on  their  own: 
force  Americans  to  retreat. 

Security  Assistance.  But  it  has  not 
been  the  State  Department's  budget 
alone  that  has  been  affected  by  these 
deep  budgetary  cuts.  Our  foreign 
economic  and  military  assistance 
programs  have  been  gutted  by  the 
Congress.  By  reducing  this  portion  of 
the  Federal  budget  by  over  $3  billion  and 
earmarking  security  assistance  pro- 
grams for  several  key  countries.  Con- 
gress has  forced  us  to  cut  some  impor- 
tant foreign  aid  programs  by  50%-60%. 

Egypt  and  Israel  are  the  largest 
recipients  of  U.S.  foreign  security 
assistance,  followed  by  eight  countries 
which  we  aid  in  return  for  basing  rights 


for  U.S.  Armed  Forces.  These  10  coun- 
tries account  for  80%  of  all  of  our 
foreign  security  assistance.  This  aid  is  of 
critical  importance  to  us  and  to  the 
recipient  countries.  It  helps  us  secure 
bases,  helps  pave  the  way  for  access 
agreements,  and  permits  the  preposi- 
tioning  of  supplies.  It  helps  us  maintain 
peace  around  the  world. 


Besides  the  United  Nations,  our  con- 
tributions to  international  peacekeeping 
efforts  have  been  cut  in  half  this  year. 
The  Administration  considers  the  UN 
Interim  Force  in  Lebanon  (UNIFIL) 
vital  to  stability  and  peace  in  the  Middle 
East.  Cuts  of  this  magnitude  bring  into 
question  our  commitment  to  peace  in 


We  have  been  pressing  for  needed  fiscal  and 
administrative  reform  at  the  United  Nations .... 
the  shortfall  in  U.S.  payments  may  now  become 
the  issue,  rather  than  UN  reform.  Our  critics  will 
blame  us  when  and  if  UN  fiscal  reform  fails. 


Would  Congress  or  the  American 
public  suggest  that  we  cut  funds  to  coun- 
tries such  as  the  Philippines  or  Haiti  or 
Bolivia  or  Uruguay  which  are  struggling 
to  build  democratic  institutions?  Should 
we  turn  our  backs  on  our  neighbors  in 
the  Caribbean  or  Central  America? 
Should  we  cast  Senegal  or  Ecuador 
adrift  just  when  they  are  pursuing 
economic  reform  programs?  If  Congress 
has  its  way,  we  would  have  to  stop 
security  assistance  and  economic 
development  programs  in  all  but  a  hand- 
ful of  countries. 

International  Organizations.  The 

Congress  has  also  reduced  our  contribu- 
tions to  international  organizations. 
Here's  a  case  where  we  are  cutting  off 
our  nose  to  spite  our  face.  We  have  been 
pressing  for  needed  fiscal  and  adminis- 
trative reform  at  the  United  Nations. 
The  Kassebaum  amendment  withholds 
$42  million  of  our  UN  contributions  as 
leverage  to  encourage  reform.  Congress 
just  recently,  in  the  continuing  resolu- 
tion, upped  the  ante  and  cut  our  UN  con- 
tributions by  yet  another  $25  million  and 
deferred  an  additional  $130  million  in 
U.S.  contributions  to  international 
organizations  until  next  fiscal  year.  By 
withdrawing  our  financial  support  to  the 
United  Nations,  we  are  abdicating  our 
role  in  the  United  Nations  and,  in  effect, 
reducing  the  leverage  we  have  to  influ- 
ence its  efforts  toward  reform.  An  addi- 
tional result  is  that  the  shortfall  in  U.S. 
payments  may  now  become  the  issue, 
rather  than  UN  reform.  Our  critics  will 
blame  us  when  and  if  UN  fiscal  reform 
fails. 


Lebanon  and  even  the  continued  viability 
of  UNIFIL. 

International  Communications.  The 

inadequate  funding  for  international 
communications  and  exchange  programs 
will  mean  reducing  broadcasts  by  Voice 
of  America,  Radio  Free  Europe,  and 
Radio  Liberty.  It  could  mean  closing 
American  libraries  and  American 
cultural  centers  overseas.  This  is  wrong 
at  a  time  when  our  adversaries  are  spar- 
ing no  expense  to  feed  their  propaganda 
mills. 

Diplomatic  Security  Programs. 

Two  years  ago  the  Secretary  of  State 
appointed  a  special  panel— headed  by 
retired  Admiral  Bobby  Inman— to  con- 
duct an  objective  review  of  the  state  of 
security  of  our  embassies  and  personnel 
overseas.  The  panel  reported  last  year 
and  recommended  a  massive  infusion  of 
resources.  Over  60  of  our  embassies  and 
more  than  300  of  our  buildings  needed 
total  replacement  if  we  were  to  meet 
minimum  security  standards.  Some 
months  ago,  the  Congress  authorized  a 
$4.4  billion,  5-year  program  to  bring  our 
security  abroad  and  at  home  up  to  the 
level  recommended  by  Inman.  However, 
Congress  has  balked  at  actually  appro- 
priating the  funds  it  has  authorized  at  a 
level  necessary  to  meet  the  Inman 
recommendations. 

It  makes  little  sense  to  cut  funds  for 
our  overseas  security  programs  just 
when  events  over  the  past  few  years 
have  shown  that  our  diplomats  and  our 
diplomatic  facilities  are  especially 
vulnerable  to  terrorist  attacks.  The 
public's  memory  of  the  bombings  of  our 
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embassies  in  Beirut  and  Kuwait  has 
faded.  Many  have  forgotten  the  over- 
running of  our  embassy  in  Tehran  and 
the  destruction  of  our  embassies  in 
Tripoli  and  Islamabad.  Many  of  our 
embassies  still  front  onto  busy  city 
streets.  Many  of  our  offices  overseas  are 
housed  in  highrise  buildings  where  we 
cannot  control  who  are  our  neighbors. 

The  discovery  of  sophisticated  listen- 
ing devices  in  our  typewriters  in  Moscow 
once  again  emphasized  that  we  are 
vulnerable  around  the  world  to  increas- 
ingly sophisticated  technical  security 
threats.  We  cannot  simply  wish  these 
vulnerabilities  away. 

Conclusion 

Unfortunately,  all  of  this  costs  money. 
And  money  is  what  we  have  in  increas- 
ingly short  supply. 

If  we  want  a  safe  and  peaceful 
world,  there  is  no  alternative  to  a 


vigorous  American  presence.  We  may  be 
able  to  turn  off  the  budgetary  tap  on 
some  Federal  programs  for  a  year  or 
two,  then  reopen  the  tap  without  doing 
damage  to  American  interests.  That  is 
simply  not  true  in  foreign  affairs. 

Clearly,  the  American  public  wants 
more  services  from  the  government  than 
the  present  levels  of  revenue  can  pro- 
vide. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  confronts 
Congress  and  the  public  with  difficult 
choices  of  priorities  if  the  mandated 
reductions  in  deficits— to  zero  by 
1991— are  to  be  met.  Someone's  ox  has 
to  be  gored.  But  these  choices  should  be 
made  not  inadvertently  but  in  full 
awareness  of  their  consequences. 
American  diplomacy  mans  the  forward 
edge  of  our  international  battlefield  day 
and  night.  Its  costs  are  small  in  relative 
terms,  and  the  costs  of  "doing  it  on  the 
cheap"  are  great.  Every  American  with 
an  interest  in  foreign  affairs  must  share 
the  burden  of  making  our  fellow  citizens 
aware  of  this  truth.  ■ 


Toward  a  More  Representative 
Foreign  Service 


by  Ronald  I.  Spiers 

Address  before  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  Foreign  Affairs  Brain- 
trust  Workshop  on  October  3,  1986. 
Ambassador  Spiers  is  Under  Secretary 
for  Management. 

I  welcome  the  invitation  to  participate  in 
this  discussion  about  the  involvement— 
or  lack  of  involvement— of  black 
Americans  in  the  formulation  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy.  I  hope  the  discussion  will 
be  frank,  open,  and  constructive. 

I  am  the  Under  Secretary  of  State 
for  Management  and  will,  next  month, 
have  spent  3  years  in  this  position.  My 
responsibility  runs  across  the  spectrum 
of  administrative  management  policy. 
Essentially,  I  supervise  the  planning, 
mobilization,  and  allocation  of  resources 
needed  to  carry  out  the  Department  of 
State's  responsibilities  to  advise  on  and 
implement  the  foreign  policies  of  the 
United  States.  Since  our  resources  are 
principally  money  and  people,  my  job  is 
to  oversee  finance,  personnel,  .security, 
and  professional  development  as  well  as 
general  logistic  and  administrative  sup- 
port for  all  Department  of  State  and 
Foreign  Service  operations. 


I  believe  that  the  Foreign  Service  of 
the  United  States  has  a  major  problem 
in  the  area  of  minority,  including  black, 
representation.  This  has  been  a  matter 
of  substantial  concern  to  me  since  I  took 
on  this  job;  one  of  the  first  things  that  I 
did,  shortly  after  assuming  these  respon- 
sibilities, was  to  convoke  a  meeting  of 
eight  black  colleagues  who  had  served  or 
were  serving  as  ambassadors  to  talk 
about  the  issue  of  blacks  in  the  Foreign 
Service.  Subsequently,  this  group  was 
expanded  to  include  some  outsiders  from 
the  business  and  academic  communities. 
We  sought  their  views  on  how  we  could 
deal  with  the  problem  of  making  the 
Foreign  Service  more  representative. 

I  began  with  the  conviction  that  a 
Foreign  Service  that  is  not  represent- 
ative of  American  society  cannot  be  an 
acceptable  or  fully  effective  instrument 
for  the  conduct  of  American  foreign  rela- 
tions. It  cannot  be  the  more  or  less 
exclusive  preserve  of  only  certain  sec- 
tors of  American  society.  Therefore,  it  is 
my  objective,  and  that  of  my  colleagues, 
to  explore  every  possible  route  to  achiev- 
ing a  more  representative  Foreign  Serv- 
ice. There  are  many  obstacles  in  the 
path,  but  I  believe  that  these  obstacles 
can  be  overcome  with  intensive  and  pur- 
poseful effort. 


For  those  of  you  who  are  not 
familiar  with  the  Foreign  Service,  it  is 
essentially  a  bottom  entry,  merit  promo- 
tion, "up  or  out"  system.  The  Foreign 
Service  is  one  of  our  nation's  most  com- 
petitive institutions.  This  year  approx- 
imately 200  new  officers  will  be  taken 
into  the  Foreign  Service  from  the  almost 
16,000  who  took  the  written  entry  exam- 
ination last  December.  I  know  no  univer- 
sity that  is  so  selective.  The  examination 
process  is  like  panning  for  gold.  We  are 
looking  for  the  very  best  from  an 
extremely  talented  pool  of  candidates.  I 
am  committed  to  the  preservation  of  this 
kind  of  a  competitive-entry  Foreign 
Service,  since  I  believe  that  the  interests 
of  our  country  are  best  served  by  such 
an  institution. 

Efforts  to  Increase 
Minority  Representation 

When  I  first  joined  the  Foreign  Service 
over  30  years  ago,  it  had  the 
reputation— deservedly,  I  fear— of  being 
an  elitist  group  recruited  largely  from 
the  east  coast,  white,  male,  Anglo- 
Saxon,  Protestant,  Ivy  League  popula- 
tion. Some  of  the  elders  who  occupied 
top  positions  considered  it  "a  pretty 
good  club."  Most  Foreign  Service 
officers  [FSOs]  came  from  the  same 
background.  "Old  boy  networks"  helped 
officers  get  promoted  and  assigned  to 
the  right  job.  The  only  senior  black 
officer  I  knew  of  was  Clifton  Wharton, 
then  our  Ambassador  to  Norway.  There 
was  only  a  small  handful  of  minority 
junior  officers.  I  remember,  in  my  first 
Foreign  Service  assignment  in  UN 
affairs,  working  with  two  other  newly 
minted  officers:  Don  McHenry,  later 
Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations,  and 
Terry  Todman,  now  our  Ambassador  to 
Denmark.  Terry  is  today  the  only  black 
among  our  40  or  so  career  ministers,  the 
top  rank  of  the  Foreign  Service. 

The  situation  has  changed,  but  we 
recognize  that  it  has  not  changed 
enough.  The  Director  General  of  the 
Foreign  Service  and  I  consider  making 
further  improvements  in  the  proportion 
of  minorities  and  women  in  the  Foreign 
Service  one  of  our  highest  priorities. 

Ten  years  ago,  there  were  barely 
100  black  Foreign  Service  officers. 
Today,  there  are  about  250.  Since  the 
mid-1970s,  about  one-tenth  of  our  new 
FSOs  have  been  blacks.  Blacks  are  now 
about  6%  of  the  FSO  corps,  and  I  am 
told  this  is  approximately  the  percentage 
of  blacks  in  the  college-educated 
workforce.  I  would  like  to  see  an 
increase  in  this  proportion  without 
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departing  from  the  principles  which  have 
made  the  Foreign  Service  one  of  our 
quality  institutions.  These  aims  are  not 
incompatible. 

The  other,  equally  difficult  half  of 
our  task,  however,  is  to  find  ways  to 
encourage  the  retention  of  black  officers 
who  are  already  on  board  and  to 
encourage  their  advancement  along  with 
their  colleagues  to  the  middle  and  senior 
ranks.  In  an  "up  or  out"  system,  this 
takes  time.  The  paucity  of  senior  officers 
reflects  recruitment  patterns  of  25  years 
ago.  Today,  only  nine  of  our  627  mem- 
bers of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service  are 
black.  However,  all  but  two  of  these 
officers  are  currently  serving  or  have 
recently  served  as  ambassadors.  I  find  it 
encouraging  that  three  more  blacks, 
including  the  first  black  woman,  were 
among  the  68  new  promotees  to  the 
Senior  Foreign  Service  on  the  list  that  is 
now  awaiting  congressional  approval. 
While  these  12  comprise  only  just  under 
2%  of  our  senior  officers,  6.6%  of  our 
mid-level  and  7.8%  of  our  junior  officers 
are  black. 

I  am,  nevertheless,  concerned  about 
the  flow  of  recent  entrants  up  through 
the  system  in  order  to  increase  the  pro- 
portion of  blacks  at  the  senior  levels.  In 
that  regard,  I  am  aware  of  the  percep- 
tion among  many  of  our  black  colleagues 
that  there  is  systemic  discrimination 
against  them  in  the  Foreign  Service. 
This  alleged  discrimination  is  hard  to 
identify,  but  its  existence  is  maintained 
by  too  many  of  my  black  colleagues 
whose  judgment  I  respect  for  me  to 
dismiss  it  as  paranoia  or  as  not  having 
any  foundation.  I  can  assure  you  that 
where  such  discrimination  is  found,  it 
will  be  dealt  with  ruthlessly. 

This  is  a  matter  to  which  I  have 
devoted  substantial  thought,  and  I  am 
convinced  that  the  most  fertile  ground 
for  further  improvement  lies  in  our 
recruitment  and  assignment  practices. 

•  We  need  an  active  and  aggressive 
recruiting  program  aimed  at  convincing 
qualified  blacks  that  the  Foreign  Service 
is  a  career  that  should  interest  them.  We 
have  recently  launched  a  more  targeted 
recruiting  effort.  This  is  a  significant 
break  with  the  traditional  view  that  the 
Foreign  Service  is  in  a  "buyer's  mar- 
ket," able  to  lean  back  and  simply  let  the 
applications  flow  in.  As  a  result,  our 


recruitment  of  black  officers  has  begun 
to  rebound  in  1986,  after  two  disappoint- 
ing years  in  1984  and  1985.  We  are  doing 
more  to  reach  out  to  historically  black 
colleges  and  universities  and  to  black  col- 
lege students  in  general.  The  results  are 
most  encouraging.  We  hired  more  black 
officers  this  year  than  last,  and  the 
number  of  black  applicants  to  the 
Foreign  Service  is  at  an  all-time  high. 
We  will  have  to  devote  continued  effort 
and  resources  to  keep  moving  in  the 
right  direction. 

•  We  need  to  work  on  assignments 
within  the  system.  I  have  given  a  lot  of 
attention  to  ensuring  that  senior  blacks 
are  selected  for  responsible  and  visible 
assignments  in  which  they  can  serve  as 
"role  models."  We  now  have  black 
career  officers  as  ambassadors  in  Liberia 
(soon  to  be  transferred  to  South  Africa), 
Mauritius,  Denmark,  and  Seychelles. 
Another  holds  the  key  job  of  director  or 
of  our  Regional  Administrative  Manage- 
ment Center  in  Paris.  One— a  former 
ambassador— is  principal  officer  in  Cape 
Town.  Two— also  former  ambassadors- 
are  serving  in  senior  positions  in 
Washington,  one  at  the  deputy  assistant 
secretary  level  in  Management  Opera- 
tions and  one  as  director  of  a  major 
office  in  one  of  our  regional  bureaus. 
Over  a  year  ago,  I  discovered,  to  my  con- 
sternation, that  there  were  currently  no 
black  officers  serving  overseas  as  deputy 
chief  of  mission,  perhaps  the  key 
management  level  position  in  the 
Foreign  Service  and  a  proving  ground 
for  future  chiefs  of  mission.  During  the 
past  year,  five  black  officers  have  been 
assigned  as  deputy  chiefs  of  mission  or 
as  principal  officers  in  American 
consulates. 

The  Path  Ahead 

I  have  to  conclude  by  acknowledging 
that  there  are  difficulties  in  the  path 
ahead.  Many  blacks  have  told  me  that 
more  lucrative  and  relevant  career 
opportunities  are  open  to  the  kind  of 
people  we  seek  for  the  Foreign  Service. 
The  Foreign  Service  has  a  dubious 
reputation  among  those  sectors  of  the 
American  population  who  even  know 
what  it  is.  The  "cookie  pusher" 
stereotype  dies  hard.  Today,  health 
hazards,  spouse  employment  and  family 
education  problems,  the  large  percent- 
age of  hardship  posts  among  the  more 


than  250  we  staff,  the  high  proportion  of 
noncareer  appointees  at  senior  levels, 
and  terrorism  and  security  threats  all 
make  the  Foreign  Service  a  less  attrac- 
tive career  to  many.  The  call  of  public 
service— once  having  so  powerful  a  pull 
in  our  history— has  been  muted,  par- 
ticularly with  many  in  the  political  arena 
"running"  against  Washington  and  its 
"bureaucrats."  In  crass  economic  terms, 
government  cannot  compete  for  the 
services  of  people  with  the  skills,  educa- 
tion, and  qualities  we  want.  Although  it 
is  difficult  to  move  forward  against  all  of 
these  obstacles,  we  argue  that  the 
psychic  income  and  the  rewards  of  public 
service  make  up  for  many  of  these 
drawbacks.  This  is  the  case  we  make 
whether  our  target  audience  is  black  or 
white,  male  or  female.  Whatever  the 
problems,  we  will  persevere. 

Finally,  I  want  to  ask  your  coopera- 
tion and,  through  you,  the  cooperation  of 
the  black  community  in  encouraging 
more  bright  young  blacks  to  take  the 
Foreign  Service  examination  and  apply 
for  the  various  other  categories  of 
Foreign  Service  employment.  On  the 
basis  of  the  examples  we  have  seen 
among  the  blacks  who  have  recently 
entered  the  service  as  junior  officers,  we 
are  convinced  there  are  a  lot  more  out 
there  who  can  pass  the  examinations  and 
advance  in  their  careers  with  the  best 
and  the  brightest.  The  more  you  can  do 
to  identify  them  and  encourage  them  to 
consider  the  Foreign  Service  as  a  career, 
the  more  likely  we  are  to  achieve  the 
levels  we  are  seeking. 

We  do  not  feel  compelled  to  improve 
the  representativeness  of  the  Foreign 
Service  for  cosmetic  reasons.  We  do  not 
look  upon  our  officers  as  so  many 
precisely  measured  ingredients  in  a 
recipe  for  an  all-American  technicolor 
Foreign  Service.  We  are  doing  this 
because  we  know  it  is  right.  We  are  do- 
ing this  because  we  cannot  represent  our 
country  overseas  if  we  do  not  reflect  our 
society  at  home.  We  need  continued  sup- 
port for  our  efforts,  particularly  from 
groups  such  as  this.  ■ 
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The  Philippines  and  the  United  States 


by  Michael  H.  Armacost 

Address  before  the  Conference  on  the 
Philippines  at  the  Fletcher  School  of  Law 
and  Diplomacy  on  October  6,  1986. 
Ambassador  Armacost  is  Under 
Secretary  for  Political  Affairs. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  address  this  con- 
ference. The  subject  could  not  be  more 
timely.  I  served  as  the  American 
Ambassador  in  Manila  for  2  tumultuous 
years  and  have  spent  many  of  my  wak- 
ing hours  in  Washington  since  1984  deal- 
ing with  Philippine-American  relations.  I 
think  I've  earned  the  right  to  offer  some 
personal  observations. 

Let  me  begin  with  the  dramatic, 
political  revolution  that  occurred  last 
February.  Americans  vicariously 
experienced  those  events  along  with 
Filipinos  and  shared  their  elation  with 
the  outcome.  History  has  linked  our 
countries  inextricably  over  the  past  cen- 
tury. What  happens  in  the  Philippines 
matters  to  the  United  States.  Americans 
first  planted  the  seeds  of  democracy  in 
the  Philippines.  We  consequently  shared 
the  exhilaration  of  the  Filipino  people  as 
we  witnessed  a  restoration  of  democracy 
accomplished  both  swiftly  and 
peacefully. 

It  was  a  Philippine  revolution,  and 
Filipinos  earned  the  admiration  and 
respect  of  the  entire  world  for  their 
courage  and  their  fidelity  to  democratic 
principles.  We  pay  tribute  to  that  suc- 
cess. And  we  pledge  our  support  to  those 
who  work,  in  the  words  of  President 
Aquino,  "to  build  a  worthy  and  enduring 
house  for  a  new  democracy,  that  may 
serve  as  a  redoubt  for  freedom  in  Asia." 

Last  February's  revolution  brought 
the  Philippines  to  the  consciousness  of 
all  Americans.  To  be  sure,  Ninoy 
Aquino's  assassination  in  August  1983 
stimulated  a  considerable  increase  in 
newspaper  and  media  coverage  of  the 
Philippines.  But  the  recent  presidential 
election  campaign  and  the  events  which 
followed  were  played  out  on  American 
television.  In  the  process,  Cory  Aquino, 
Doy  Laurel,  Cardinal  Sin,  Joe  Concep- 
cion,  and  many  others  became  familiar 
figures  in  this  country.  Terms  like  "hid- 
den wealth"  entered  our  political 
vocabulary.  And  we  all  learned  more 
than  we  wanted  to  know  about  Mrs. 
Marcos'  wardrobe. 

To  be  sure,  some  of  the  American 
media  focus  on  the  Philippines  is  super- 
ficial. But  the  explosion  of  media 


coverage  of  the  Philippines  has  enabled 
thoughtful  Americans  to  obtain  a 
glimpse  of  more  consequential  aspects  of 
the  situation.  Our  public  has  gained  an 
appreciation  of  the  enormity  of  the 
political  and  economic  problems  which 
were  the  principal  legacy  of  the  Marcos 
Administration.  Americans  have 
discovered  the  resilience,  the 
resourcefulness,  and  the  good  humor 
with  which  the  Filipino  people  confront 
adversity.  We  have  been  reminded  of  the 
authority  and  the  respect,  the  power  and 
the  opportunity  accorded  to  women  in 
the  Filipino  culture.  We  have  observed 
the  political  clout  exercised  by  the 
Church  and  heard  the  call  for  political 
reconciliation  expressed  in  the  idiom  of 
the  Scriptures.  We  have  witnessed  the 
status  and  the  value  which  Filipinos 
attach  to  education  as  a  source  of  social 
mobility.  We  have  seen  firsthand  the 
Philippine  preference  for  democratic 
evolution  over  violent  revolution.  And 
the  remarkable  events  of  last  February 
confirmed  for  Americans  the  vibrancy  of 
the  Philippine  press. 

These  are  qualities  which  should  not 
surprise  us.  We  see  them  reflected  in  the 
growing  community  of  Filipino- 
Americans  who  make  such  a  large  con- 
tribution to  our  own  national  life.  But 
the  television  pictures  and  the  occa- 
sionally illuminating  commentary  seared 
strong  impressions  in  our  collective 
memory.  They  served  to  increase  our 
awareness  and  understanding  of  the 
Filipino  culture  and  our  respect  for  the 
Filipino  people. 

Those  of  us  in  government  who  bear 
some  responsibility  for  managing  this 
important  relationship  had  special 
reasons  for  satisfaction  at  the  outcome 
of  last  February's  revolution.  The  final 
years  of  the  Marcos  Administration 
posed  agonizing  dilemmas  for  our 
government.  The  corruption  and  the 
venality  of  the  Marcos  regime  were 
deeply  troubling.  So  were  the  "crony" 
deals  which  distorted  the  economy  and 
the  cynical  political  maneuvers  which 
mocked  professions  of  faith  in 
democracy.  But  there  was  a  deeper 
source  of  anguish. 

It  was  increasingly  clear  to  those  of 
us  in  Washington  that  we  were  doing 
business  with  a  government  whose 
authority  was  declining,  which  had 
forfeited  much  of  its  domestic  support, 
and  which  displayed  little  genuine 
empathy  for  our  values. 


Worse  yet,  we  saw  no  serious  pros-  " 

pect  for  self-renewal. 

•  President  Marcos  had  politicized 
the  army;  it  was  scarcely  plausible  that 
he  would  restore  professionalism  to  the 
military. 

•  He  had  limited  the  scope  for  com- 
petition and  private  entrepreneurship;  it 
was  scarcely  reasonable  to  expect  that 
he  would  foster  economic  reform  and 
reliance  upon  the  interplay  of  market 
forces. 

•  He  had  perpetuated  his  tenure  in 
office  by  manipulating  constitutional  and 
electoral  rules  to  suit  his  political 
requirements;  it  was  scarecly  con- 
ceivable that  he  would  permit  an  elec- 
toral contest  in  which  he  accepted  a  gen- 
uine risk  of  losing.  ^ 

We  had  no  choice  but  to  deal  with  an       ^ 
existing  government,  but  our  growing 
doubts  about  the  efficacy  of  reform 
under  Marcos  prompted  the  increasingly 
public  expression  of  our  concerns.  His 
unexpected  announcement  last  fall  of  a 
snap  presidential  election  stimulated 
hopes  here  as  well  as  fears.  In  all  can- 
dor, I  cannot  say  that  I  expected  the 
result  that  occurred.  Yet  we  did  what  we 
could  to  assure  a  free  and  fair  contest. 

By  dispatching  an  election  observer 
team  and  encouraging  the  international 
press  to  make  the  election  a  big  story, 
we  hoped  to  diminish  the  incidence  of 
fraud.  We  recognized  that,  in  the  last 
analysis,  thg  major  deterrent  to  irreg- 
ularities would  have  to  be  an  aroused 
Philippine  citizenry  prepared  to  accept 
risks  in  order  to  assert  their  rights.  Cory 
Aquino  supplied  inspired  leadership; 
NAMFREL  [National  Movement  for 
Free  Elections],  the  Church,  and  various 
citizens'  organizations  the  foot  soldiers 
of  the  democratic  revolution.  The  rest  is 
history.  It  produced  a  new  start  for  the 
Philippines  and  opened  a  new  chapter— 
and  a  bright  one,  we  trust— in 
Philippine-American  relations. 

American  Perspective 

on  the  Aquino  Administration 

American  support  for  the  Aquino 
Administration  is  firm  and  unequivocal. 
The  reasons  are  obvious. 

First,  she  earned  a  mandate  from 
the  Philippine  people. 

Second,  President  Aquino  has  used 
her  mandate  to  embark  upon  an 
ambitious  agenda  of  long  overdue 
reform. 

•  She  appointed  a  Constitutional 
Commission  whose  work  is  nearly 
finished,  promised  early  local  and  provin- 
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cial  elections,  imparted  credibility  to 
government,  and  impressed  all  who  have 
met  her  with  her  own  sense  of  command. 

•  She  selected  for  the  key  Cabinet 
economic  portfolios  individuals  of 
distinction  who  know  how  the  market 
works  and  who  believe  in  market  forces. 
She  has  moved  decisively  to  reform  the 
tax  system,  liberalize  trade,  reduce  the 
role  of  public  sector  enterprises  and 
government  financial  institutions,  and 
dismantle  government  monopolies  that 
impede  productivity  in  the  agricultural 
sector.  She  has  nailed  down  an  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF)  agreement. 
A  new  investment  code  is  in  the  works. 
Labor  stability  is  promised.  The  flight  of 
capital  has  been  staunched;  inflation  has 
been  curbed;  the  current  account  is  in 
balance;  and  the  gross  domestic  product 
is  beginning  to  grow. 

•  She  has  affirmed  civilian  control 
of  the  military  and  placed  the  armed 
forces  under  the  command  of  respected 
officers  who  got  ahead  not  by  "going 
along"  or  by  playing  palace  politics  but 
by  exhibiting  dedication  to  high  stand- 
ards of  professional  conduct. 

Thus,  we  believe  she  has  made 
impressive  progress  in  a  short  time  in 
reshaping  Philippine  political  and 
economic  life  without  benefit  of  a 
leisurely  transition  period  and  despite 
the  need  to  manage  a  diverse  coalition. 

The  Aquino  government  recognizes 
that  the  communist  insurgency 
represents  a  serious  threat  to  Philippine 
democracy.  The  government  has  adopted 
a  strategy  aimed  at  seeking  a  political 
dialogue  with  the  New  People's  Army 
(NPA)  while  the  government  implements 
political,  economic,  and  military  reforms 
designed  to  attack  the  root  causes  of  the 
insurgency.  President  Aquino  has  also 
made  it  clear  that  the  government  will 
use  military  force  if  that  is  necessary  to 
protect  the  Filipino  people  and  preserve 
her  country's  newly  restored  democracy. 

In  sum,  we  believe  the  Philippines  is 
pursuing  a  sound  strategy  that  will  pro- 
duce significant  results  in  the  next  few 
years. 

It  will  require  strong  and  bold 
leadership  and  a  cohesive  government 
which  speaks  and  acts  in  support  of  a 
comprehensive  program  for  national 
recovery.  President  Aquino  has  shown 
that  she  can  provide  that  leadership. 

U.S.  Policy  Guidelines 

It  is  obvious  that  the  United  States  has  a 
large  stake  in  the  success  of  President 
Aquino's  policy  efforts.  The  issue  for 
America  is  how  we  can  most  effectively 


express  our  support.  These  guidelines  in- 
form our  efforts. 

First,  we  will  resist  falling  back  into 
familiar  habits  in  our  relationship.  For 
one  thing,  this  means  avoiding  the 
tendency  to  offer  gratuitous  advice  in 
lieu  of  tangible  assistance.  We  have 
made  a  good  start  with  the  substantial 
package  of  supplemental  aid  unveiled 
during  President  Aquino's  recent  visit.  I 
might  add,  parenthetically,  that  there  is 
a  corollary  for  Filipinos:  that  is,  resist 
the  temptation  to  treat  the  United 
States  as  a  scapegoat  or  to  regard 
massive  external  assistance  as  a 
substitute  for  domestic  reform.  The  cur- 
rent emphasis  on  self-reliance  is  a 
healthy  sign. 

Second,  we  intend  to  display  a 
sympathetic  understanding  for  the 
magnitude  of  the  policy  dilemmas  faced 
by  the  Philippine  Government.  President 
Aquino  confronts  a  multitude  of  vexing 
problems. 

•  Prompt  action  is  needed  to  contain 
an  insurgency  which  challenges  the 
authority  of  government  in  rural  areas, 
impedes  the  flow  of  investment,  and 
poses  a  danger  to  democratic 
institutions. 

•  There  is  the  urgent  need  for  swift 
economic  revitalization.  Growth  is 
necessary  to  provide  the  economic 
margins  necessary  for  compromise— the 
lifeblood  of  democratic  politics.  It  is  also 
a  critical  component  of  any  strategy  to 
cope  with  the  New  People's  Army. 

•  The  task  of  completing  a  new  con- 
stitution and  conducting  local  and  pro- 
vincial elections  is  equally  pressing, 
since  political  stability  is  essential  to 
economic  revival.  Foreign  and  domestic 
businessmen  are  waiting  to  see  how  the 
constitution  will  affect  the  future  invest- 
ment regime.  A  successful  counterin- 
surgency  effort  will  depend  heavily  upon 
the  quality  and  representativeness  of 
local  officials. 

Each  of  these  tasks  is  fraught  with 
difficulty.  Each  requires  the  application 
of  massive  intellectual,  human,  and 
material  resources.  No  government  can 
do  everything  at  once,  particularly  when 
resources  are  scarce  and  time  is  limited. 
The  establishment  of  clear-cut  priorities 
is  the  more  difficult  when  decisions  must 
be  reached  within  the  framework  of  a 
very  broad  coalition. 

Americans  are  an  impatient  people. 
We  expect  quick  results.  But  we  owe  it 
to  our  friends  in  the  Philippines  to 
recognize  that  everything  cannot  be 
done  at  once;  that  Philippine  problems 


require  Philippine  solutions;  and  that 
they  must  set  their  own  priorities  and 
their  own  pace.  We  should  be  prepared 
to  offer  counsel  in  a  frank  and  confiden- 
tial fashion.  We  intend  to  avoid 
gratuitous  public  criticism.  Candor  in 
private  and  discretion  in  public  should  be 
our  motto. 

Third,  we  should  avoid  loading  addi- 
tional problems  onto  the  agenda  before 
they  require  resolution.  The  bases  issue 
is  a  good  example.  Our  current  agree- 
ment has  several  years,  at  least,  to  run. 
Our  next  5-year  review  does  not  com- 
mence for  2  years.  President  Aquino  has 
indicated  her  intent  to  honor  existing 
legal  obligations  while  preserving  policy 
options  for  the  1990s. 

I  am  personally  confident  that  our 
security  relationship  with  the  Philippines 
will  endure  beyond  1991.  Our  access  to 
facilities  at  Clark  and  Subic  constitutes  a 
source  of  regional  stability  which  is 
welcomed  by  the  ASEAN  [Association  of 
South  East  Asian  Nations]  countries, 
Japan,  China,  and  other  regional  powers. 
So  long  as  the  base  arrangements 
respect  Philippine  sovereignty,  and  so 
long  as  the  balance  of  benefits  is 
equitable,  I  see  little  reason  to  fear 
disruption  of  a  pattern  of  defense 
cooperation  that  has  served  both  our 
nations  well.  The  time  will  come  for 
renewed  negotiations;  for  now  we  can 
afford  to  let  this  issue  lie. 

I  hope  the  Philippine  Government 
will  follow  suit.  Some  members  of  the 
Constitutional  Commission  have  at- 
tempted to  limit  its  government's  future 
options  on  defense  and  other  issues.  We 
understand  that  President  Aquino  wisely 
urged  the  members  of  the  commission, 
when  they  began  their  work,  to  define 
the  constitutional  framework  of  govern- 
ment without  attempting  to  address 
issues  more  properly  resolved  through 
legislation  or  executive  decision  by  an 
elected  government.  That  is  a  sensible 
stance.  It  is  in  keeping  with  our  own 
constitutional  experience.  It  is  consistent 
with  the  interest  of  both  countries  in 
seeing  that  issues  subject  to  negotiations 
are  not  preempted  by  unilateral  deci- 
sions of  either  side. 

Fourth,  we  should  welcome  the 
diversification  of  Philippine  relationships 
with  other  countries.  On  occasion,  some 
Filipinos  have  seen  their  ties  with 
Americans  in  kinship  terms,  viewing  us 
as  big  brothers  who  offer  protection  in 
return  for  loyalty.  This  is  a  tribute  to  the 
intimacy  of  our  connection  over  the  past 
eight  decades.  There  are  respects  in 
which  we  and  Filipinos  are  family.  Yet 
there  is  also  a  certain  "hothouse" 
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character  to  our  relationship  which 
imposes  heavy  psychological  burdens  on 
us  both. 

In  my  experience  as  Ambassador  in 
Manila,  I  found  that  my  Filipino  friends 
talked  knowledgeably  and  eloquently 
about  themselves,  about  America,  and 
about  the  relationship  between  us.  They 
exhibited  surprisingly  little  interest  in 
ASEAN  or  in  more  distant  Asian 
neighbors.  That  is  changing,  and  all  for 
the  good. 

Our  relationship  with  Manila  will 
find  a  more  equitable  and  mature 
balance  as  the  Philippines  benefits  from 
the  experience  of  its  near  neighbors  and 
reduces  to  some  degree  its  dependence 
upon  the  United  States.  Moreover,  I  see 
no  reason  why  the  development  of 
Filipino  links  with  others  need  dilute  the 
quality  of  our  own  relationship— on  the 
contrary.  And  we  shall  use  our  own 
considerable  influence  with  other 
countries— in  Asia  and  in  Europe— to 
enlist  support  for  our  Filipino  friends. 

Fifth,  we  should  express  our  support 
for  the  democratic  transition  in  very  con- 
crete ways.  Our  material  support  should 
assume  a  variety  of  forms.  In  my  judg- 
ment, it  should  be  substantial,  and  it 
should  be  provided  up  front.  We  should 
not  be  penny  wise  and  pound  foolish. 
Happily,  we  have  made  a  start,  despite 
an  extremely  austere  budget 
environment. 

U.S.  Support  for  the  Philippines 

Aid.  Congress  recently  appropriated  an 
additional  $150  million  in  bilateral 
economic  and  military  support,  bringing 
our  total  for  fiscal  year  (FY)  1986  to 
$550  million.  The  $300  million  in 
economic  support  funds  supplied  over 
the  past  fiscal  year  were  furni.shed  as 
direct  support  to  the  Philippine  Govern- 
ment budget  to  help  finance  ongoing 
programs  aimed  at  reinvigorating  the 
rural  economy.  In  FY  1986,  $90  million 
in  military  as.sistance  program  funds  will 
assist  Philippine  Government  efforts  to 
reequip  and  retrain  the  armed  forces.  A 
$10-million  package  of  Defense  Depart- 
ment medical  supplies  and  services  plus 
$1.3  million  in  privately  donated  humani- 
tarian supplies,  announced  during  Presi- 
dent Aquino's  recent  visit,  should 
facilitate  civic  action  by  the  Armed 
P^'orces  of  the  Philippines.  On  October  3, 
$200  million  in  additional  economic 
assistance  was  added  to  the  FY  1987 
Continuing  Resolution  by  the  Senate. 
The  82-to-i4  vote  reaffirms  the  under- 
lying commitment  of  both  U.S.  political 
parties  to  the  Philippines. 


Investment.  In  recent  decades  the 
Philippines  has  relied  too  heavily  on 
commercial  borrowing  and  too  little  on 
equity  investment  to  secure  foreign 
capital  for  development.  This  con- 
tributed to  the  heavy  debt  burden  which 
the  Aquino  government  inherited— a 
burden  compounded  by  large-scale 
capital  flight  and  disinvestment  caused 
by  uncertain  social,  political,  and 
economic  conditions. 

The  Philippines  needs  equity  invest- 
ment, and  we  are  actively  encouraging 
it.  During  Mrs.  Aquino's  recent  visit  we 
arranged  opportunities  for  her  to  meet 
directly  with  the  chief  executives  of 
many  "blue  chip"  American  companies. 
President  Reagan,  Secretary  Shultz,  and 
others  publicly  pronounced  their 
"bullish"  outlook  on  the  Philippine 
economy.  This  reflects  our  confidence  in 
the  macroeconomic  conditions  of  the 
country,  our  respect  for  the  abundant 
material  and  human  resources  of  the 
Philippines,  our  conviction  that  the 
policy  reforms  being  put  in  place  by  the 
Aquino  Administration  will  unleash  the 
productive  energies  of  the  private  sec- 
tor, and  our  firm  belief  that  a  nation  as 
well  endowed  as  the  Philippines  and 
situated  in  the  Pacific  Basin  will 
inevitably  prosper  as  political  and 
economic  reforms  take  hold. 

Naturally,  American  businessmen 
will  reach  their  tough  investment  deci- 
sions more  swiftly  as  they  see  Philippine 
businessmen  reinvest  in  the  future  of 
their  own  country  and  as  they  observe 
Philippine  capital  repatriated  from  "safe 
havens"  abroad. 

In  this  connection,  I  might  say  a 
word  on  "hidden  wealth."  I  have  no  firm 
estimate  on  the  size  of  Marcos  assets 
outside  the  Philippines.  I  assume  they 
are  very  substantial.  The  disposition  of 
such  assets  as  may  be  located  in  the 
United  States  must,  of  course,  be 
resolved  through  the  legal  process.  That 
process  is  complex  and  tedious.  For  our 
part,  we  intend  to  do  what  we  can  under 
American  law  to  help  the  Aquino 
government  recover  the  large  sums  that 
Marcos  appropriated  for  his  personal 
use. 

A  shrewd  lawyer,  Marcos  can 
presumably  tie  up  Philippine  Govern- 
ment claims  in  our  courts  for  years.  In 
the  meantime,  neither  Marcos,  nor  his 
family,  nor  anyone  else  will  be  able  to 
use  these  resources.  Ultimately,  perhaps, 
only  the  attorneys  will  benefit.  Former 
President  Marcos  has  not  solicited  my 
view  on  this  matter,  nor  will  he.  But  I 
hope  he  will  eventually  conclude  that  a 
timely  decision  to  repatriate  a  major  por- 
tion of  his  assets  to  the  Philippines 


would  contribute  to  the  well-being  of  his 
countrymen,  help  redeem  his  reputation 
in  the  eyes  of  future  historians,  and 
perhaps  create  circumstances  in  which 
he  might  ultimately  live  out  his  final 
years  quietly  in  Ilocos  Norte. 

Multilateral  Assistance.  The  United 
States  has  supported  Philippine  Govern- 
ment requests  for  a  $500-million  IMF 
standby  agreement,  as  well  as  a  World 
Bank  economic  recovery  loan  amounting 
to  $300  million.  We  have  also 
encouraged  the  expeditious  completion 
of  negotiations  with  private  banks  for 
further  debt  rescheduling.  These  private 
banks  are  prepared  now  to  release  addi- 
tional credits  of  about  $350  million  held 
up  when  the  Philippines  fell  out  of 
compliance  with  the  previous  IMF 
agreement. 

Trade.  We  are  also  working  to 
increase  opportunities  for  the  Philippines 
to  earn  hard  currency  through  expanded 
sugar  exports.  We  have  set  up  a  special 
senior-level  working  group  with  State, 
Commerce,  and  the  U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative to  examine  a  variety  of  specific 
measures.  We  also  agreed  to  create  a 
U.S. -Philippines  Business  Promotion 
Council  to  harness  the  vitality  of  the 
private  sector  in  the  effort  to  expand 
trade  and  investment.  The  United  States 
has  agreed  to  cooperate  to  maximize 
Philippines  benefits  under  the  general- 
ized system  of  preferences.  The  Defense 
Department  is  taking  steps  to  increase 
local  procurement  in  the  Philippines. 
Finally,  the  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corporation  will  sponsor  a  major 
mission  to  the  Philippines  in  February  of 
next  year  to  increase  U.S.  investment  in 
the  Philippines. 

Educational  Support.  Historically, 
the  United  States  has  made  an  impor- 
tant contribution  to  education  and  train- 
ing of  Filipinos  from  all  walks  of  life.  We 
want  to  continue  this  tradition.  We  are 
working  to  put  together  a  program  to 
provide  extended  scholarships  and  train- 
ing opportunities  for  faculty  members 
and  graduate  students  from  Philippine 
universities  and  colleges.  We  are  also 
encouraging  state  and  private  institu- 
tions to  increase  existing  ties  with 
various  Philippine  educational 
institutions. 

Conclusion 

Collectively,  the  Aquino  government 
may  possess  more  hope  and  pride  than 
any  government  in  modern  Philippines 
history.  It  also  faces  problems  of 
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unparalleled  severity.  Its  objectives  of 
maximizing  Philippine  freedom  and 
development  are  aims  which  all 
Americans  share.  Its  strategy  for  attain- 
ing these  high  purposes  is  beginning  to 
demonstrate  concrete  and  positive 
results. 


President  Aquino  put  the  challenge 
to  us  directly  in  her  stirring  address  to 
the  Congress:  "Join  us,  America,"  she 
said,  "as  we  build  a  new  home  for 
democracy,  another  haven  for  the 
oppressed." 

We  accept  that  challenge  and  intend 
to  demonstrate  our  support  by  deed  and 
word.  ■ 


Visit  of  Philippines'  President  Aquino 


President  Corazon  C.  Aquino  of  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  made  an 
official  working  visit  to  Washington, 
D.C.,  September  15-19,  1986,  to  meet 
with  President  Reagan  and  other  govern- 
ment officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by  the 
two  Presidents  after  their  meeting  on 
September  1 7.  ^ 

President  Reagan 

It  was  truly  a  pleasure  to  welcome  and 
meet  today  with  Philippine  President 
Corazon  Aquino.  Her  courage  and  her 
commitment  to  democracy,  mirroring 
those  same  qualities  in  the  Filipino  peo- 
ple, have  inspired  the  world,  and  it's 
been  an  honor  to  have  her  as  our  guest. 


President  Aquino  and  I  discussed  her 
strenuous  efforts  to  bolster  the  demo- 
cratic institutions  of  her  country  and  to 
ensure  its  security  and  strengthen  its 
economy.  And  I  assured  her  that  all 
America  wants  the  Philippine  democracy 
to  succeed  and  to  prosper  and  that  we'll 
do  what  we  can  to  help. 

These  have  been  trying  times  in  the 
Philippines.  President  Aquino  has  been 
overseeing  a  historic  transition.  In  the 
coming  months  a  new  constitution  will 
be  submitted  which  will  pave  the  way  for 
strong,  democratically  elected  local  and 
national  governments.  In  the  meantime. 
President  Aquino  has  been  doing  her 
level  best  to  unite  her  richly  diverse  peo- 
ple under  a  banner  of  freedom  and 
opportunity. 


Her  efforts  to  reconcile  all  elements 
of  her  society  and  bring  them  into  the 
democratic  process  are  applauded  here.  I 
might  add  that  her  personal  bravery  in 
this  heroic  endeavor  to  diffuse  conflict 
has  won  the  hearts  and  imagination  of 
the  people  everywhere. 

Despite  President  Aquino's  efforts, 
however,  well-armed  communist  guer- 
rillas remain  a  threat  to  democracy  in 
the  Philippines.  President  Aquino  and  I 
discussed  her  strategy  to  meet  this 
challenge.  It  includes  attacking  the  root 
political,  economic,  and  social  problems 
that  feed  insurgencies.  The  second  half 
of  the  formula  is  building  the  Philippine 
military  into  a  professional,  properly 
armed  and  trained  force  that  is  capable 
of  dealing  with  any  threat. 

The  United  States  stands  ready  to 
assist  President  Aquino  in  her  quest  to 
create  a  stable  and  secure  land  as  well  as 
in  her  commitment  to  invigorate  the 
Philippine  economy. 

During  our  discussion  today.  Presi- 
dent Aquino  reaffirmed  her  belief  that 
free  enterprise  is  the  surest  path  to 
development,  the  surest  method  of  open- 
ing the  door  of  opportunity  and  advance- 
ment to  all  her  people.  Her  government 
stands  for  free  trade  and  is  encouraging 
private  investment.  She  knows  in  the 
long  run  nothing  would  better  serve  the 
Filipino  people  than  unleashing  the 
entrepreneurial  spirit  and  putting  the 
creative  and  economy-building  power  of 
the  marketplace  to  work. 

As  one  might  surmise  after  hearing 
this,  I'm  bullish  on  the  Philippines.  I 
would  hope  American  as  well  as  foreign 
investors  take  notice  of  the  incredible 
opportunity  to  help  build  a  country.  For 
our  part,  we  will  mold  our  efforts  to 
encourage  development  in  the  Philip- 
pines. Today,  for  example,  we  discussed 
the  idea  of  increasing  Philippine  exports 
to  the  United  States,  including  improved 
treatment  under  our  generalized  system 
of  preferences.  We  also  considered  ways 
in  which  the  Philippines  can  provide  a 
larger  share  of  the  goods  and  services 
consumed  by  the  U.S.  military  facilities 
within  that  country. 

And  just  a  side  note,  when  talking 
about  those  bases,  our  two  countries 
share  common  interests  in  the  peace  and 
stability  of  the  Pacific  region.  I'm  confi- 
dent that  we  will  continue  to  enjoy  a 
strong  mutual  defense  relationship  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  President  Aquino 
reaffirmed  today  that  the  military  bases 
agreement  will  be  respected  through  its 
current  term.  I  understand  and  am  com- 
fortable with  her  position.  The  next 
review  of  our  defense  relations  is  sched- 
uled in  1988,  and  that  gives  us  and  the 
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people  of  the  Philippines  plenty  of  time 
to  think  about  it. 

In  the  meantime,  I  will  continue  to 
ask  Congress  for  appropriate  levels  of 
economic  and  military  assistance  above 
and  beyond  existing  U.S.  base-related 
commitments.  The  latest  installment  of 
our  current  aid  effort— a  $100  million 
grant  of  economic  support  funds,  which 
I'm  pleased  to  announce  will  be  signed 
by  our  respective  Cabinet  members  in  a 
few  moments, 2  a  $50  million  grant  of 
military  assistance,  along  with  a  $20 
million  package  of  medical  supplies  and 
services— has  been  approved. 

In  the  future,  to  the  largest  extent 
possible,  future  U.S.  aid  will  be  designed 
to  provide  the  greatest  benefit  without 
exacerbating  the  country's  debt  burden. 

And  one  last  thought:  Today  govern- 
ments, businesses,  financial  institutions. 


and  individuals  are  dealing  with  a  new 
kind  of  government  in  the  Philippines. 
We're  dealing  with  a  noble  and  honest 
people— people  with  ideals,  people  we 
can  trust.  And  we  place  a  high  value  on 
character  and  hope  everyone  appreciates 
this  and  takes  it  into  account. 

A  great  Filipino  hero,  Dr.  Jose  Rizal, 
once  wrote,  "God  is  justice:  He  cannot 
abandon  His  cause,  the  cause  of  liberty, 
without  which  no  justice  is  possible." 
Well,  Jose  Rizal,  like  President  Aquino's 
husband,  died  for  freedom  and  inspired 
his  nation. 

President  Aquino  and  I  reaffirmed 
the  commitment  of  our  two  peoples  to 
the  ideals  which  so  many  Americans  and 
Filipinos  have  given  their  lives,  and  we 
also  reaffirm  the  bonds  of  friendship  and 
affection  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Philippines. 


President  Aquino 

This  has  been  an  opportunity  to  get  to 
know  each  other,  to  explore  common 
issues  together.  Above  all,  though,  I  can 
say  that  for  my  part  the  most  important 
aspect  has  been  the  chance  to  meet  each 
other. 

We  are  both  politicians  who  set 
great  store  on  face-to-face  encounters. 
Government-to-government  contacts 
have  their  proper  place,  yet  when  the 
leadership  of  a  country  changes  in  such  a 
dramatic  fashion,  as  happened  in  the 
Philippines,  it  is  only  right  that  the 
Presidents  of  two  such  close  allies  meet 
and  get  to  know  each  other.  Issues  do 
not  generate  of  their  own  accord  the 
decisions  that  will  resolve  them.  In  the 
end,  decisions  will  be  made  by  the  people 
who  have  the  responsibility  to  make 
them. 
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Geo^aphy 

Area:  300,000  sq.  km.  (115,830  sq.  mi.). 
Cities:  Capita/— Manila  (pop.  7  million  in 
metropolitan  area).  Other  cities- Davao 
(600,000),  Cebu  (450,000).  Terrain:  65% 
mountainous,  with  narrow  coastal  lowlands. 
Climate:  Tropical,  astride  typhoon  belt. 

People 

Noun:  Filipino(s).  Adjective:  Philippine. 
Population  (1985):  54.6  million.  Annual 
g^rowth  rate  (1985):  2.4%.  Ethnic  groups: 

Malay,  Chinese.  Religions:  Catholic  83%, 
Protestant  9%,  Muslim  5%,  other  3%. 
Languages:  Pilipino  (based  on  Tagalog), 
national  language;  English,  language  of 


Philippines— A  Profile 


government  and  instruction  in  higher  educa- 
tion. Education:  Years  compulsory— &. 
Attendance— above  95%  in  elementary  grades, 
57%  in  secondary  grades.  Literacy— about 
88%.  Health:  Infant  mortality  rate  (1985)— 
52.5/1,000.  Life  expectancy  (1985)— 65.4  years. 
Work  force  (20.6  million,  1984  est.): 
Agriculture— 52%.  Industry  and 
commerce— 16% .  Services— 13.5% . 
Government— 10%.  Other— 9.5%.  Official 
unemployment  raie  (1985)— 7.3%. 

Government 

Type:  Republic.  Independence:  1946.  Con- 
stitution: Provisional;  new  permanent  con- 
stitution scheduled  to  be  drafted  and  submit- 
ted in  a  plebiscite  to  electorate  late  1986. 

Political  parties:  Philippine  Democratic 
Party  (PDP/Laban);  United  Nationalist 
Democratic  Organization  (UNIDO);  New 
Society  Movement  (KBL),  Partido 
Nacionalista  Philipina  (PNP),  and  other  small 
parties.  Suffrage:  Universal  and  compulsory. 

Administrative  subdivisions:  12  regions 
plus  Metro  Manila,  74  provinces,  60  chartered 
cities. 

Central  government  budget:  $4.9  billion. 

Defense:  (1985)  1.1%  of  estimated  1985 
GNP. 

Flag:  Two  horizontal  bands— the  top  blue, 
the  bottom  red— joined  at  the  staff  side  with  a 
white  triangle.  Centered  on  the  triangle  is  a 
yellow,  eight-rayed  sun.  In  each  corner  of  the 
triangle  is  a  yellow  star. 
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Economy 

GNP  (1985):  $32.6  billion  (nominal).  Annual 
growth  rate:  12.8%  (nominal);  -3.8%  (real) 
Per  capita  income  (1985):  $598.  Annual 
inflation  rate:  10%,  1983;  50.8%,  1984; 
20.3%,  1985;  4.0%,  1986  (est). 

Natural  resources:  Timber,  copper, 
nickel,  iron,  cobalt,  silver,  gold,  petroleum. 

Agriculture  (26.46%  of  GDP):  Sugar, 
coconut  products,  rice,  corn,  pineapples,  and 
bananas. 

Industries  (32.72%  of  GDP):  Textiles, 
pharmaceuticals,  chemicals,  wood  products, 
food  processing,  electronics  assembly.  Serv- 
ices: 40.82%  of  GDP. 

Trade  (1985):  Exports-U-^  billion.  Major 
markets— US,  Japan,  EC.  Imports— $5.6 
billion.  Major  suppliers— US,  Japan,  EC. 

Exchange  rate  (June  1986):  20.50 
pesos  =  US$1. 

Membership  in  International 
Organizations 

UN  and  its  specialized  agencies,  including 
World  Bank  Group  (IBRD,  IFC,  IDA),  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT),  and 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency  (IAEA); 
Association  of  South  East  Asian  Nations 
(ASEAN);  Asian  Development  Bank  (ADB); 
INTELSAT. 


Taken  from  the  Background  Notes  of  August 
1986,  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
Department  of  State.  Editor:  Sharon  R.  Lotz.  ■ 
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From  this  meeting  today  both  our 
governments  will  go  out  with  a  clear 
sense  of  priorities,  with  a  recognition 
that  we  must  both  work  hard  to 
strengthen  the  bonds  between  us.  I  hope 
we  have  set  the  tone  and  direction  for  a 
new  relationship.  By  recovering  our 
democracy,  we  Filipinos  have  recovered 
our  self-confidence  and  pride  and  hence 
our  ability  to  deal  with  our  major  ally  on 
an  equal  footing.  This  is  the  only  basis 
for  a  relationship  between  friends,  and  I 
think  we  were  able  to  start  on  that 
agenda  today.  I  was  able  to  explain  to 
President  Reagan  the  problems  we  have 
inherited,  all  of  them  rooted  in  a  deva- 
stated economy.  I  was  also  able  to  out- 
line to  him  what  we  are  doing  to  set 
things  right.  I  am  gratified  that  Presi- 
dent Reagan  understands  and  supports 
what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

As  you  know,  we  have  placed  our 
faith  in  the  private  sector  as  the  stimulus 
of  growth.  I  also  briefed  the  President 
on  the  wide  range  of  reforms  we  have 
embarked  on  to  resolve  our  difficulties. 
A  new  constitution  is  in  the  final  stages 
of  drafting.  There  will  be  a  referendum 
on  it  followed  by  elections  early  next 
year.  We  are  carrying  out  a  long- 
overdue  program  of  military  reform. 
Within  this  context  of  an  economic 
reconstruction,  political  rebuilding,  and 
military  reform,  we  can  combat  our 
remaining  problem:  the  insurgency.  As 
you  know,  we  are  pursuing  a  political 
approach,  but  this  is  backed  by  the 
military  option.  In  all  these  areas  of 
rebuilding,  I  hope  we  can  count  on 
American  support  and  understanding. 

But  most  important,  reform  is  being 
done  in  a  new  environment  of  freedom, 
human  rights,  and  democracy.  So,  as 
today's  discussions  showed,  we  have  a 
lot  of  values  in  common  again.  We 
admire  freedom  and  hard  work  in  just 
the  way  you  do.  For  two  countries  who 
have  a  faith  in  God,  in  freedom,  in  the 
family,  and  in  democratic  values,  we 
should  allow  nothing  to  come  in  the  way 
of  an  ever-growing  friendship. 

Today  was  a  good  beginning,  and  I 
thank  you  all  for  it. 

'Made  at  the  South  Portico  of  the  White 
House  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  22,  1986). 

^Following  the  departure  of  the  two 
Presidents,  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
James  A.  Baker,  III  and  Philippines  Minister 
of  Finance  Jaime  Ong^in  signed  an  agree- 
ment providing  the  $100  million  in  U.S. 
economic  assistance  to  the  Philippine 
Government.  ■ 


U.S. -Soviet  Relations: 

Coping  With  Conflicts  in  the  Third  World 


by  Michael  H.  Armacost 

Address  at  the  opening  of  the  Insti- 
tute for  International  Studies  at  Brown 
University  in  Providence,  Rhode  Island, 
on  September  26,  1986.  Ambassador 
Armacost  is  Under  Secretary  for 
Political  Affairs. 

It  is  a  great  honor  to  speak  at  this  con- 
ference inaugurating  the  new  Institute 
for  International  Studies. 

This  conference  is  most  timely.  U.S.- 
Soviet relations  are  at  one  of  those 
critical  junctures  which  comes  along 
periodically. 

•  The  Soviet  Union  has  a  new 
leader,  Mikhail  Gorbachev,  who  is  taking 
a  fresh  look  at  Soviet  policies  and 
priorities. 

•  We  have  an  experienced  and 
popular  President  who  has  restored 
American  military  and  economic  power 
and  who  is  in  a  position  to  negotiate  with 
adversaries  with  confidence  in  our  own 
strength. 

•  New  military  technology  is  on  the 
horizon  which  challenges  the  orthodox 
concepts  of  deterrence  and  opens  the 
door  to  important  opportunities  for 
major  strategic  arms  reductions. 

•  Our  dialogue  with  the  Soviet 
Union  has  been  intensified,  and  last 
week's  talks  between  Secretary  Shultz 
and  Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze 
revealed  hopeful  possibilities  for  prog- 
ress on  a  broad  agenda. 

Nonetheless,  the  Daniloff  case  once 
again  illustrates  the  nature  of  the  Soviet 
system  and  leaves  a  dark  cloud  hanging 
over  the  relationship.  And  unless  that 
case  is  promptly  resolved,  a  fruitful  sum- 
mit meeting  is  difficult  to  envisage. 
Many  are  skeptical  about  summit  meet- 
ings under  the  best  of  circumstances. 
But  I  think  former  British  Prime 
Minister  Ramsey  MacDonald  expressed  it 
well  to  a  young  Foreign  Office  specialist 
who  exhibited  doubts  about  high-level 
meetings.  "The  desire  for  peace,"  said 
the  young  officer,  "does  not  necessarily 
ensure  peace."  "Quite  true,"  replied 
MacDonald.  "Neither  does  the  desire  for 
food  satisfy  hunger.  But  at  least  it  gets 
you  started  toward  a  restaurant." 

Others  at  this  forum  have  addressed 
the  central  East-West  arms  control  ques- 
tions. I  would  like  to  discuss  another 
important  thread  in  our  relationship  with 
Moscow:  Soviet  ambitions  in  the  so- 
called  Third  World,  with  particular 


emphasis  on  the  adjustments  of  Soviet 
strategy  which  we  are  beginning  to  see 
under  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  and 
the  guidelines  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion has  used  to  inform  its  policy  in  the 
developing  world. 

Historical  Reflections 

Let  me  begin  with  some  general  reflec- 
tions. We  and  the  Soviets  are  necessary 
partners  in  the  task  of  avoiding  nuclear 
war,  restraining  the  arms  race,  and 
preventing  regional  conflicts  from 
becoming  global  confrontations.  But  we 
and  the  Soviets  are  also  natural 
geopolitical  rivals.  De  Tocqueville 
foresaw,  more  than  100  years  ago,  an 
inevitable  collision  of  interests  between 
Russia— a  great  continental  empire  with 
a  tradition  of  arbitrary  authority— and 
America— a  great  insular  republic  com- 
mitted to  the  principle  of  freedom. 

The  cold  war  began  with  such  a 
clash.  In  the  aftermath  of  the  last  World 
War,  Stalin  sought  to  alter  the  world 
balance  of  power  by  gaining  dominance 
of  the  Eurasian  land  mass,  especially  in 
those  peripheral  areas  where  great 
centers  of  political  and  industrial  power 
were  concentrated.  Having  imposed  his 
rule  on  Eastern  Europe,  Stalin  tried  to 
separate  us,  first  from  Europe  by 
blockading  Berlin  and  then  from  Asia  by 
supporting  the  North  Korean  attack 
upon  South  Korea. 

These  events,  combined  with  the 
clash  of  values  and  ideas  between  two 
antithetical  social  and  political  systems, 
led  to  the  development  of  America's  con- 
tainment policy— a  policy  applied  first  in 
Western  Europe  and  subsequently 
adapted  to  the  requirements  of  other 
regions.  This  policy  has  been  remarkably 
successful  in  stabilizing  the  original 
theater  of  conflict.  Indeed,  the  only 
hostile  Soviet  military  operations  under- 
taken in  Europe  over  the  past  genera- 
tion have  been  directed  against  other 
communist  countries— East  Germany, 
Poland,  Hungary,  and  Czechoslovakia. 

The  struggle  in  other  regions  has 
been  more  fluid.  The  Soviet  Union  has 
continued  for  nearly  a  generation  to 
expand  its  influence  and  establish 
military  footholds  in  the  Third  World. 
Khrushchev  tried  in  the  1950s  to  turn 
newly  decolonized  nations  against  the 
West  by  cultivating  such  emerging 
figures  as  Nasser,  Sukarno,  Nkrumah, 
Toure,  and  Nehru.  Moscow  was  all  too 
ready  to  fan  conflict  in  newly  formed 
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nations  beset  by  instability  and  internal 
conflicts. 

In  the  Third  World  of  the  1960s, 
there  appeared  to  be  some  receptivity  to 
Soviet  blandishments.  Marxist  ideology 
still  offered  a  model  for  social  develop- 
ment which  some  found  attractive; 
statist  economic  practices  were  much  in 
vogue;  the  Leninist  party  appeared  to 
offer  leaders  in  newly  independent 
nations  an  instrument  for  establishing 
and  maintaining  power;  and  the  Rus- 
sians were  generous  in  supplying  arms 
and,  occasionally,  economic  assistance  to 
select  Third  World  governments  and 
groups. 

In  1962,  we  confronted  one  of  the 
most  dangerous  situations  of  the  post- 
war period  in  the  Third  World- 
Khrushchev's  attempt  to  deploy  inter- 
mediate-range missiles  in  Cuba.  The 
missiles  were  removed,  but  Soviet 
influence  and  military  presence  on  the 
island  were  not. 

Following  Khrushchev's  ouster,  the 
Soviets  were  for  a  time  preoccupied  with 
domestic  developments.  The  Sino-Soviet 
split  was  a  major  strategic  setback  for 
Moscow,  as  was  Sadat's  bold  decision  to 
throw  Soviet  military  advisers  out  of 
Egypt.  In  the  heyday  of  detente  in  the 
early  1970s,  an  attempt  was  even  made 
to  codify  "rules  of  the  road"  for  manag- 
ing U.S. -Soviet  competition  in  the  Third 
World. 

It  soon  became  apparent,  however, 
that  Moscow  and  Washington  harbored 
vastly  different  interpretations  of  these 
"rules."  And  agreements— like  the  1972 
Treaty  on  Mutual  Relations— could  not 
induce  restraint  when  the  balance  of 
power  underlying  such  agreements  was 
allowed  to  erode. 

In  the  mid-1970s,  Moscow  moved 
boldly  to  exploit  turmoil  in  several  dif- 
ferent regions  against  the  backdrop  of 
what  it  perceived  to  be  a  new  "correla- 
tion of  forces"  emerging  from  Hanoi's 
victory  in  Indochina,  post- Vietnam 
malaise  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
uneasiness  of  our  friends  and  allies 
caused  by  the  apparent  decline  of 
American  power  and  will. 

•  As  the  Portuguese  empire  in 
Africa  crumbled,  the  Soviets  airlifted 
thou.sands  of  Cubans  to  Angola  and 
worked  to  e.stablish  a  clo.se  relationship 
with  a  Marxist  regime  in  Mozambique. 

•  ('uban  troops,  with  Soviet  help 
and  advisers,  intervened  in  the  conflict 
between  Ethiopia  and  Somalia. 

•  In  1979,  Vietnam  invaded  Cam- 
bodia only  a  week  after  signing  a  friend- 
ship treaty  with  Moscow. 

•  The  Soviet  Union  supported  the 
triumphant  Nicaraguan  communists 


who  proclaimed  a  "revolution  without 
frontiers." 

•  The  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghan- 
istan in  1979  constituted  the  first 
massive  use  of  Soviet  troops  outside 
Eastern  Europe  since  World  War  II. 
This  brazen  move  destroyed  the 
independence  of  a  nonaligned  neighbor, 
threatened  the  security  of  Pakistan,  and 
extended  forward  by  several  hundred 
miles  the  Soviet  capacity  to  project 
military  power  toward  the  Persian  Gulf. 

These  actions  suggested  a  broad 
effort  by  Moscow  to  shift  the  global 
balance  of  forces,  tore  the  fabric  of  our 
bilateral  relationship  with  the  Soviets, 
undermined  any  practical  prospect  of 
Senate  ratification  of  SALT  II  [strategic 
arms  limitation  talks],  and  discredited 
proponents  of  detente  in  this  country. 

Recalling  these  episodes  reminds  us 
of  these  lessons. 

•  Containing  the  spread  of  Soviet 
power  requires  that  we  resist  provoc- 
ative Soviet  actions  "on  the  ground"— 
with  sufficient  resources  and,  if 
necessary,  by  force. 

•  Negotiations  on  regional  issues 
only  work  when  the  Soviets  know  that 
their  use  of  force  will  not  yield  them 
easy  gains. 

•  Containment  cannot  be  accom- 
plished by  military  means  alone  or  by  the 
United  States  acting  alone. 

•  Soviet  gains  in  the  Third  World 
have,  on  occasion,  proved  transitory. 
Moscow  has  suffered  its  own  setbacks. 

•  Nationalism  can  be  a  principal  ally 
in  containing  the  extension  of  Soviet 
influence  and  in  reversing  it.  In 
Yugoslavia  and  China,  Tito  and  Mao 
mobilized  their  partisans  behind  the  ban- 
ner of  national  independence  as  well  as  a 
commitment  to  create  communism.  They 
enlisted  broad  local  support  and 
improvised  their  own  strategy  for  attain- 
ing power.  These  leaders  accepted 
assistance  from  Moscow,  but  the  Soviet 
Union  did  not  achieve  durable  control 
because  the  Yugoslav  and  Chinese 
revolutions  triumphed  through  their  own 
efforts  and  as  a  consequence  of  their 
own  independent  strength.  Their 
nationalism— in  the  absence  on  their  soil 
of  Soviet  troops— precluded  subservience 
to  any  foreign  power— including  the 
Soviet  Union. 

•  The  explosive  character  of  many 
regional  conflicts  only  underscores  the 
need  for  U.S. -Soviet  dialogue— even 
when  negotiated  solutions  are  not  in 
sight.  In  a  nuclear  age,  we  cannot  afford 
the  kind  of  miscalculations  that  prompted 
Stalin  and  his  North  Korean  ally  to 
interpret  Dean  Acheson's  remark  about 


our  Asian  defense  perimeter  as  license 
to  initiate  aggression  in  Korea. 

Gorbachev's  Policy 
in  the  Third  World 

What  of  Mr.  Gorbachev?  Gorbachev  has 
made  clear  his  intention  of  revitalizing 
the  Soviet  industrial  base  as  a  means  of 
preserving  its  power  and  prestige 
abroad.  Although  his  immediate  priority 
may  be  cosmetic,  Gorbachev  has  already 
injected  a  new  dynamism  into  Soviet 
foreign  policy.  He  has  emphasized  the 
need  for  fresh  ideas  and  has  shuffled 
people  in  the  central  foreign  policy 
apparatus. 

•  He  has  put  forward  a  variety  of 
arms  control  initiatives  and  sought  to 
mobilize  Western  public  opinion  in  their 
support. 

•  He  has  courted  key  West  Euro- 
pean countries  and  Japan  in  hopes  of 
enhancing  the  Soviet  strategic  position 
and  encouraging  divisions  within  the 
Western  alliance  system. 

•  By  making  new  overtures  to  China 
in  his  recent  Vladivostok  speech,  he 

has  hinted  at  the  possibility  of  new 
diplomatic  flexibility  and  highlighted 
Soviet  ambitions  for  influence  in  the 
Asia-Pacific  area. 

In  this  flurry  of  diplomatic  activity, 
the  developing  world  has  not  escaped 
Mr.  Gorbachev's  attention.  The  Soviet 
position  in  many  Third  World  countries 
has  declined  in  recent  years  as  a  result 
of  the  waning  appeal  of  Soviet  ideology 
and  exposure  of  the  real  meaning  of 
Moscow's  commitment  to  "national 
liberation"  in  Afghanistan  and 
Cambodia. 

Soviet  involvement  in  the  Third 
World  economy  has  been  modest  at  best. 
The  U.S.S.R.  has  provided  neither  a 
prime  market  for  Third  World  exports 
nor  a  source  of  technology  and  finished 
goods;  Soviet  nonmilitary  aid  to  the 
developing  world  has  been  negligible; 
and,  its  statist,  highly  centralized  com- 
mand economy  has  lost  much  of  its 
earlier  allure  in  the  face  of  the  progress 
achieved  in  recent  years  by  more 
market-oriented  economies. 

To  refurbish  his  country's  tarnished 
image.  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  has 
reactivated  Soviet  diplomacy  in  the 
Third  World.  He  has  renewed  efforts  to 
cultivate  market-oriented  Third  World 
countries.  Establishment  of  diplomatic 
relations  with  Oman  and  the  United 
Arab  Emirates  in  1985,  growth  of  Soviet 
economic  ties  with  Argentina  and  Brazil, 
new  efforts  to  improve  ties  with  the 
nations  of  ASEAN  [Association  of  South 
East  Asian  Nations]  and  the  South 
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Pacific,  greater  emphasis  on  UN  multi- 
lateral diplomacy,  and  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze's  upcoming  trip  to  Mexico 
are  all  indicative  of  a  new  approach. 

This  new  activity  is  directed  toward 
a  variety  of  goals. 

•  It  aims  to  enhance  the  Soviet 
capacity  to  influence  the  resolution  of 
outstanding  regional  disputes.  The 
renewed  emphasis  on  convening  an 
international  conference  on  the  Middle 
East  as  well  as  the  recent  consular  talks 
with  the  Israelis  are  illustrative  of  this 
desire. 

•  Several  recent  Soviet  initiatives, 
particularly  the  call  for  Soviet  participa- 
tion in  Pacific  Basin  economic  develop- 
ment and  application  for  full  member- 
ship in  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT),  reflect  a 
desire  to  take  advantage  of  economic 
opportunities  from  which  the  Soviets 
have  excluded  themselves  in  the  past. 

•  This  new  Soviet  activism  also 
diverts  attention  from  Moscow's  sizable 
military  buildup  in  the  Pacific  over 

the  past  decade,  its  occupation  of 
Afghanistan,  and  support  for  Vietnam's 
occupation  of  Cambodia.  Soviet  endorse- 
ment of  regional  nuclear-free  zones  plays 
on  regional  anxieties  about  nuclear 
weapons,  particularly  in  the  South 
Pacific. 

The  bottom  line,  however,  is  clear: 
support  for  Third  World  clients  remains 
firm— support  for  friendly  regimes  in 
Afghanistan,  Angola,  Cambodia, 
Nicaragua,  and  North  Korea  has  been 
augmented. 

In  Afghanistan,  Soviet  tactics  have, 
if  anything,  increased  in  their  brutality. 
Efforts  to  intimidate  Pakistan  have  also 
increased  over  the  past  year. 

In  Angola,  the  Soviets  have  substan- 
tially increased  their  military  and 
economic  aid  to  the  Popular  Movement 
for  the  Liberation  of  Angola  (MPLA). 
Since  1984,  such  assistance  exceeds  $2 
billion.  They  also  directed  a  1985  offen- 
sive against  Savimbi's  UNITA  [National 
Union  for  the  Total  Independence  of 
Angola]  forces  and,  along  with  the 
Cubans,  are  engaged  in  preparations  for 
another  offensive. 

In  Nicaragua,  the  Soviets  have 
already  delivered  more  military  aid  in 
1986  than  in  any  previous  year. 

In  Indochina,  the  Soviets  continue 
to  provide  roughly  $1  billion  a  year  in  aid 
to  Vietnam.  In  return,  the  Vietnamese 
have  permitted  the  Soviets  expanded  use 
of  military  facilities  in  Cam  Ranh  Bay 
and  Da  Nang. 

In  Northeast  Asia,  the  Soviets  have 
[trovided  advanced  MiG-23  fighters  to 


North  Korea,  increased  port  calls  to 
military  ships  of  the  Soviet  Pacific  fleet, 
and  have  secured  in  return  Pyongyang's 
support  for  expanded  U.S.S.R.  intelli- 
gence activities  against  our  friends  and 
allies  in  the  area. 

Soviet  support  for  such  client 
regimes  imposes  more  than  simply  finan- 
cial costs.  Politically,  Soviet  and  Soviet- 
supported  military  interventions  have 
put  the  Soviets  on  the  diplomatic  defen- 
sive, exposed  them  to  UN  condemnation, 
alienated  them  from  the  Muslim  world, 
and  left  them  backing  a  number  of 
governments  of  dubious  legitimacy  con- 
fronting a  rising  tide  of  indigenous 
nationalist  resistance. 

These  costs  are  likely  to  increase.  In 
Nicaragua,  the  democratic  resistance  is 
growing  in  strength  and  numbers;  in 
Angola,  Savimbi's  UNITA  forces  have 
extended  the  area  under  their  control;  in 
Cambodia,  Hanoi's  puppet  regime  can- 
not maintain  itself  without  the  presence 
of  nearly  150,000  Vietnamese  troops; 
and  in  Afghanistan,  the  resistance  has 
successfully  held  its  own  against  over- 
whelming odds  for  over  6  years.  Mr. 
Gorbachev's  recent  acknowledgment 
that  the  Afghan  regime  needs  to  take 
into  account  elements  from  outside  the 
country  is  eloquent,  if  unintended, 
testimony  to  the  mujahidin's  fortitude 
and  staying  power. 

The  Soviet  leadership  is  undoubtedly 
sensitive  to  the  growing  burden  of 
foreign  interventionism.  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev's  address  to  the 
27th  Party  Congress  devoted  little 
attention  to  Third  World  nations.  In  the 
recently  adopted  party  program,  there 
were  no  specific  offers  of  military  and 
economic  help  to  "liberated"  Third 
World  clients;  instead,  there  were 
injunctions  that  Third  World  friends 
must  build  socialism  "mainly  by  their 
own  efforts." 

The  precise  meaning  of  these 
statements  is  unclear.  There  is  no 
evidence  to  date  that  the  Soviets  are  cut- 
ting back  on  existing  commitments. 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  may  be 
reluctant,  however,  to  assume  new  risks 
and  new  commitments  in  the  Third 
World  and  may  try,  as  in  Afghanistan, 
to  get  client  regimes  to  shoulder  a 
greater  share  of  the  security  and 
development  burden.  Over  the  longer 
term,  as  these  insurgencies  continue  to 
gain  strength,  Moscow  will  have  to  make 
more  far-reaching  reassessments.  Their 
judgments  will  depend  heavily  upon  the 
consequences  of  our  own  commitments 
to  support  those  who  are  fighting  for 
their  independence  and  a  more  open 
political  system. 


U.S.  Policy  Toward 
the  Third  World 

The  United  States  possesses  a  strong 
hand  for  dealing  with  the  challenge 
posed  by  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  Third 
World.  Our  cards  include  our  military 
strength,  the  dynamism  of  our  economy, 
and  the  diversity  and  vitality  of  our 
culture  and  political  system.  Our 
greatest  asset  is  our  openness  to  the 
world— to  people,  to  ideas,  to  enterprise, 
and  to  change. 

Our  economy  is  open.  Despite  pro- 
tectionist pressures,  the  United  States 
remains  the  largest  market  for  develop- 
ing countries'  exports.  U.S.  imports  of 
manufactured  goods  from  developing 
countries  more  than  doubled  from  1980 
to  1985.  In  the  latter  year,  the  United 
States  purchased  62%  of  all  manufac- 
tured goods  imported  by  industrialized 
nations  from  developing  countries. 
Agreement  last  week  in  Punta  del  Este 
to  launch  a  new  GATT  trade  round 
promises  to  give  developing  countries 
expanded  trading  opportunities  and 
access  to  our  markets. 

Beyond  working  for  freer  and  more 
open  trade,  we  have  also  addressed 
obstacles  to  economic  development  in 
specific  regions  and  countries.  For  exam- 
ple, [Treasury]  Secretary  Baker  pro- 
posed at  the  last  IMF  [International 
Monetary  Fund]  and  IBRD  [Interna- 
tional Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development]  meeting  an  imaginative 
response  to  the  less  developed  countries' 
debt  problems.  We  continue  to  assign  a 
high  priority  to  developmental 
assistance. 

The  most  impressive  index  of  change 
in  the  Third  World,  however,  is  not 
found  in  statistics  on  aid  or  trade  but, 
rather,  in  the  growing  acknowledgment 
by  leaders  of  developing  countries  that 
reliance  on  the  market  is  the  key  to 
growth  and  prosperity.  The  two  most 
populous  countries  in  the  world— China 
and  India— have  begun  to  deregulate  and 
decentralize  their  economies.  The  newly 
industrialized  economies  of  East  Asia— 
e.g.,  Singapore,  Taiwan,  South  Korea, 
and  Malaysia— became  economic 
"miracles"  because  they  gave  economic 
incentives  and  open  markets  a  chance. 
At  the  May  UN  Special  Session  on  the 
Critical  Economic  Situation  in  Africa, 
the  African  nations— including  those 
hardest  hit  by  experiments  in  collectivist 
planning— issued  an  extraordinary  docu- 
ment calling  for  more  open  markets  and 
less  state  intervention. 

In  sum,  the  problems  faced  by  Third 
World  developing  countries  accentuate 
U.S.  strengths  and  Soviet  weaknesses. 
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Reagan  Doctrine  and  Negotiations 

Let  me  be  clear:  the  United  States  does 
not  challenge  the  Soviet  desire  to  play  a 
global  role.  Our  concerns  derive  from  the 
fact  that  the  Soviets  rely  to  an  excessive 
degree  upon  military  power  and  military 
force  to  pursue  their  objectives  in  the 
Third  World.  Consequently,  we  cannot 
rely  exclusively  on  nonmilitary  means  to 
meet  the  challenge  they  pose  in  the 
Third  World. 

Building  on  the  lessons  of  the  past, 
an  American  strategy  to  counter  Soviet 
military  intervention  in  the  Third  World 
should  include  the  following  elements. 

First,  we  should  support  indigenous 
resistance  to  Soviet  expansionist  moves. 
As  President  Reagan  has  stated, 
"Resistance  forces  fighting  against  com- 
munist tyranny  deserve  our  support." 

The  form  and  extent  of  our  help  will 
vary  in  individual  cases,  but  increasing 
the  political  and  economic  costs  of  Soviet 
intervention  is  the  most  promising 
method  of  deterring  Moscow  from  future 
adventures.  For  this  reason,  we  have 
pledged  our  support  to  the  Afghan  peo- 


ple; we  welcomed  the  repeal  of  the  Clark 
amendment;  and  we  enlisted  Senate  and 
House  support  for  aid  to  the  resistance 
in  Nicaragua. 

Second,  we  should  also  promote 
dialogue  and  negotiation  as  a  means  of 
resolving  Third  World  regional  conflicts. 
We  support  the  Contadora  process  in 
Central  America,  the  UN  Secretary 
General's  efforts  to  bring  an  end  to  the 
conflict  in  Afghanistan,  ASEAN's 
diplomatic  initiatives  to  resolve  the  con- 
flict in  Cambodia,  and  proposals  to 
achieve  independence  for  Namibia  along 
with  a  withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from 
Angola. 

We  recognize  that  only  agreements 
accommodating  the  interests  of  the  par- 
ties directly  concerned  can  have  any 
durable  effect.  For  that  reason,  in  the 
Middle  East,  we  have  supported  direct 
negotiations  between  Israel  and  her 
Arab  neighbors.  In  Korea,  we  favor 
direct  dialogue  between  North  and 
South. 

In  a  speech  to  the  United  Nations 
last  year.  President  Reagan  outlined  a 
broad  three-stage  plan  for  dealing  with 


Departure  of  Soviet  Espionage  Agents 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  21,  1986' 

The  United  States  advised  the  Soviet 
Union  this  morning  of  a  number  of  steps 
designed  to  respond  to  the  Soviet  expul- 
sion of  five  U.S.  diplomats  and  to  ensure 
that  from  this  point  forward  the  Soviet 
diplomatic  representative  in  Washington 
and  San  Francisco  will  be  based  on  the 
principle  of  strict  equality  in  numbers 
with  our  counterpart  representations  in 
Moscow  and  Leningrad.  Specifically, 
Soviet  representatives  were  informed: 

•  That  the  number  of  personnel  in 
the  Soviet  Embassy  in  Washington  and 
the  Soviet  Consulate  General  in  San 
Francisco  must  be  reduced  by  November 
1  to  levels  equal  to  those,  respectively,  of 
the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Moscow  and  Con- 
sulate General  in  Leningrad.  New,  equal 
ceilings  for  the  two  countries'  combined 
bilateral  missions  will  thus  be  established 
as  follows:  for  embassies— 225  positions; 
for  consulates  general— 26  positions. 
Fifty  Soviet  Embassy  and  Consulate 
employees  who  will  be  obliged  to  depart 
the  United  States  pursuant  to  this 
measure  have  been  identified  by  name; 


•  That,  as  a  result  of  the  recent 
Soviet  action  to  expel  five  U.S.  dip- 
lomats, an  additional  four  members  of 
the  Soviet  Embassy  in  Washington,  and 
one  member  of  the  Soviet  Consulate  in 
San  Francisco,  are  declared  persona  non 
grata,  and  must  depart  the  United 
States  by  November  1. 

We  have  repeatedly  informed  the 
Soviets— most  recently  when  we  expelled 
25  named  officials  from  the  Soviet  tfN 
mission  in  September— that  we  would 
not  tolerate  the  abuse  of  their  UN  mis- 
sion as  a  safehaven  for  espionage  activi- 
ties. Moreover,  when  we  expelled  the  25 
in  response  to  their  abuse  of  the  UN  mis- 
sion, we  indicated  that  we  would  not 
tolerate  actions  against  our  diplomatic 
missions.  There  is  no  counterpart  U.S. 
presence  in  the  U.S.S.R.  to  the  Soviet 
UN  mission. 

The  United  States  regrets  that  the 
Soviets  have  insisted  on  taking  actions 
that  have  made  these  steps  necessary.  In 
taking  the  actions  described  above,  the 
United  States  has  corrected  a  long- 
standing imbalance  in  our  relationship. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  Depart- 
ment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


the  internal  conflicts  raging  in  Angola, 
Afghanistan,  Nicaragua,  Cambodia,  and 
Ethiopia.  The  President  called  for: 

•  A  negotiating  process  between  the 
warring  parties  to  achieve  an  end  to 
violence  and  to  bring  about  national 
reconciliation  and  the  withdrawal  of 
foreign  troops; 

•  U.S.  and  Soviet  talks  on  how  to 
support  such  negotiations  between  the 
parties  and  on  how  to  achieve  the 
verified  elimination  of  foreign  military 
forces  and  the  flow  of  outside  arms;  and 

•  Generous  U.S.  support  for 
reintegration  of  these  countries  into  the 
world  economy  if  a  political  resolution  of 
existing  conflicts  can  be  achieved. 

In  keeping  with  these  principles, 
U.S.  policy  in  Afghanistan  has  been 
directed  toward  a  negotiated  political 
settlement  embodying  the  prompt  and 
complete  withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops. 
No  settlement  is  foreseeable  unless  the 
Afghan  people  have  the  opportunity  to 
select  their  own  form  of  government  and 
to  resume  a  status  of  genuine  nonalign- 
ment.  We  are  pledged  to  guarantee  an 
outcome  that  achieves  these  objectives. 

Similarly,  in  Angola,  we  have  con- 
sistently urged  the  Luanda  government 
to  sit  down  at  the  negotiating  table  to 
work  out  its  differences  with  UNITA. 
On  the  basis  of  UN  Security  Council 
Resolution  435,  we  have  called  for  the 
independence  of  Namibia  and  the 
withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from 
Angola.  In  Nicaragua,  we  have  called  for 
an  end  to  Cuban  and  Soviet  intervention 
as  well  as  a  genuine  dialogue  between 
the  Sandinistas  and  the  democratic 
opposition  on  the  basis  of  the  draft  Con- 
tadora agreement  calling  for  the 
democratization  of  the  political  life  of  the 
country. 

Unfortunately,  none  of  the  regimes 
involved  in  these  conflicts  has  responded 
yet  to  our  call  for  negotiations  with  the 
opposition.  Nor  have  proposals  for  the 
withdrawal  of  foreign  troops  borne  fruit. 
The  Soviets  and  their  clients  apparently 
continue  to  believe  that  more  is  to  be 
gained  on  the  battlefield  than  at  the 
bargaining  table.  That  is  why  we  must 
continue  to  support  the  indigenous 
resistance  forces. 

The  Need  for  Superpower  Dialogue 

A  third  element  in  our  policy  involves  a 
dialogue  with  the  Soviet  Union  on  the 
geopolitical  competition  itself.  In 
September  1984,  President  Reagan 
called  for  more  regular  exchanges  with 
the  Soviets  on  regional  problems. 
Moscow  was  initially  cool  to  the  idea  but 
subsequently  agreed  to  the  proposal,  and 
over  the  past  2  years,  we  have  held  two 
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rounds  of  talks  on  five  different  subjects: 
the  Middle  East,  East  Asia,  Central 
America  and  the  Caribbean,  southern 
Africa,  and  Afghanistan.  As  part  of  the 
review  process  leading  up  to  the  recent 
Shultz-Shevardnadze  meeting,  I  con- 
ducted 2  days  of  discussions  with  senior 
Soviet  officials  to  review  the  results  of 
these  expert  discussions.  Secretary 
Shultz  and  Foreign  Minister  Shevard- 
nadze devoted  considerable  attention 
to  these  issues  when  they  met  in 
Washington.  It  is  our  intent  that  such 
exchanges  will  become  a  regular  feature 
of  Soviet-American  dialogue  at  the 
political  level. 

The  purpose  of  these  talks  is  not  to 
negotiate  solutions  to  regional  conflicts 
behind  the  backs  of  the  parties  con- 
cerned. Rather,  they  provide  a  forum  for 
airing  concerns  in  order  to  lessen  the 
risks  of  misperception  or  miscalculation. 
The  talks  have  been  professional,  frank, 
and  wide  ranging.  No  attempt  has  been 
made  to  mask  our  differences.  Both 
sides  came  away  with  a  fuller 
understanding  of  each  other's  percep- 
tions on  the  central  issues.  On  a  few 
issues  we  have  identified  parallel  or  con- 
verging concerns  and  interests. 


Conclusion 

I  am  convinced  that  the  strands  of  our 
policy  for  dealing  with  regional  issues— 
our  openness  and  involvement  in  the 
international  economy,  our  support  for 
freedom  and  self-determination,  and  our 
efforts  to  resolve  problems  by  negotia- 
tion and  dialogue— make  the  United 
States  a  natural  partner  for  key  coun- 
tries in  the  developing  world.  America  is 
a  powerful  and  constructive  force  for 
freedom  and  progress. 

Yet  a  new  wave  of  isolationism 
beckons  Congress  and  threatens  to  turn 
America's  back  to  the  world.  Support  for 
protectionist  legislation  is  higher  in  the 
Congress  today  than  at  any  time  since 
the  1930s.  Such  legislation  threatens 
poor  countries  burdened  by  debt,  the 
export-oriented  economies  of  Asian 
friends  and  allies,  and  new  democracies 
eager  for  trade  rather  than  aid.  All  these 
depend  on  an  open  and  accessible 
American  market.  If  we  abandon  the 
free  trade  system,  we  will  do  untold 
irreparable  damage  to  their  economic 
prospects,  forfeit  our  most  significant 
advantage  in  the  competition  with  the 
Soviets,  and  raise  the  cost  of  goods  to 
American  consumers  while  removing  the 
spur  of  foreign  competition  from  our 
industry. 

Another  danger  sign  is  the  congres- 
sional attack  on  our  foreign  affairs 
budget.  We  cannot  maintain  our 


influence  in  the  Third  World  without 
resources.  Yet  the  present  congressional 
budget  resolutions  will  impose  deep  cuts 
(25%-50%)  on  our  foreign  aid  program. 
This  will  deprive  struggling  and  deserv- 
ing friends  of  our  political  and  diplomatic 
support  and  withhold  from  them  the 
economic  and  security  assistance  they 
need  to  build  for  the  future. 

Nor  can  we  be  reluctant  to  support 
the  struggle  of  peoples  resisting  the 
imposition  of  communist  rule.  History 
has  shown  what  happens  when  we 
remain  aloof.  In  the  1970s,  our  adver- 
saries took  advantage  of  our  disengage- 
ment to  project  their  arms  and  influence 
into  key  developing  countries.  Today,  as 
yesterday,  failure  to  perform  our  respon- 
sibilities now  can  only  invite  greater 
burdens  and  challenges  later. 


Yet,  history  need  not  repeat  itself. 
These  dangerous  trends  can  be  reversed. 
But  only  if  our  people  are  guided  by  a 
sense  of  duty  and  responsibility  to  future 
generations  and  reawaken  to  our 
dependence  on  the  world  and  the  world's 
dependence  on  us.  We  must  never  forget 
that  the  United  States  is  the  strongest 
force  in  the  world  for  progress  in  human 
freedom.  The  United  States  faces  a 
critical  choice:  we  can  continue  to  be 
engaged  in  the  Third  World  on  behalf  of 
our  deepest  values  and  commitments,  or 
we  can  choose  to  stand  aside  and  allow 
events  in  that  part  of  the  world  to  play 
themselves  out  with  less  U.S.  involve- 
ment and  a  corresponding  reduction  in 
our  influence.  That  decision  is  ours  to 
make.  It  is  urgently  important  that  we 
remain  engaged.  ■ 


U.S. -Soviet  Relations: 
Background  and  Prospects 


by  Jack  F.  Matlock 

An  English  translation  of  an  address 
before  the  Chautauqua  Conference  on 
U.S. -Soviet  Relations  in  Jurmala, 
Latvia,  on  September  15,  1986.  The 
Chautauqua  Institution,  sponsor  since 
the  late  1800s  of  public  affairs  debates, 
organized  this  conference  featuring  U.S. 
and  Soviet  spokesmen  as  afollowup  to  its 
1985  Conference  on  U.S. -Soviet  Relations 
in  Chautauqua,  New  York.  Debates  by 
U.S.  and  Soviet  Government  represen- 
tatives took  place  before  an  audience  of 
Soviet  and  American  citizens.  Ambas- 
sador Matlock  addressed  the  group  in 
Latvian  and  Russian. 

Ambassador  Matlock  is  special 
assistant  to  the  President  and  Senior 
Director  for  European  and  Soviet  Af- 
fairs at  the  National  Security  Council. 

It  is  a  great  pleasure  for  me  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  visit  Latvia  again.  It  has 
been  25  years  since  I  first  visited  Riga, 
admired  its  beauty,  and  witnessed  a 
splendid  performance  in  your  National 
Theater.  I  hope  to  have  a  chance  to  meet 
many  of  you  who  are  participating  in 
this  meeting.  We  Americans  have  a 
special  interest  in  Latvia,  since  many  of 
your  relatives  and  descendants  are  now 
Americans  and  have  made  a  distinctive 
contribution  to  our  society. 

Thank  you  for  providing  such  beauti- 
ful surroundings  for  our  discussions  this 
week.  All  of  us  visiting  from  outside 
Latvia,  whether  Americans,  Russians,  or 


others,  are  in  your  debt  for  your  wonder- 
ful hospitality.  And  now,  I  am  sure  you 
will  understand  if  I  speak  in  Russian, 
rather  than  continuing  to  torture  your 
beautiful  language  with  my  barbaric 
accent. 

As  I  have  explained  to  our  Latvian 
hosts,  I  am  very  pleased  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  visit  Latvia  again.  The 
topics  we  have  to  discuss  with  our  Soviet 
counterparts  are  vitally  important  ones. 

Nevertheless,  I  come  to  you  with  a 
heavy  heart.  A  shocking  event  has  cast  a 
deep  shadow  over  U.S. -Soviet  relations 
and  cannot  help  but  have  an  impact  on 
our  deliberations. 

The  arrest  of  Nicholas  Daniloff  ^  by 
Soviet  officials,  on  charges  which  were 
obviously  trumped  up,  almost  led  to  the 
cancellation  of  this  conference.  Several 
of  our  counterparts  withdrew  from  par- 
ticipation since  they  felt  that  they  could 
not,  in  conscience,  attend. 

Why  are  American  feelings  so 
strong?  Because  Nick  Daniloff's  arrest 
seems  to  us  nothing  other  than  seizure 
of  a  hostage.  It  is  obvious  that  Mr. 
Daniloff  was  framed  by  Soviet  officials 
after  Gennadiy  Zakharov,  a  professional 
Soviet  intelligence  officer  residing  in  the 
United  States  under  cover  of  UN 
employment,  was  arrested  in  an  act  of 
espionage.  But  let  it  be  understood  that 
we  cannot  and  will  not  equate  a  profes- 
sional spy  caught  redhanded  with  an 
innocent  American  journalist. 
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Although  Mr.  Daniloff  is  no  longer 
physically  incarcerated,  he  will  be  a 
hostage  so  long  as  he  is  not  allowed  to 
leave  the  Soviet  Union.  If  U.S. -Soviet 
relations  are  not  to  suffer  a  severe  set- 
back, Mr.  Daniloff  must  be  allowed  to 
return  to  the  United  States  without 
delay.  The  longer  his  freedom  is  denied, 
the  more  severely  the  outrage  of  his 
arrest  and  detention  will  affect  U.S.- 
Soviet relations. 

Although  I  am  a  government  official, 
I  would  like  to  talk  to  you  today  as  an 
individual  American,  one  who  has  lived 
several  years  in  the  Soviet  Union  and 
several  more  elsewhere  in  Europe  and 
also  in  Africa.  This  has  given  me  the 
opportunity  to  learn  firsthand  about  the 
lives  and  cultures  of  people  in  countries 
outside  my  own.  I  have  also  learned 
another  thing:  that  international  rela- 
tions is  not  some  abstract  discipline  deal- 
ing with  impersonal  geopolitical  forces 
and  ideologies  but  a  process  that  affects 
the  lives  of  people  throughout  the  world. 
Therefore,  I  will  not  be  speaking  of 
generalized  "forces  of  history"  but  of 
attitudes  held  by  people  and  actions  that 
affect  the  lives  of  people. 

We  will  be  able  to  solve  problems 
only  if  we  understand  them,  understand 
our  respective  points  of  view,  and  make 
a  special  effort  to  find  solutions. 
Therefore,  I  will  speak  candidly  about 
the  view  many  Americans  hold  of  the 
relationship.  Discussion  is  worthless  if  it 
is  not  frank,  and  we  all  need  to  make  the 
most  of  the  splendid  opportunity  this 
meeting  provides. 

The  U.S.  and  the  Soviet  Union: 
A  Historical  Perspective 

How  is  it  that  two  countries  which  have 
never  fought  each  other,  which  do  not 
covet  any  of  the  other's  territory,  and 
the  people  of  which  want  nothing  so 
much  as  peace  find  themselves  so  fre- 
quently at  odds? 

It  has  not  always  been  so.  We 
Americans  treasure  the  memories  of  our 
wartime  alliance  and  know  very  well  the 
immense  sacrifices  made  by  all  the 
peoples  of  the  Soviet  Union  in  that 
fateful  struggle.  We  also  know  that, 
historically,  American  relations  with 
Russia  were  close  and  friendly  in  the 
19th  century. 

I  am  reminded  of  a  conversation 
which  took  place  not  long  ago  in  the 
White  House.  An  important  Soviet 
official  was  visiting  Washington,  and  the 
President  arranged  a  luncheon  for  him. 
As  the  group  was  sitting  in  the  State 
Dining  Room,  one  of  the  guests  called 
attention  to  a  portrait  of  Abraham 


Lincoln  on  the  wall.  The  Soviet  visitor 
remarked  that,  "During  Lincoln's  time, 
relations  between  our  countries  were 
very  friendly." 

The  President  agreed,  then  said  that 
this  reminded  him  of  an  anecdote.  A 
couple,  married  for  10  years  or  so,  were 
riding  in  their  car,  the  husband  driving 
and  the  wife  sitting  beside  him  but  near 
the  door.  The  wife  observed  wistfully, 
"Remember  how  it  was  when  we  were 
first  married?  We  sat  very  close 
together,  and  I  often  put  my  head  on 
your  shoulder  as  you  drove.  Now  we  are 
sitting  so  far  apart!" 

The  husband's  answer  was,  "But, 
honey,  I  haven't  moved!" 

And  so  it  often  seems  to  us 
Americans.  As  your  proverb  goes, 
"There's  no  inheritance  for  us  to  fight 
over."  We  do  not  seek  conflict  and  con- 
frontation. So  why  have  we  had  recur- 
rent tensions  and,  at  times,  come  close 
to  conflict  during  the  years  since  World 
War  II? 

Some  might  say  it  is  because  we 
have  different  values,  social  structures, 
and  political  systems.  These  differences 
are  real.  Yet  we  have  always  had  such 
differences,  and  they  did  not  lead  to  con- 
flict. Tensions  arose  even  before  the 
revolution,  when  Americans  protested 
czarism's  abuses  of  human  rights.  They 
intensified  when,  after  adopting  a 
Marxist-Leninist  ideology,  your  leaders 
declared  themselves  the  enemy  of  those 
of  a  different  persuasion  and  treated  the 
world  as  an  arena  for  a  struggle  that 
would  end  only  with  your  victory.  Thus, 
it  is  both  actions  and  ideology  that  have 
spawned  apprehension  and  distrust.  And 
given  this  ideology,  you  leave  us  no 
alternative  but  to  expect  that  we  will  be 
rivals  in  many  areas  for  the  foreseeable 
future. 

But  do  the  problems  caused  by 
ideology  doom  us  to  conflict?  I  cannot 
believe  that  they  do.  Let  us  take  a  look 
at  the  recent  past  for  some  clues  as  to 
what  sort  of  events  and  practices  have 
brought  us  into  confrontation. 

When  the  Second  World  War  ended 
in  1945,  Americans,  in  their  joy,  thought 
of  nothing  more  than  bringing  their 
fighting  men  home  from  the  battlefields 
of  Europe  and  Asia,  demobilizing  them, 
and  settling  down  to  building  a  better 
life  at  home.  We  hoped  that  the  new  UN 
organization  would  preserve  peace  and 
freedom  of  choice  for  all  nations.  We 
hoped  that  we  would  never  again  be 
drawn  into  conflicts  outside  our  borders, 
as  we  had  been  during  both  world  wars. 
President  Truman  announced  a  policy  of 
bringing  our  boys  home  before 
Christmas.  Most  were  home  for 


Christmas,  but  our  hopes  turned  out  to 
be  unrealistic. 

For  what  did  we  witness?  Although 
no  one  challenged  Soviet  security,  in 
country  after  country  of  Eastern  and 
Central  Europe  occupied  by  the  Soviet 
Army,  governments  were  imposed  which 
were  not  the  result  of  the  free  elections 
which  our  leaders  had  pledged  at  the 
Yalta  Conference.  The  United  States 
incorporated  not  one  square  millimeter 
of  territory  as  a  result  of  the  war. 
Indeed,  shortly  after  the  war's  end,  it 
granted  independence  to  the  19  million 
residents  of  the  Philippines.  The  Soviet 
Union,  on  the  other  hand,  appropriated 
to  itself  vast  territories,  without  seeking 
or  obtaining  the  consent  of  the  residents. 
The  use  of  force  and  the  absence  of 
freely  given  consent  are  the  reasons  the 
United  States  has  never  recognized  and 
will  not  recognize  the  legality  of  the  for- 
cible incorporation  of  Latvia,  Lithuania, 
and  Estonia  into  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  United  States  emerged  from 
the  war  with  a  monopoly  of  a  new, 
immensely  destructive  technology— the 
atomic  bomb.  Had  it  chosen  to  flex  its 
muscles  and  make  demands  upon  others, 
few— if  any— could  have  resisted.  But 
this  was  not  the  course  we  took;  instead, 
we  proposed  that  all  nuclear  weapons 
and  the  technology  to  make  them  be 
turned  over  to  an  international  author- 
ity, which  would  destroy  existing 
weapons  and  maintain  an  inspection  and 
control  of  all  countries  to  ensure  that 
they  could  not  be  created  again.  It  is  a 
tragic  fact  of  history  that  Stalin  rejected 
this  plan  and  the  inspection  and  control 
which  would  make  it  feasible. 

By  1947,  it  was  clear  that  the 
devastated  countries  of  Europe  and  Asia 
could  not  promptly  rebuild  their  societies 
and  economies  without  outside  assist- 
ance. The  United  States,  which  had  not 
suffered  wartime  destruction  of  its 
industry  and  agriculture,  offered  the 
most  farsighted  and  generous  plan  of 
economic  cooperation  the  world  has 
known.  The  Marshall  Plan  was  offered 
both  to  wartime  allies  and  to  erstwhile 
enemies,  for  we  knew  that  if  we  were  to 
have  peace  and  security,  all  nations  must 
have  the  opportunity  to  rebuild  their 
economies  as  they  chose.  The  nations  of 
Western  Europe  accepted  and,  within  a 
very  few  years,  were  accomplishing 
economic  miracles.  Once  again,  Stalin 
refused,  and  not  just  for  the  Soviet 
Union  but  also  for  countries  of  Eastern 
and  Central  Europe  under  Soviet 
influence. 

What  conclusions  did  Americans 
draw  from  these  and  other  associated 
events?  Basically,  that  the  Soviet  Union 
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was  determined  to  use  military  force 
whenever  it  could  to  extend  its 
dominance,  was  contemptuous  of 
democratic  values,  and  had  no  interest  in 
cooperation. 

Much  has  changed  since  those  early 
postwar  years,  but  every  time 
Americans  have  rekindled  their  hope 
that  the  Soviet  Union  is  prepared  to 
enter  a  new  era— one  of  cooperation  and 
peaceful,  constructive  competition 
ultimately  leading  to  a  world  when  all 
men  and  women  are  free— events  have 
shattered  the  hope  and  have  reconfirmed 
those  conclusions  drawn  from  Soviet 
actions  just  after  the  war.  From  the 
invasion  of  Hungary  in  1956,  to  the  inva- 
sion of  Czechoslovakia  in  1968,  to  the 
invasion  of  Afghanistan  in  1979,  we  have 
witnessed  the  Soviet  resort  to  force 
when  no  reasonable  person  would  judge 
that  Soviet  security,  or  that  of  its  allies, 
was  threatened.  The  issue  seemed  to  be 
one  of  Soviet  insistence  on  dominating 
neighbors,  pure  and  simple. 

Many  will  doubtless  say  that  the 
United  States  also  has  used  force  since 
World  War  II,  and  this  is  true.  We  led  a 
UN  effort  to  resist  aggression  against 
the  Republic  of  Korea  in  the  1950s.  We 
tried  to  help  South  Vietnam  defend  itself 
against  North  Vietnam— though,  after 
we  left.  North  Vietnamese  force  pre- 
vailed. We  provide  limited  assistance 
today  to  people  trying  to  defend  their 
country's  independence  from  armed 
attack.  But  the  important  thing  to 
understand  is  that  all  of  these  actions 
were  reactive— a  response  to  armed 
aggression  by  others.  The  object  was 
never  to  extend  American  dominance 
but  only  to  avoid  a  world  in  which 
military  strength  is  the  ultimate  arbiter 
of  national  independence.  Those  coun- 
tries we  have  helped  have  always  been 
free  to  choose  their  own  form  of  govern- 
ment and  alignment  in  the  world. 

I  cite  these  snippets  of  history  not 
primarily  to  debate— though  we  can  do 
so  if  you  wish— and  not  to  reopen  old 
sores  but  to  explain  why  the  United 
States  reacts  as  it  does  to  today's 
events.  We  must  understand  each 
other's  frame  of  mind  and  understand 
how  we  perceive  events  if  we  are  to  find 
a  way  to  avoid  repeating  the  shocks  and 
disillusionments  of  the  past. 

Key  Factors 

Once,  when  I  was  discussing  such  mat- 
ters after  dinner  with  a  Soviet  friend,  he 
asked  me,  in  a  tone  of  desperation,  "Just 
what  do  you  want  of  us,  you  Americans? 
Do  you  insist  that  we  give  up  our 


system,  change  our  values,  just  sur- 
render if  we  are  to  have  peace?"  Of 
course,  I  told  him  that  was  not  the  point. 
But  I'm  not  sure  I  gave  a  coherent 
answer  as  to  what  we  do  want.  I  have 
often  thought  about  his  question  since, 
and  would  like  to  try  an  answer. 

What  is  important  to  Americans  in 
the  U.S. -Soviet  relationship?  The  dif- 
ferences in  our  values  and  political 
systems  are  important,  and  we  will,  of 
course,  defend  them.  We  expect  the 
same  from  others.  We  believe  firmly, 
however,  that  every  nation  must  decide 
its  own  destiny,  and  we  respect  such 
choices  when  they  are  made  by 
democratic  means. 

Use  of  Force.  What  disturbs 
Americans  is  the  use  of  force  to  resolve 
disputes,  to  impose  a  political  and 
economic  system  on  others,  or  simply  to 
gain  influence  and  dominance  in  the 
world.  We  find  it  abhorrent  when  a 
faction  within  a  country  imposes  its  will 
by  force  of  arms  and  are  likely  to  speak 
our  minds.  But  we  don't  involve  our- 
selves unless  the  force  is  introduced 
from  the  outside. 

History  has  taught  us  that  when  one 
country  begins  to  throw  its  weight 
around  by  military  force,  the  seeds  are 
sown  for  a  wider  conflict  in  the  future. 
In  a  nuclear  age,  the  world  cannot  risk 
wider  conflicts. 

Look  where  your  troops  or  weapons 
are  present  today  where  they  were  not 
10,  20,  30,  or  40  years  ago.  You  call  this 
the  "advance  of  socialism"  in  your  May 
Day  and  November  7  slogans.  But  how 
does  it  look  to  others— especially  to  your 
neighbors? 

Moreover,  armed  force  can  be  a 
source  of  tension  even  when  it  is  not 
used  directly.  If  one  country  attempts  to 
force  another  country  to  do  its  bidding 
under  the  threat  of  superior  military 
force,  this,  too,  is  destabilizing  and  only 
encourages  others  to  try  to  counter  the 
threat  which  is  invoked. 

This  means  that  one  of  the  most 
basic  things  Americans  are  looking  for  is 
a  movement  away  from  the  use  of 
military  force  to  establish  new  footholds 
and  to  settle  disputes.  Unless  we  can 
learn  to  deal  with  our  differences  by 
nonmilitary  means,  we  will  always  have 
a  rocky  road  ahead  in  the  relationship. 

Sanctity  of  Agreements.  A  second 
thing  which  is  very  important  to 
Americans— and,  I  believe,  to  all 
people— is  the  sanctity  of  agreements. 
Nothing  is  more  destructive  of  trust 
than  the  feeling  that  a  partner  to  an 
agreement  ignores  it  and  fails  to  meet 
its  terms  if  they  seem  inconvenient.  We 


feel  that,  unfortunately,  some  past 
agreements  with  the  Soviet  Union  have 
not  been  fully  and  faithfully 
implemented. 

Human  Rights.  A  third  matter  of 
great  importance  to  Americans  stems, 
in  part,  from  their  own  history  and 
values,  but  also  from  their  assessment  of 
what  will  promote  a  peaceful  world. 
Americans  are,  frankly,  deeply  influ- 
enced in  their  attitudes  by  the  way  a 
government  treats  its  own  citizens.  Are 
citizens  free  to  come  and  go  within  and 
beyond  their  borders;  to  have  contact 
with  whomever  they  choose;  to  practice 
their  religion  without  constraint  or 
disability;  to  write  and  speak  their  minds 
publicly  as  they  wish,  without  reprisals 
or  repression?  Or,  conversely,  does  a 
government  act  as  if  its  citizens  are  its 
own  property,  to  be  herded  in,  forbidden 
the  right  to  travel,  prosecuted  for  study- 
ing the  language  of  their  religion,  and 
"shielded"  from  information  or  views 
the  government  considers  unpalatable  or 
inaccurate?  As  we  speak,  powerful  jam- 
mers are  blocking  broadcasts  from  many 
foreign  stations.  Why?  What  do  your 
authorities  fear,  that  they  would  go  to 
such  extraordinary  expense  and  effort  to 
shut  out  information  and  opinion  from 
the  outside  world? 

Now,  some  would  say  that  human 
rights  in  other  countries  are  none  of  our 
business  but  are  internal  matters.  Others 
would  say  that  the  United  States  has  its 
own  problems— and  so  we  do.  We  know 
that  our  society  is  not  perfect.  But  we 
constantly  strive  to  correct  injustices 
and  are  attentive  to  the  suggestions  of 
others.  And  any  American  who  prefers 
to  live  elsewhere  has  an  absolute  right  to 
do  so  and  to  come  and  go  as  he  or  she 
pleases.  In  fact,  one  of  our  problems  is 
that,  with  all  our  shortcomings,  millions 
of  people  are  trying  to  get  into  our  coun- 
try to  live. 

But  we  do  not  accept  the  proposition 
that  questions  regarding  human  rights 
are  purely  a  matter  of  internal  jurisdic- 
tion. We  believe  firmly  that  human 
rights  are  a  legitimate  international  con- 
cern, for  at  least  three  reasons:  legal, 
practical,  and  ethical. 

•  From  the  standpoint  of  legality, 
most  nations  of  the  world  adhered  to  the 
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights 
in  1948,  and  all  the  nations  of  Europe- 
save  only  Albania— along  with  the 
United  States  and  Canada  subscribed  to 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act  in  1975.  These 
establish  certain  rights  as  internationally 
accepted  standards. 

•  From  the  standpoint  of  practical- 
ity, it  seems  to  Americans  that  nations 
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with  governments  which  respect  the 
basic  rights  of  their  citizens  are  much 
less  likely  to  resort  to  the  aggressive  use 
of  military  force  than  those  who  cut 
their  citizens  off  from  contact  with  the 
outside  world,  and  suppress  the  free 
expression  of  opinion.  All  ordinary  peo- 
ple throughout  the  world  want  peace, 
and  if  they  are  allowed  to  influence  the 
political  processes  in  their  own  country, 
this  would  provide  a  bulwark  against  the 
practice  of  military  adventurism. 
•  From  an  ethical  standpoint, 
nobody  has  expressed  the  matter  more 
clearly  than  the  great  Russian  thinker, 
Alexander  Herzen,  who  wrote  in  1852 
about  the  need  for  international  atten- 
tion to  abuses  of  human  rights  in  czarist 
Russia:  "The  time  has  come  when  Rus- 
sian serfdom  should  be  made,  if  not  a 
European,  at  least  an  English  question." 
He  compared  the  intense  attention  the 
British  public  gave  to  slavery  in  the 
United  States  to  the  scant  attention 
given  to  serfdom  in  the  Russian  Empire. 
Fortunately,  both  American  slavery  and 
Russian  serfdom  were  abolished  a  few 
years  after  Herzen's  article,  but  his  basic 
point  is  as  valid  today  as  it  was  then:  it 
does  matter  to  the  international  com- 
munity how  citizens  of  a  country  are 
treated  by  their  governments. 

And  so,  to  return  to  my  Soviet 
friend's  question— what  do  Americans 
want  in  the  U.S. -Soviet  relationship— I 
would  reply  as  follows:  they  want  to  deal 
peacefully  and  relegate  the  use  and 
threat  of  force  to  the  ashbin  of  history; 
they  want  to  reduce  military  arsenals 
radically  and  move  toward  the  ultimate 
elimination  of  nuclear  weapons  and 
other  weapons  of  mass  destruction;  they 
want  to  pursue  the  hope  of  a  non-nuclear 
space  defense  which  could  lead  us  away 
from  the  threat  of  mutual  assured 
destruction;  they  want  honest,  fair 
agreements,  faithfully  observed;  and— if 
they  are  to  develop  a  cooperative  rela- 
tionship free  of  fears  that  breed  the 
accumulation  of  weaponry— they  want  to 
deal  with  a  society  which  is  open  to  the 
world  and  an  integral  part  of  interna- 
tional intellectual  and  social  intercourse. 

Armed  Conflicts 

As  I  have  said,  one  of  the  most  disturb- 
ing factors  in  U.S. -Soviet  relations  has 
been  the  resort  to  armed  force  in  an 
attempt  to  extend  influence  or  to  be  the 
arbiter  of  local  conflicts.  In  Afghanistan, 
the  Soviet  Union  is  still  conducting  a 
full-scale  war.  Elsewhere,  it  has  supplied 
arms  or  supported  foreign  troops  in 
ways  which  exacerbate  local  conflicts. 


Cambodia,  Angola,  and  Nicaragua  come 
to  mind  in  this  context.  In  some 
instances,  after  many  years  of  foreign 
military  interference,  the  United  States 
finally  began  providing  some  limited 
support— though  not  its  own  military 
forces— to  those  struggling  for  national 
independence  and  democracy. 

Military  involvement  of  the  super- 
powers in  these  conflicts  increases  the 
risk  of  military  confrontation  between 
us.  If  we  are  serious  about  dealing  with 
each  other  in  peaceful  ways,  we  should 
find  a  way  out  of  this  cycle  of  action  and 
reaction  and  work  toward  a  world  in 
which  disputes  are  settled  peacefully. 

Last  year.  President  Reagan  made  a 
far-reaching  proposal  in  his  address  to 
the  UN  General  Assembly.  It  was  that 
the  United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R. 
should  encourage  the  parties  to  these 
various  conflicts  to  initiate  negotiations 
aimed  at  finding  political  solutions. 
Then,  when  this  is  done,  the  United 
States  and  U.S.S.R.  should  enter  into 
bilateral  talks  in  an  effort  to  terminate 
their  own  military  involvement,  direct  or 
indirect.  This  would  encourage  the 
warring  parties  to  compose  their 
differences— and  if  they  could  not  find  a 
solution,  at  least  the  means  for  destruc- 
tive combat  would  be  reduced.  Finally,  if 
a  peace  settlement  could  be  achieved 
locally  among  the  parties,  the  United 
States  would  join  in  an  international 
effort  to  promote  reconstruction  of  the 
countries  despoiled  by  fighting. 

The  overall  goal  of  this  proposal  is  to 
remove  regional  military  conflicts  from 
the  agenda  of  U.S. -Soviet  problems.  We 
believe  it  is  important  to  continue  to 
explore  its  potential. 

One  thing  is  certain:  few 
developments  would  have  a  more 
salutary  effect  on  U.S. -Soviet  relations 
than  the  withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops 
from  Afghanistan  and  the  withdrawal  of 
Cuban  and  Vietnamese  forces,  armed 
with  Soviet  weapons,  from  battlefields 
outside  their  borders.  Another  thing  is 
certain:  if  the  Soviet  Union  were  not 
involved  in  these  disputes  militarily,  the 
United  States  would  not  be  either. 

Arms  Reduction 

The  level  of  arms,  particularly  nuclear 
weapons,  is  much  too  high  in  the  world. 
Chairman  Gromyko,  when  he  was 
Foreign  Minister,  spoke  of  our  countries 
sitting  on  respective  mountains  of 
nuclear  weapons.  We  have  both  agreed 
that  it  is  imperative  to  start  reducing 
these  bloated  arsenals. 

We  are  encouraged  that  our  leaders 
were  able  to  agree  in  Geneva  to  a  50% 


reduction  in  strategic  nuclear  weapons 
and  to  the  ultimate  goal  of  the  complete 
elimination  of  nuclear  weapons.  It  is  time 
we  got  on  with  negotiating  the  concrete 
arrangements  to  permit  a  radical  reduc- 
tion of  nuclear  weapons.  There  are  many 
other  important  issues  in  the  arms  con- 
trol area,  but  none  are  so  urgent  as  the 
need  to  begin,  at  long  last,  a  substantial 
reduction  of  these  weapons.  Let  us  not 
forget  that  when  the  Anti-Ballistic  Missile 
(ABM)  Treaty  was  signed  in  1972,  it  was 
signed  on  the  presumption  that  an 
agreement  would  follow  to  reduce  the 
levels  of  offensive  weapons.  However, 
we  have  not  been  able  to  achieve  such 
reductions  up  to  now. 

So  far  as  the  United  States  is  con- 
cerned, we  are  eager  for  deep,  equitable, 
and  verifiable  reductions  in  offensive 
nuclear  weapons.  Furthermore,  we 
believe  that  such  reductions  should  be 
structured  so  that  neither  side  need  fear 
a  disarming  first  strike  from  the  other— 
whether  or  not  there  are  defenses  in 
place. 

We  have  noted  that  the  Soviet  Union 
has  made  a  series  of  arms  control  pro- 
posals this  year.  We  have  welcomed 
many  elements  in  these  proposals,  but, 
overall,  I  would  be  less  than  candid  if  I 
did  not  say  that  some  strike  us  as 
designed  more  to  create  a  public  image 
than  to  solve  the  concrete  problems 
involved.  If  we  are  to  solve  the  prob- 
lems, we  must  speed  up  work  at  the 
negotiating'table. 

Human  Rights 

I  have  already  spoken  of  the  importance 
of  human  rights  to  the  American  people 
and  their  government.  I  regret  that  the 
situation  still  remains  an  important 
source  of  tension  in  our  relationship. 
Spouses  continue  to  be  divided  and 
families  split  apart.  Persons  are  in 
prison  for  no  apparent  reason  other  than 
expressing  views  distasteful  to  their 
authorities.  Emigration  is  at  the  lowest 
level  in  over  15  years.  Suffice  it  to  say 
that  until  this  situation  changes,  the 
possibilities  for  a  true  improvement  in 
U.S. -Soviet  relations  will  be  severely 
limited. 

Confidence  and  Dialogue 

The  fourth  group  of  issues  are  those 
remaining  ones  which  affect  the  con- 
fidence both  sides  have  in  dealing  with 
each  other.  Abiding  by  past  agree- 
ments—of which  I  have  spoken— is  one 
of  these,  but  there  is  much  more.  We  are 
seeking  a  radical  expansion  of  ties  and 
increased  dialogue.  This  would  help  both 
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sides  to  understand  the  other  better  and 
would  bring  both  government  officials 
and  private  citizens  in  both  countries 
into  broader  and  more  regular  contact. 

President  Reagan  proposed  last  fall 
that  both  governments  consider  the 
possibility  of  a  vast  expansion  of  con- 
tacts between  private  citizens.  We  have 
lived  too  long  in  isolation  from  each 
other,  and  this  has  created  an  atmos- 
phere which  makes  accommodation  dif- 
ficult. The  point  is  not  that  all  problems 
can  be  solved  by  better  understanding- 
many  problems  are  too  deep  and  too  real 
for  that  to  be  true— but  that  lack  of  con- 
tact and  lack  of  understanding  exac- 
erbate the  real  problems  and  make  it 
more  difficult  to  solve  them. 

Last  November,  President  Reagan 
and  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  con- 
ducted 2  days  of  intensive,  fruitful 
meetings  in  Geneva.  Their  meeting  was 
important,  and  not  just  because  it  was 
the  first  meeting  of  American  and  Soviet 
leaders  for  6  years  and  because  it  gave 
them  an  opportunity  to  get  to  know  each 
other.  These  factors  alone  would  have 
justified  the  meeting,  but  the  other 
achievements  of  the  Geneva  summit 
were  even  more  important:  the  establish- 
ment of  a  structure  of  dialogue  between 
our  governments  and  the  agreements  to 
intensify  negotiations  on  nuclear  arms 
reduction  and  to  reduce  strategic  nuclear 
arms  by  50%,  to  name  only  a  few. 

Most  important,  however,  the 
Geneva  meeting  demonstrated  that  it  is 
possible  to  meet  and  to  make  progress  in 
the  relationship  without  either  side 
triumphing  over  the  other.  It  was  truly  a 
meeting  in-  which  both  sides  gained. 

Joint  Goals  and  Future  Prospects 

So  where  does  this  leave  us?  Should  we 
begin  our  discussion  this  week  in  an  opti- 
mistic or  pessimistic  mood?  Of  course, 
whether  one  is  an  optimist  or  pessimist 
depends  upon  what  question  is  asked  and 
what  goals  are  assumed.  Perhaps  it  is 
better  to  ask  what  joint  goals  we  should 
set  and  then  discuss  what  will  be 
required  to  achieve  them. 

The  most  basic  of  the  joint  goals 
which  have  already  been  set  is  to  make 
sure  that  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  never  wage  a  war  with 
each  other.  As  our  leaders  agreed  at 
Geneva  last  November,  "  .  .  .a  nuclear 
war  cannot  be  won  and  must  never  be 
fought."  And,  therefore,  they  "empha- 
sized the  importance  of  preventing  any 
war  between  them,  whether  nuclear  or 
conventional." 


I  am  confident  that  this  solemn  com- 
mitment by  our  highest  political  leaders 
is  a  genuine  one  and,  therefore,  am  very 
optimistic  that  the  United  States  and 
Soviet  Union  will  continue  to  avoid 
direct  military  conflict,  as  they  have 
throughout  their  history. 

The  real  question  in  my  mind, 
therefore,  is  not  whether  there  will  be 
war  or  peace  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union,  but  whether  the 
U.S. -Soviet  relationship  will  continue  to 
be  full  of  tension,  shaken  by  recurrent 
crises,  and  largely  confrontational,  or 
whether  we  can  find  ways  to  compete 
peacefully  and  even  cooperate  on  a 
widening  range  of  issues. 

We  must  expect  competition,  since 
the  vast  difference  in  the  values  held  by 
your  political  leadership  and  those  held 
by  our  society  requires  us  to  defend 
what  we  hold  dear.  In  the  1970s,  when 
many  Americans  exaggerated  the  degree 
of  understanding  which  had  been 
achieved,  it  was  Soviet  leaders  who 
reminded  us  that  there  could  be  no 
slackening  of  what  they  called  the 
"ideological  struggle."  We  took  note  of 
this  reality,  and  we  accept  its 
implications. 

Nevertheless,  these  differences  and 
this  competition  need  not  prevent 
increasing  cooperation  in  many  areas 
where  we— and  other  countries  of  the 
world— face  common  problems.  Surely 
the  most  urgent  of  these  problems  are 
diminishing  the  use  of  force  to  resolve 
political  and  social  conflicts,  reducing  the 
level  of  arms  in  the  world,  and 
establishing  patterns  of  broad  and  open 
contact  and  communication  between  our 
countries  and  throughout  the  world 
community. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  the  views 
of  our  Soviet  spokesmen  on  these  impor- 
tant questions,  as  well  as  those  of  my 
own  compatriots  whose  views  may  differ 
from  mine  in  many  respects.  Let  us  use 
this  meeting  to  clarify  and  debate  our 
various  points  of  view,  in  the  hope  that 
we  will  all  emerge  with  a  clearer  under- 
standing of  how  we  each,  in  our  indi- 
vidual capacities,  can  contribute  to 
building  a  better  and  safer  world  for  our 
children  and  grandchildren. 


'Nicholas  Daniloff,  Moscow  correspondent 
for  U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  was  arrested 
in  the  U.S.S.R.,  allegedly  for  espionage  ac- 
tivities, shortly  after  the  arrest  of  a  Soviet 
UN  employee  in  New  York.  Daniloff  was 
released  September  29,  1986,  as  a  result  of 
U.S.  diplomatic  efforts.  ■ 


NATO  Nuclear 
Planning  Group 
Meets  in  the  U.K. 


The  Nuclear  Planning  Group  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO)  met  in  Gleneagles,  (Scotland) 
United  Kingdom,  October  21-22,  1986. 
The  United  States  was  represented  by 
Secretary  of  Defense  Caspar  W. 
Weinberger.  Following  is  the  final  com- 
munique issued  October  22. 

The  NATO  Nuclear  Planning  Group  (NPG) 
met  in  Ministerial  session  at  Gleneagles, 
United  Kingdom,  on  21st  and  22nd  October, 
1986. 

2.  We  reviewed  the  outcome  of  the 
recent  meeting  between  President  Reagan 
and  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  in 
Reykjavik.  We  extended  our  warm  apprecia- 
tion to  the  President  on  his  conduct  of  the 
talks  and  fully  endorsed  his  bold  attempt  to 
seek  far-reaching  arms  control  agreements 
with  the  Soviet  Union.  We  fully  endorsed  the 
President's  programme  presented  in  Iceland 
and  stressed  that  this  programme  provides 
the  opportunity  for  historic  progress.  We 
welcomed  the  United  States  intention  to  build 
upon  the  progress  achieved  which  provides 
the  opportunity  for  progress  towards  very 
significant  arms  control  agreements. 

3.  We  urged  the  Soviet  Union  to  redouble 
its  own  efforts  in  this  direction.  Noting  that 
the  Soviet  side  has  agreed  last  year  to  con- 
clude a  separate  INF  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces]  agreement.  Ministers  called  on 
the  Soviet  leadership  to  reaffirm  its  com- 
mitments not  to  hold  an  INF  agreement 
hostage  to  any  other  agreement.  A  failure  to 
do  so  would  destroy  the  credibility  of  the 
highest  Soviet  assurances. 

4.  We  agreed  that  instead  of  simply  codi- 
fying the  existing  levels  of  arsenals,  agree- 
ments reached  in  Geneva  should  seek  to 
achieve  substantial  reductions  in  offensive 
nuclear  forces  in  ways  that  will  enhance 
stability  and  minimize  the  risk  of  war.  In  this 
context,  we  fully  endorsed  the  United  States 
positions  at  Geneva  on  intermediate-range, 
strategic  and  defense  and  space  systems.  We 
strongly  support  the  United  States  explora- 
tion of  space  and  defense  systems,  as  it  is  per- 
mitted by  the  ABM  [Antiballistic  Missile] 
Treaty. 

5.  We  reviewed  the  status  of  nuclear 
forces  and  discussed  related  issues,  including 
arms  controls.  We  expressed  our  continued 
support  for  the  efforts  of  the  United  States 
and  the  United  Kingdom  to  maintain  the 
effectiveness  and  credibility  of  their  nuclear 
deterrent  capabilities.  We  also  received  com- 
prehensive briefings  by  the  United  States 
Secretary  of  Defense  on  the  Soviet  nuclear 
threat.  United  States'  strategic  forces  and 
the  requirement  for  nuclear  testing. 

6.  We  reviewed  a  number  of  issues  and 
nuclear  related  programmes  and  reconfirmed 
our  policy  and  planning  related  to  NATO's 
nuclear  forces.  We  agreed  that  both  the  force 
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structure  itself  and  the  conceptual  planning 
underpinning  it  are  essential  components  for 
maintaining  a  credible  deterrent  posture. 

7.  We  remain  deeply  concerned  about 
continuing  Soviet  efforts  to  upgrade  and 
expand  their  military  capabilities  across  the 
board.  We  noted  with  particular  concern 
Soviet  efforts  involving  the  full  range  of 
strategic  forces,  shorter-  and  longer-range 
INF  and  short-range  nuclear  forces,  including 
artillery.  We  also  noted  with  concern  the 
major  Soviet  effort  into  continuing  improve- 
ments in  strategic  and  tactical  anti-missile 
systems. 

8.  We  noted  evidence  presented  by  the 
United  States  of  continuing  Soviet  violations 
of  existing  arms  control  agreements.  We 
renewed  our  call  on  the  Soviet  leadership  to 
take  the  steps  necessary  to  ensure  full  com- 
pliance with  its  arms  control  commitments. 
We  noted  in  this  connection  that  a  double 
standard  of  compliance  with  arms  control 
agreements  would  be  unacceptable  and  would 
undermine  the  security  of  the  Alliance.  We 
strongly  endorsed  the  need  for  effective 
verification  as  part  of  any  arms  control  agree- 
ment. In  particular,  we  call  on  the  Soviet 
Union  to  agree  to  such  concrete  measures  as 
mandatory  on-site  inspection. 

9.  In  contrast  to  the  growth  of  Soviet 
nuclear  forces  at  all  levels,  it  is  NATO's 
policy  to  maintain  only  the  minimum  number 
of  nuclear  weapons  necessary  for  deterrence. 
At  this  meeting  SACEUR  [Supreme  Allied 
Commander  Europe]  reported  on  the  status 
of  the  implementation  of  the  Montebello  Deci- 
sion. We  noted  the  reductions  and  improve- 
ment measures  which  are  currently  being 
undertaken  by  the  nations  concerned.  We 
shall  continue  to  review  the  progress  of  fur- 
ther implementation. 

10.  We  noted  the  progress  made  on 
longer-range  INF  (LRINF)  deployments  by 
the  NATO  nations  concerned  including  the 
completion  on  schedule  of  Pershing  II  deploy- 
ment at  the  end  of  last  year  and  the  continu- 
ing deployment  of  ground-launched  cruise 
missiles  as  planned.  In  the  absence  of  a  con- 
crete INF  arms  control  agreement  with  the 
Soviet  Union  obviating  the  need  for  deploy- 
ment, we  emphasized  NATO's  determination 
to  continue  the  deployment  of  LRINF  mis- 
siles as  scheduled.  We  reiterated  our  will- 
ingness to  reverse,  halt  or  modify  the  LRINF 
deployment—  including  the  removal  or  dis- 
mantling of  missiles  already  deployed— upon 
achievement  of  a  balanced,  equitable  and 
effectively  verifiable  agreement  calling  for 
such  action.  We  emphasized  that  the  United 
States'  proposal  in  the  INF  negotiations, 
developed  in  close  consultation  with  the 
Allies,  calls  for  the  global  elimination  of 
United  States  and  Soviet  longer-range  INF 
missiles,  accompanied  by  other  appropriate 
provisions  concerning  rights  and  constraints 
on  shorter-range  INF  (SRINF)  missiles. 

1 1.  We  accepted  with  pleasure  an  invita- 
tion from  Mr.  J.J.  Hoist,  the  Norwegian 
Minister  of  Defense,  to  hold  our  next  meeting 
in  Norway  in  Spring  1987. 

12.  (Greece  expressed  its  views  in  a  state- 
ment included  in  the  minutes.  Denmark 
reserved  its  position  on  INF  and  space  and 
defense  systems.  ■ 


World  Food  Day,  1986 


PROCLAMATION  5527, 
SEPT.  18,  1986' 

We  Americans  are  blessed  with  nature's 
bounty.  As  children,  our  first  prayers  teach  us 
to  give  thanks  for  the  abundance  we  enjoy. 
We  take  for  granted  our  full  tables  and  the 
peace  and  security  in  which  we  enjoy  them. 

But,  unfortunately,  many  do  not  share  in 
our  abundance.  Hunger  stemming  from  pov- 
erty and  famine  retains  its  cruel  grip  in  many 
parts  of  the  world,  especially  in  Africa.  This 
year,  hunger  is  not  as  widespread  as  it  was  in 
1985,  in  part  because  of  the  humanitarian 
spirit  of  Americans  and  other  donors.  No 
nation  has  been  more  generous  to  those  less 
fortunate.  We  have  sent  billions  of  dollars  to 
help  other  countries  rebuild  after  war  or  dis- 
aster strikes.  We  have  sent  billions  of  tons  of 
food  to  feed  the  hungry.  And,  we  have  sent 
our  sons  and  daughters  to  work  alongside  our 
neighbors  to  help  them  help  themselves. 

The  nobility  of  our  purpose  was  made 
manifest  in  the  great  outpouring  of  aid 
Americans  gave  spontaneously  to  the  victims 
of  the  African  famine.  Our  help,  both  public 
and  private,  saved  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
lives.  Last  year,  rain  returned  to  Africa,  and 
famine  subsided.  But  hunger  has  not  been 
overcome  and  another  natural  disaster, 
brought  by  locusts  and  grasshoppers,  is  bring- 
ing the  threat  of  continued  suffering. 

The  world  is  making  progress  in  ending 
hunger,  albeit  slowly.  In  some  countries,  civil 
strife  and  socialist  policies  continue  to  fuel 
famine.  We  must  continue  to  work  towards 
peace  and  incentive  policies  if  we  are  to  elimi- 
nate famine  caused  by  poverty,  drought,  envi- 
ronmental decline,  and  inappropriate 
economic  policies.  Many  governments  through- 
out the  world  have  recognized  that  the  health 
of  their  nations  and  their  people  depends  on  a 
strong  agriculture,  based  on  free  enterprise 
and  competitive  markets.  To  this  end,  my 
Administration  has  encouraged  policy  reform 
efforts  throughout  the  world,  through  our 
economic  assistance  programs  as  well  as  a 
new  Food  for  Progress  program,  under  which 
we  provide  grants  of  U.S.  food  to  countries 
adopting  sound  agricultural  policies. 

Since  its  birth  as  a  nation,  the  United 
States  has  relied  on  the  twin  pillars  of  individ- 
ual freedom  and  individual  enterprise  as  the 


foundations  of  its  national  economy.  Political 
and  economic  freedoms  cannot  be  separated; 
together,  they  foster  a  sense  of  social,  eco- 
nomic, and  political  responsibility  that  sus- 
tains individual  growth  and  fuels  economic 
development.  Without  self-reliant,  creative 
citizens,  no  nation  can  be  self-sufficient 
politically  or  economically,  nor  can  it  provide 
sufficient  food  and  fulfill  the  basic  human 
needs  of  its  people.  Free  market  policies  can 
promote  economic  growth  based  on  social 
justice,  self-reliance  and  the  skills  of  the 
people. 

Today,  millions  of  Americans  in  more 
than  3,000  communities  will  participate  in  a 
variety  of  World  Food  Day  activities.  The 
spirit  of  voluntarism  has  never  shone  more 
brightly  throughout  our  Nation. 

I  ask  that  the  American  people  use  this 
day  to  reaffirm  their  commitment  to  ending 
world  hunger.  Ending  hunger  throughout  the 
world  will  require  a  long-term  commitment  of 
the  public  and  the  private  sectors,  of  people 
and  their  governments,  and  of  developing  and 
donor  countries.  The  technological  solutions 
to  end  world  hunger  are  known  to  man;  now 
we  must  demonstrate  that  we  have  the  will  to 
eliminate  hunger  and  its  primary  source, 
poverty. 

In  recognition  of  the  desire  and  commit- 
ment of  the  American  people  to  end  world 
hunger,  the  Congress,  by  Public  Law  99-288, 
has  designated  October  16,  1986,  as  "World 
Food  Day"  and  has  authorized  the  President 
to  issue  a  proclamation  in  observance  of  this 
event. 

Now.  Therefore,  I,  Ronald  Reagan. 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  do 
hereby  proclaim  October  16,  1986,  as  World 
Food  Day,  and  I  call  upon  the  people  of  the 
United  States' to  observe  this  day  with  appro- 
priate activities  to  explore  ways  in  which  our 
Nation  can  further  contribute  to  the  elimina- 
tion of  hunger  in  the  world. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set 
my  hand  this  eighteenth  day  of  September,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hundred  and 
eighty-six,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  two  hundred 
and  eleventh. 

Ronald  Reagan 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  22,  1986. 
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The  Systematic  Repression 
of  Soviet  Jews 


by  Roger  Pilon 

Address  before  the  Metrowest  Con- 
ference on  Soviet  Jewry  in  East  Orange, 
New  Jersey,  on  September  28,  1986. 
Mr.  Pilon  is  Director  of  Policy  for  the 
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It's  a  pleasure  to  be  here  this  evening  to 
speak  to  your  Sohdarity  Sunday  Rally 
for  Soviet  Jews.  Of  course,  it  would  be 
an  even  greater  pleasure  if  I  did  not 
have  to  be  here,  if  none  of  us  had  to  be 
here,  if  we  could  all  go  home  to  the  quiet 
enjoyment  of  our  families  and  friends. 
But  we  are  here  because  there  is  great 
suffering  today  in  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
kind  of  quiet  enjoyment  we  take  for 
granted  in  America  is  increasingly  dif- 
ficult to  find  there,  especially  for  Soviet 
Jews.  Amidst  this  suffering,  we  cannot 
rest;  we  must  speak  out. 

I  will  return  shortly  to  the  particular 
plight  of  Soviet  Jews.  At  the  outset, 
however,  I  believe  it  should  be  said  that 
to  one  degree  or  another  everyone  is  suf- 
fering in  the  Soviet  Union.  Life  there  is 
difficult  even  for  the  ruling  elite,  the 
Nomenklatura— ehe  how  to  explain  the 
defections  from  even  that  class  of  the 
classless  society.  Life  is  difficult  for  all 
the  reasons  we  know  too  well  but  tend  to 
forget  too  easily,  especially  when  we 
project  our  own  habits  of  political 
thought  upon  other  political  systems.  It 
would  be  well  to  recall,  then,  just  what 
some  of  those  reasons  are. 

The  Constitutional  Basis  for 
Soviet  Repression 

They  begin,  of  course,  with  Marxist- 
Leninist  theory  itself.  This  is  a  theory, 
let  us  remember,  that  has  nothing  to  do 
at  all,  really,  with  individual  well- 
being— material,  much  less  spiritual. 
Unlike  our  own  moral,  political,  and 
legal  heritage,  stemming  from  the 
classical  liberal  tradition,  Marxism 
begins  not  with  the  individual  but  with 
the  group.  It  subjects  the  individual  to 
the  group,  whether  he  wishes  it  or  not, 
in  order  to  build  communism.  In  other 
words,  it  uses  people  for  the  greater 
social  good;  it  treats  people  as  means, 
not  as  ends  in  themselves. 

But  let  me  go  to  the  current  source 
of  this  treatment  by  way  of  illustration, 
the  Soviet  Constitution  of  1977,  the 
Brezhnev  Constitution.  If  you  have 


never  read  through  the  Soviet  Constitu- 
tion, I  urge  you  to  do  so.  Go  to  your 
library,  look  it  up,  read  it,  and  then 
reflect  upon  what  it  really  says.  It  is  a 
marvelous  statement  of  what  the  Soviet 
system  really  is  all  about,  perhaps  the 
best  you  will  find.  But  you  must  read  it 
carefully  and  critically.  Let  me  touch 
upon  a  few  salient  passages  here,  to  lay 
the  foundation  for  what  I  want  to  say 
shortly. 

The  Constitution  begins,  in  article  1, 
by  saying  that  the  U.S.S.R.  "is  a 
socialist  state  of  the  whole  people, 
expressing  the  will  and  interests  of  the 
workers,  peasants,  and  intelligentsia,  the 
working  people  of  all  the  nations  and 
nationalities  of  the  country."  No  men- 
tion here  of  inalienable  rights  or  of 
securing  the  blessings  of  liberty;  just  an 
assertion  that  the  U.S.S.R.  is  a  socialist 
state  and  that  it  expresses  the  will  and 
interests  of  its  constituents.  How  do  we 
know  that  the  socialist  state  represents 
the  will  and  interests  of  all?  The  question 
is  not  a  little  problematic,  of  course, 
especially  since  we  know  that,  in  fact, 
there  was  nothing  like  a  meaningful  con- 
stitutional ratification  process,  there  is 
no  meaningful  franchise,  nor  is  there 
even  a  recognized  right  to  emigrate— a 
right  to  vote  with  one's  feet  about 
whether  the  socialist  state  does,  indeed, 
represent  one's  will  and  interests. 

But  that  problem  looms  ever  larger 
when  we  move  to  article  2:  "All  power  in 
the  U.S.S.R.  belongs  to  the  people." 
Now  on  first  blush  that  proposition  looks 
innocuous  enough,  even  commendable. 
After  all,  better  that  all  power  be  in  the 
hands  of  the  Communist  Party?  Upon 
reflection,  however,  it  becomes  clear  just 
what  is  going  on  here.  The  difficulty  is 
not  with  the  quantifier,  "all,"  not  at  the 
outset,  at  least,  but  with  the  other  three- 
letter  word,  "the,"  before  "people"— "All 
power  in  the  U.S.S.R.  belongs  to  the 
people."  I'm  reminded  here  of  a  remark 
made  by  one  of  my  teachers  at  the 
University  of  Chicago,  Professor  Milton 
Friedman,  about  a  slogan  heard  so  often 
in  the  late  1960s:  "Power  to  the  people." 
But  for  the  word  "the,"  Professor 
Friedman  said,  he  was  in  complete 
agreement  with  that  slogan.  That  word, 
however,  institutionalizes  "people." 
"Power  to  People,"  that  is,  implies  that 
people  be  empowered  as  individuals. 
Add  the  word  "the"  before  "people," 
however,  and  you're  calling  for  institu- 
tionalizing those  individuals.  No  longer 


are  they  to  have  power  as  individuals  but 
only  as  the  institution  "the  people."  Let 
me  emphasize  that  this  is  no  mere 
semantic  or  syntactical  point  I  am  press- 
ing here;  it  is  rather  a  point  of  the  pro- 
foundest  moment.  For  once  we  realize 
that  as  a  practical  matter  "the  people" 
can  exercise  their  power,  can  express 
their  will  and  interests,  not  by  discrete, 
individual  pursuits  but  only  through  com- 
plex institutional  arrangements,  the 
focus  is  shifted  immediately  from  people, 
as  individuals,  to  institutions. 

At  this  point,  moreover,  the  force  of 
the  quantifier  "all"  comes  into  play.  For 
if  all  power  in  the  U.S.S.R.  belongs  to 
"the  people,"  that  is  tantamount  to  say- 
ing that  all  power  is  institutionally  exer- 
cised, that  no  power  belongs  to  people  as 
such— indeed,  that  there  is  no  place  in 
the  Soviet  system  for  private  power, 
individual  or  institutional. 

But  the  matter  does  not  end  there 
either.  For  if  all  power  is  to  be  exercised 
institutionally,  there  must  be  some 
mechanism  by  which  the  people  decide 
and  act  institutionally.  Don't  look  for  a 
Western-style  voting  mechanism:  article 
3  tells  us  that  "[t]he  Soviet  state  is 
organized  and  functions  on  the  principle 
of  democratic  centralism,  namely  the 
electiveness  of  all  bodies  of  state  author- 
ity from  the  lowest  to  the  highest, .  .  .  and 
the  obligation  of  lower  bodies  to  observe 
the  decisions  of  higher  ones."  But  "elec- 
tiveness," it  turns  out  in  article  9,  means 
"ever  broader  participation  of  citizens  in 
managing  the  affairs  of  society  and  the 
state, .  .  .greater  openness  and  publicity, 
and  constant  responsiveness  to  public 
opinion." 

Clearly,  "electiveness"  is  a  long  way 
from  "elections."  It  remains  an  open 
question,  therefore,  just  how  decisions 
get  made  and  actions  get  taken  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  Only  when  we  turn  to 
article  6  do  we  find  the  answer  to  that 
question: 

The  leading  and  guiding  force  of  Soviet 
society  and  the  nucleus  of  its  political  system, 
of  all  state  organizations,  is  the  Communist 
Party  of  the  Soviet  Union. .  .  . 

The  Communist  Party,  armed  with 
Marxism-Leninism,  determines  the  general 
perspectives  of  the  development  of  society 
and  the  course  of  the  home  and  foreign  policy 
of  the  U.S.S.R.,  directs  the  great  constructive 
work  of  the  Soviet  people,  and  imparts  a 
planned,  systematic  and  theoretically  substan- 
tiated character  to  their  struggle  for  the  vic- 
tory of  communism. 

There,  precisely,  is  how  the  "will 
and  interests"  of  "the  people"  get  deter- 
mined and  carried  out  in  the  Soviet 
Union— by  the  Communist  Party.  Like 
some  giant,  deus  ex  machina,  lumbering 
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down  from  on  high,  the  Party  directs  the 
great  constructive  work  of  building 
sociaHsm. 

But  have  I  not  ignored  the  rights 
individuals  enjoy  in  the  course  of  this 
grand  undertaking?  After  all,  the  Soviet 
Constitution  does  speak  of  "freedom  of 
speech,  of  the  press,  and  of  assembly, 
meetings,  street  processions  and 
demonstrations."  Indeed,  it  does,  but 
read  article  50  carefully:  these  freedoms 
are  guaranteed  "[i]n  accordance  with  the 
interests  of  the  people  and  in  order  to 
strengthen  and  develop  the  socialist 
system."  Speech  in  defense  of  the 
system,  yes;  against  it,  no.  As  Fidel 
Castro  has  said  in  his  own  little  world, 
"Within  the  revolution,  everything; 
against  the  revolution,  no  rights  at  all." 
Through  "defeasance  clauses"  just  such 
as  this,  the  Soviet  Constitution  renders 
meaningless  every  right  it  purports  to 
guarantee.  Indeed,  just  to  be  safe,  article 
39  sets  forth  a  general  defeasance 
clause:  "Enjoyment  by  citizens  of  their 
rights  and  freedoms  must  not  be  to  the 
detriment  of  the  interests  of  society  or 
the  state..  .  ."  When  "interests"  rise  to 
the  level  of  rights,  rights  are  in  trouble. 

Is  it  any  wonder,  then,  that  there  is 
massive  repression  in  the  Soviet  Union? 
There,  right  in  the  Constitution,  is  the 
rationale  for  it— to  build  communism. 
Toward  that  end,  individuals  are 
means— to  be  used.  So  far  is  this  from 
our  Western  approach  to  political 
organization  as  to  be  its  polar  opposite. 

Soviet  Reality  Follows  Soviet  Theory 

It  is  particularly  important  to  grasp, 
then,  that  the  Soviet  system  is  not 
simply  a  case  of  good  intentions  gone 
awry.  It  is  not,  that  is,  that  the  Soviet 
Constitution  is  basically  sound,  that  the 
system  is  one  of  promise— if  only  the 
men  who  run  it  would  live  up  to  that 
promise.  (On  the  contrary,  it  is  fortunate 
that  they  do  not,  because  they  cannot, 
live  up  to  the  system's  promise.)  What 
we  have,  instead,  is  a  system  that  itself 
is  fundamentally  flawed,  a  system  that  is 
fundamentally  wrong— but  a  system  that 
delivers,  tragically,  on  much  of  what  it 
promises. 

By  design,  then,  citizens  of  the 
Soviet  Union  are  subjugated,  at  virtually 
every  turn  in  their  lives,  to  the  interests 
of  the  state,  as  determined  by  the  Party. 
With  a  centrally  planned  economy,  the 
daily  decisions  of  life,  from  production  to 
distribution,  from  education  to  employ- 
ment, to  income,  housing,  and  on  and  on, 
are  all  out  of  the  hands  of  the  individual 
to  a  degree  vastly  greater  than  anything 
we  know  in  a  free  society.  Over  this 
public  control  of  the  daily  affairs  of  life. 


the  individual  has  very  little  influence. 
There  is  no  effective  franchise,  of 
course,  nor  any  effective  way  to  object 
to  the  decisions  that  determine  one's 
daily  life.  Indeed,  the  attempt  to  protest 
is  itself  a  sign  that  you  don't  understand 
your  own  best  interests,  that  you  may,  in 
fact,  be  a  candidate  for  psychiatric  incar- 
ceration. At  the  very  least,  protest  is  a 
threat  to  the  authority  and  integrity  of 
the  all-encompassing  system  and  thus 
marks  the  protester  for  repression. 

The  result,  of  course,  is  a  drab  and 
mean  existence  and  a  constant  daily 
struggle  just  to  survive.  Far  from  a  life 
of  meaning,  a  life  that  inspires,  it  is  a  life 
that  suffocates.  Surrounded  by  scarcity, 
by  bureaucracy,  by  the  constant  din  of 
slogans,  propaganda,  and  lies,  is  it  any 
wonder  that  people  turn  inward,  to 
themselves,  or  to  their  religious  and 
cultural  heritage?  Even  among  those 
formerly  committed  to  the  system,  there 
is  broadening  realization  that,  after 
seven  decades  of  struggle  and  sacrifice, 
the  building  of  communism  is  going 
nowhere,  except  for  more  of  the  same. 
The  rebirth  of  interest  in  religion  across 
the  Soviet  Union  should  not  surprise, 
therefore,  despite  relentless  efforts  to 
stamp  it  out. 

The  Repression  of  Soviet  Jews 

But  Jews  have  come  in  for  particular 
repression— insults,  deprivation  of 
cultural  rights,  quotas  at  institutions  of 
higher  learning,  denial  of  professional 
opportunities,  not  to  mention  outright 
arrest  and  incarceration  for  practicing 
their  traditions— all  based  simply  upon 
their  being  Jewish,  all  of  which  urges  us 
to  reflect  upon  why  this  is  so.  There  are 
the  usual  explanations  from  anti- 
Semitism,  of  course,  couched  in  the 
Soviet  Union  as  anti-Zionism,  which 
have  a  long  history  in  Russia.  But  there 
are  other,  systemic  reasons  at  work  as 
well,  which  in  many  ways  are  more 
interesting. 

There  is  first  the  belief  that  Jews,  as 
a  class,  cannot  be  trusted,  a  thesis 
developed  recently  by  Professor 
Matatyahu  Mine  of  the  Diaspora 
Institute  at  the  University  of  Tel  Aviv,  a 
student  of  the  history  of  the  Jews  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  Observing  that  the  ruling 
Nomenklatura  selects  its  members 
primarily  on  the  basis  of  evidence  of 
total  loyalty  to  the  system— loyalty, 
above  all,  to  one's  fellow  Nomenklatura 
members  and  complete  subservience  to 
one's  superiors— Professor  Mine  argues 
that  Stalin's  successors  concluded,  just 
as  Stalin  had,  that  Jews,  as  a  group, 
came  from  a  cultural  pattern  that  made 
them  unfit  for  a  system  of  this  kind. 


Drawing  upon  this  thesis.  Ambassador 
Richard  Schifter,  presently  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  for  Human  Rights 
and  Humanitarian  Affairs,  observes  that 
"gradually,  almost  imperceptibly,  the  job 
level  beyond  which  Jews  may  not  rise  in 
the  Soviet  Union  was  lowered.  Increas- 
ingly, prestigious  institutions  of  higher 
learning  closed  their  doors  to  them 
entirely  or  permitted  only  a  tiny  number 
of  applicants  to  enter.  As  the  years 
passed,  Jews  thus  began  to  be  moved  to 
the  margins  of  Soviet  society." 

Yet  another,  closely  related  explana- 
tion for  the  particular  repression  of 
Soviet  Jews  returns  us  to  the  character 
of  the  Soviet  political  system.  Although 
Jews  were  repressed  under  the  czars, 
the  character  of  that  repression  was  not 
totalitarian:  the  czars  allowed  Jewish 
cultural  and  religious  institutions  to 
flourish,  for  example.  Soviet  rulers,  by 
contrast,  distrust  any  institutions  they 
do  not  control;  in  fact,  they  will  not, 
indeed  cannot,  allow  independent  institu- 
tions to  coexist  with  the  state  since  these 
are  a  threat  not  only  to  their  total  con- 
trol but,  more  importantly,  to  the  ration- 
ale for  that  control.  The  "new  Soviet 
man,"  after  all,  does  not  need  independ- 
ent institutions.  The  return  of  Soviet 
Jews  to  their  religious  and  cultural 
heritage  is  thus  a  slap  in  the  face  of  the 
system  itself.  It  must  be  repressed, 
especially  when  it  takes  the  form  of 
group  or  institutional  activity. 

In  recent  years,  however,  that 
repression  has  increased  substantially,  to 
the  point  of  a  crackdown,  over  the  past 
2  years,  even  upon  teachers  of  Hebrew. 
Arrests  of  Hebrew  teachers  and  Jewish 
cultural  activists  on  trumped-up  criminal 
charges  are  common,  as  are  beatings 
and  other  mistreatment.  Is  it  any 
wonder  then  that  Jews  are  asking  to 
leave? 

Jewish  Emigration 

But  there,  of  course,  is  the  rub,  for  the 
Soviet  Union  does  not  recognize  any 
right  of  free  emigration,  notwithstand- 
ing that  it  is  a  signatory  of  the  Helsinki 
accords  wherein  it  promised  recognition 
of  such  a  right.  In  practice,  as  we  know, 
emigration  is  possible,  for  reasons, 
primarily,  of  family  reunification.  Yet 
the  regulations  governing  emigration  are 
unavailable  to  applicants;  and  proce- 
dures are  lengthy,  usually  arbitrary,  and 
invariably  surrounded  by  persecution. 
Those  denied  permission,  the  refuseniks, 
frequently  endure  years  of  suffering. 
Fired  from  their  jobs,  or  at  least 
demoted,  they  are  shunned  by  their 
friends  out  of  fear  of  guilt  by  associa- 
tion. Often  their  apartments  are 
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searched,  their  mail  seized,  and  their 
telephones  disconnected.  Moreover,  the 
more  vocal  they  become  about  their 
right  to  emigrate,  the  more  they  expose 
themselves  to  official  harassment  and 
possible  repeated  refusals  of  permission. 
When  this  suspended  animation  goes  on 
for  years,  life  can  become  all  but 
unbearable. 

Regrettably,  these  conditions 
describe  the  Soviet  Union  even,  indeed 
especially,  today.  In  fact,  emigration  of 
Soviet  Jews  is  at  its  lowest  level  in  20 
years.  During  the  first  9  months  of  1986, 
only  631  were  allowed  to  leave.  At  its 
present  rate,  emigration  this  year  will  be 
down  by  about  99%  from  the  rate  in 
1979.  Yet  we  know  the  names  of  at  least 
11,000  Soviet  Jews  who  have  been 
refused  permission  to  emigrate;  and 
approximately  380,000  others  have 
requested  invitations  from  relatives 
abroad  as  required  by  Soviet  law. 
Clearly,  the  situation  under  Mr. 
Gorbachev  is  not  improving,  notwith- 
standing a  few  high-visibility  gestures 
such  as  the  release  of  Anatoliy 
Shcharanskiy  and  the  visit  of  Yelena 
Bonner.  In  fact,  the  situation  is  as  bad  as 
it  has  been  at  any  time  in  the  post-Stalin 
era.  The  loose  associations  of  dissenters 
have  been  destroyed.  The  arrest  and 
punishment  of  dissenters  has  discour- 
aged others  from  following  the  same 
path.  We  are  back  to  the  days  of  total 
repression. 

The  Administration's  Response 

Well,  what  are  we  in  the  Administration 
doing  about  this?  Perhaps  a  better  ques- 
tion would  be  what  can  we  do  about  this? 
One  thing  that  comes  readily  to  mind,  of 
course,  is  conditioning  trade  agreements 
upon  an  improvement  in  the  human 
rights  area.  But  here  the  possibilities  are 
limited  by  the  fact  that  it  is  a  world 
economy  we  need  to  coordinate  if  we  are 
to  be  effective;  and  that  economy  is  by 
no  means  ours  to  coordinate.  Never- 
theless, where  we  can  be  effective  in  this 
area,  we  try  to  do  so. 

In  general,  however,  we  have 
followed  a  dual  policy  of  private  and 
public  diplomacy  by  way  of  trying  to 
improve  the  situation.  In  particular  cases 
where  we  believe  we  can  be  effective, 
that  is,  we  try  quietly  to  obtain  relief. 
Clearly,  however,  we  have  had  only 
limited  success  in  these  efforts  at  quiet 
diplomacy.  Accordingly,  we  have  had 
increasingly  to  go  public  in  our  criticism, 
in  the  belief  that  Soviet  leaders  have  at 
least  some  concern  for  their  standing  in 
the  international  community.  Rightly  or 
wrongly,  that  is,  we  have  assumed  that 


if  we  speak  often  and  loudly  enough,  the 
public  relations  price  Soviet  leaders  will 
have  to  pay  will  influence  them  to 
improve  the  situation. 

There  is  considerable  evidence,  of 
course,  that  Soviet  leaders  do  care  about 
Western  public  opinion— else  why  the 
intense  media  efforts  of  Mr.  Gorbachev 
since  he  came  to  power.  They  care 
because,  notwithstanding  all  their 
military  might,  they  can  effect  favorable 
deals  with  the  West  most  efficiently  by 
manipulating  constraints  on  Western 
decisionmakers.  It  is  democratic  public 
opinion,  therefore,  and  Western  demo- 
cratic opinion  in  particular,  that  is  up  for 
grabs  here— the  only  public  opinion  that 
matters  because  the  only  opinion  that 
can  be  translated  into  public  policy.  And 
let  us  be  clear,  more  precisely  and  more 
fundamentally,  it  is  moral  opinion  that  is 
ultimately  at  issue. 

Soviet  Reaction 

Which  brings  me  to  my  final  considera- 
tions; the  Soviet  response  to  our  human 
rights  public  diplomacy  is  presently 
going  through  an  interesting  change, 
which  presents  a  fundamental  challenge 
to  us  that  I'd  like  to  share  with  you  this 
evening.  No  longer  do  we  hear  what  we 
used  to  hear  so  often  when  we  com- 
plained, namely,  that  we  were  interfer- 
ing in  the  internal  affairs  of  the  Soviet 
Union.  Rather,  we  are  met  today  with  a 
two-pronged  counterattack.  The  first  is 
to  charge,  in  reply,  that  the  United 
States,  too,  has  massive  human  rights 
problems,  from  hunger,  to  homelessness, 
to  unemployment.  The  second  is  to  try  to 
shift  the  name  of  the  game  from  "human 
rights"  to  "humanitarianism."  These 
two  threads,  let  me  note,  are  closely  con- 
nected. Moreover,  they  play  to  patterns 
of  thought  that  have  evolved  in  the 
West,  and  especially  in  Europe,  for 
nearly  a  century  now,  from  at  least  the 
Progessive  Era— patterns  that  have 
come  under  serious  intellectual  scrutiny 
only  in  the  last  decade  or  two  and 
serious  political  challenge  only  in  this 
decade. 

Let  me  briefly  address  these  two 
lines  of  response  in  order.  The  first 
points  to  what  we  in  the  West  loosely 
call  "social  problems,"  which  the  Soviets 
then  convert  into  "human  rights" 
abuses.  But,  in  doing  so,  they  point  as 
well,  by  implication,  to  the  great  inter- 
national debate  over  two  very  different 
conceptions  of  "rights":  our  own  concep- 
tion of  "civil  and  political  rights," 
derived  from  the  classical  liberal  trinity 
of  life,  liberty,  and  property;  and  the 
socialist  conception  of  "social  and 


economic  rights,"  so-called  rights  to  the 
goods  produced  by  the  society  organized 
along  socialist  lines.  In  this  country,  for 
the  most  part,  we  have  steadfastly 
resisted  recognizing  these  social  and 
economic  "rights,"  not  least  because 
attempts  to  enforce  them  involve  both 
the  planned  economy,  with  all  its 
massive  inefficiencies,  and  repeated 
violations  of  our  traditional  rights. 

In  this  last  connection,  recent 
scholarly  work  has  shown  clearly  that 
you  cannot  have  it  both  ways:  every 
attempt  to  compel  the  production  and 
distribution  of  these  social  and  economic 
goods  and  services,  that  is,  ineluctably 
amounts  to  a  violation  of  individual 
rights  to  be  free.  Here  again,  it  is  no 
accident  that  the  Soviet  system,  which 
attempts  to  secure  these  "rights,"  is  as 
unfree  as  it  is.  The  better  approach  to 
these  admitted  social  problems,  we  have 
said,  is  to  encourage  private,  voluntary 
solutions  and  to  turn  to  forced  solutions 
only  when  and  to  the  extent  necessary. 
Only  thus  do  we  conform  to  the  prin- 
ciples that  define  us  as  a  free  society. 

The  second  tactic  we  have  increas- 
ingly seen  from  the  Soviets  by  way  of 
response  to  our  charges  is  to  attempt  to 
shift  the  terms  of  the  debate  from 
"human  rights"  to  "humanitarianism." 
Witness,  for  example,  their  recent  crea- 
tion of  a  Humanitarian  and  Cultural 
Affairs  Office  in  the  Ministry  of  Foreign 
Affairs.  This  move  plays,  again,  to  con- 
fusions that  have  set  in  in  our  own 
understanding  of  our  moral  foundations, 
which  is  why  the  remarks  of  the  Presi- 
dent on  the  subject  last  Monday  before 
the  UN  General  Assembly  were  so 
critically  important.  Indeed,  they  state 
the  point  so  well  as  to  bear  repeating 
here: 

I  note  that  Mr.  Gorbachev  has  used  in  re- 
cent speeches  the  same  categories 
I  have  used  here  today:  the  military, 
the  political,  and  the  economic;  except  that  he 
titled  his  fourth  category:  humanitarian. 

Well,  the  difference  is  revealing.  The 
United  States  believes  that  respect  for  the 
individual,  for  the  dignity  of  the  human 
person— those  rights  outlined  in  the  UN 
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights— does 
not  belong  in  the  realm  of  charity  or 
"humanitarian"  causes.  Respect  for  human 
rights  is  not  social  work;  it  is  not  merely  an 
act  of  compassion.  It  is  the  first  obligation  of 
government  and  the  source  of  its  legitimacy. 

How  clear  and  to  the  point  those 
remarks  are.  It  is  up  to  us  now  to  bear 
them  in  mind  as  we  press  on  with  our 
important  work,  as  we  cry  out  against 
the  suffering  that  is  going  on  in  the 
Soviet  Union  today. 

This  is  not  a  pretty  picture  I  have 
drawn  for  you  this  evening.  I  wish  I 


December  1986 


69 


MIDDLE  EAST 


could  be  more  san^ine,  but  as  the  legal 
latinate  has  it,  res  ipsa  loquitur— the 
case  speaks  for  itself.  I  am  here,  in  part 
to  tell  you  about  it,  in  part  to  assure  you 
we  are  listening,  but  mostly  to  try  to 
make  it  clear  just  what  the  nature  of  the 


problem  is  and  what  we  must  do  about 
it.  We  must  be  resolute,  but  we  must 
also  realize  that  we  are  in  this  for  the 
long  haul.  It  is,  after  all,  our  children 
and  our  children's  children  who  will 
inherit  this  world  from  us.  ■ 


Supporting  U.S.  Interests 
in  the  Middle  East 


by  Richard  W.  Murphy 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Europe  and  the  Middle  East  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affiars  Committee  on 
October  8,  1986.  Ambassador  Murphy  is 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Near  Eastern 
and  South  Asian  Affairs.  • 

Several  events  have  occurred  in  the 
peace  process  since  I  last  joined  the  com- 
mittee in  open  session  in  August.  Today, 
I  would  like  to  review  a  number  of  the 
developments,  including  the  Alexandria 
summit  and  the  Hassan-Peres  meeting. 
At  the  same  time,  I  would  also  like  to 
draw  attention  to  trends  here  in 
Washington  that  ironically  threaten  to 
undermine  our  ability  to  sustain  and 
encourage  the  positive  developments  we 
see  in  the  region. 

Peace  Process  "^ 

Several  recent  developments  have 
created  an  atmosphere  in  the  region 
more  favorable  to  the  achievement  of 
real  progress  toward  peace. 

The  Alexandria  summit— and  the 
Taba  arbitration  agreement  which  made 
it  possible— are  important  indicators  of 
where  we  are  today  in  the  peace  process. 
They  mark  an  important  step  forward  in 
the  Israeli-Egyptian  relationship,  the 
opening  of  a  "new  era,"  in  the  words  of 
the  summit  communique.  That  relation- 
ship remains  the  key  building  block  to 
Middle  East  peace.  As  President 
Mubarak  and  Prime  Minister  Peres 
noted  in  their  joint  communique,  the 
signing  of  the  Taba  arbitration  com- 
promise once  again  demonstrated  that 
direct  dialogue  and  negotiations  are  the 
■sine  qua  non  for  progress. 

The  growing  realization  in  the  Arab 
world  that  direct  contacts  with  Israel  are 
acceptable  and  beneficial  was  clearly 
exemplified  also  by  King  Hassan's 
meeting  with  Shimon  Peres  and  the 
muted  reaction  to  it,  including  in  the 
Arab  world.  The  Moroccan  monarch 


joined  those  who  forthrightly  declare  to 
the  world  that  they  are  willing  to  take 
risks  for  peace— to  face  threats  from 
rejectionists  who  all  too  often  resort  to 
cowardly  terrorism  and  intimidation  to 
block  peace.  We  applaud  Morocco's 
action. 

The  Hassan-Peres  meeting,  Alexandria 
summit,  and  Taba  agreement  are  among 
a  number  of  positive  developments  that 
we  have  seen  in  the  region  over  the  past 
several  months. 

•  King  Hassan  abrogated  his  treaty 
of  union  with  Libya. 

•  The  reaction  to  the  U.S.  raid  on 
Libya  was,  with  few  exceptions, 
moderate  and  contained. 

•  King  Hussein  has  increased 
Jordan's  involvement  on  the  West  Bank. 

•  Common  areas  of  understanding 
as  regards  the  peace  process  have 
developed  among  Israel,  Jordan,  and 
Egypt,  as  the  Vice  President  noted  at 
the  conclusion  of  his  recent  trip  to  the 
region. 

•  Egypt  has  returned  its  Ambassador 
to  Israel  and  is  actively  engaged  in  ways 
to  increase  trade  and  tourism  between 
the  countries. 

We  can  have  no  illusions.  The  core 
problems  affecting  the  peace  process 
remain  to  be  settled,  to  be  sure.  But 
there  is  a  clear  desire  on  the  part  of 
many  leaders  in  the  region  to  find  a  way 
to  sit  down  and  together  resolve  even 
those  most  difficult  problems.  There  are 
many  signs  that  the  parties  in  the  region 
will  continue  their  efforts  to  advance  the 
prospects  for  peace,  and  we  look  for- 
ward to  continuing  our  constructive 
work  with  the  Israeli  Government  after 
the  upcoming  rotation.  The  United 
States  remains  and  will  remain  actively 
engaged  with  the  parties  as  they  seek  to 
find  a  way  forward. 

I  do  not  predict  any  sudden  break- 
through in  the  near  future.  But  the  kind 
of  undramatic,  steady  progress  we  have 
made  over  the  last  few  years  will  con- 
tinue, thanks  to  the  efforts  of  our  friends 


in  Israel,  Jordan,  Egypt,  and  now  other 
moderate  Arab  states  like  Morocco. 

It  is  regrettable  that  King  Hussein's 
initiative,  nurtured  and  encouraged  by 
Prime  Minister  Peres  and  President 
Mubarak,  was  blocked  by  the  PLO's 
[Palestine  Liberation  Organization] 
inability  to  meet  the  King's  three 
challenges  last  February.  But,  impor- 
tantly, the  parties  have  not  abandoned 
efforts,  hopes,  or  aspirations  for  prog- 
ress. They  continue  to  build  on  areas  of 
common  agreement.  All  recognize  the 
Palestinian  people  and  their  right  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  determination  of  their 
future.  The  remaining  question  is  how. 

All  also  are  of  one  mind  that  a  pro- 
ductive route  for  working  together  is  to 
seek  ways  to  improve  the  quality  of 
Palestinian  life  on  the  West  Bank  and 
Gaza.  Their  efforts  go  beyond  economic 
indicators.  It  involves  a  common  realiza- 
tion that  Palestinian  residents  of  the 
occupied  terrorises  must  have  a  greater 
sense  of  control  over  their  livelihood, 
civic  life,  and  future  prospects. 

The  United  States  has  encouraged 
the  parties  to  take  practical  steps  to 
improve  living  conditions  on  the  West 
Bank  and  to  highlight  the  dynamic 
nature  of  the  ongoing  peace  process. 
Recent  successes  include  the  introduc- 
tion of  measures  to  reduce  barriers  to 
trade  between  the  West  Bank  and 
Jordan. 

Central  to  improving  the  quality  of 
life  for  West  Bank-Gaza  Palestinians  is 
provision  of  economic  assistance  to 
finance  a  variety  of  developmental  proj- 
ects. We  have  provided  $14  million  for 
that  support  and  will  continue  to  give 
these  programs  high  priority  next  year. 
These  funds  are  disbursed  through 
several  private  voluntary  organizations 
operating  in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza. 
We  have  made  an  additional  $5.5  million 
available  through  Jordan  during  this 
fiscal  year.  We  are  also  active  in 
encouraging  our  European  and  Japanese 
allies  to  contribute  to  Jordan's  efforts  on 
the  West  Bank.  Without  any  doubt, 
these  efforts  merit  our  continued 
assistance.  But  I  am  gravely  concerned 
that  we  will  not  be  able  to  be  as 
generous  as  the  importance  of  these  pro- 
grams would  warrant. 

Egyptian  Economy 

Egypt's  difficult  economic  situation  con- 
tinues to  draw  our  full  attention  as  it 
involves  one  of  our  key  peace  process 
partners.  In  recent  months,  the 
Egyptian  Government  has  taken  some 
important  steps  in  implementing 
economic  reform.  One  indicator  of  prog- 
ress is  a  substantial  fall  projected  in  the 
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gross  domestic  product/budget  deficit 
ratio  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  in  June 
1987— a  result  of  increased  revenue  and 
restraints  on  expenditures.  The 
Egyptians  have  made  hard  decisions, 
and  many  others  lie  ahead.  We  welcome 
the  government's  resolve  to  deal  with 
Egypt's  economic  problems. 

We  are  also  encouraged  by  the 
intensive  talks  underway  between  the 
Egyptian  Government  and  the  Interna- 
tional Monetary  Fund  (IMF)  and  World 
Bank.  A  team  of  senior  Egyptian  offi- 
cials followed  up  discussions  with  the 
Fund  and  Bank  in  Cairo  in  August  and 
September  with  nearly  2  weeks  of  talks 
in  Washington  during  the  IMF/IBRD 
[International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development]  annual  meetings. 
These  talks  produced  progress,  and  the 
Fund  and  Bank  agreed  to  resume  discus- 
sions in  Cairo  within  the  next  few 
weeks.  We  hope  these  negotiations  will 
produce  a  sound,  timely  program  which 
addresses  Egypt's  financial  needs  and 
produces  the  basis  for  future  economic 
growth  and  continued  political  stability. 

Challenges 

It  is  a  challenging  period  in  the  Middle 
East;  a  time  when  many  Middle  East 
leaders  alike  are  in  agreement  on  the 
common  goal  of  negotiation  aimed  at 
resolving  the  Arab-Israeli  dispute.  It  is  a 
time  when  the  parties  are  actively, 
openly,  and  creatively  probing  for  routes 
around  barriers.  Paradoxically,  it  is  also 
a  period  when  forces  and  trends  finding 
expression  on  resources  we  allocate  to 
the  foreign  affairs  budget  hinder  us  from 
encouraging  positive  development. 

Secretary  Shultz  expressed  his  grave 
misgivings  during  his  address  at 
Harvard  University's  350th  anniversary 
last  month.  His  remarks,  although  global 
in  scope,  go  to  the  heart  of  many  of  our 
concerns  regarding  U.S.  policy  in  the 
Middle  East.  The  Secretary  spoke  pas- 
sionately of  an  "extraordinary  develop- 
ment: the  congressional  attack  on  the 
foreign  affairs  budget." 

The  Secretary  noted  that  congres- 
sional reductions  and  earmarking  of  aid 
levels  to  a  few  countries  deprive  us  of 
over  half  of  all  our  security  and 
economic  assistance  to  many  countries  in 
the  world.  To  be  sure,  two  of  our  closest 
Middle  East  friends  greatly  benefit  from 
earmarks— Israel  and  Egypt— but 
several  of  our  other  friends  will  be 
severely  penalized.  At  a  time  when  some 
moderate  Arabs  are  more  prepared  than 
ever  before  to  move  toward  Israel  and 
when  they  themselves  face  mounting 
economic  difficulties,  we  simply  do  not 
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have  the  means  to  offer  developmental 
support. 

The  Secretary  correctly  noted  that 
the  dollars  we  spend  on  such  assistance 
are  the  most  cost-effective  bargain 
among  all  of  our  national  security  activ- 
ities. For  example,  the  assistance  we 
provide  to  Jordan  for  developing  the 
West  Bank  is  an  inexpensive  investment 
in  regional  peace.  As  I  mentioned 
earlier,  our  support,  both  moral  and 
financial,  for  the  quality  of  life  of 
Palestinians  is  welcomed  by  Israel, 
Jordan,  and  Egypt.  The  struggle  for  a 
comprehensive,  fair,  and  just  Middle 
East  peace  will  not  be  won  by  the  open- 
ing of  a  bank  or  the  completion  of  a 
water  project.  But  the  context  in  which 
the  peace  process  works  cannot  but  be 
affected  by  the  quality  of  life  on  the 
West  Bank. 

The  severe  reductions  of  U.S.  secu- 
rity and  economic  assistance  in  the 
Middle  East  come  at  a  time  when  our 
closest  friends  face  grave  economic  dif- 
ficulties, owing  in  part  to  the  oil  glut  and 
debt  crisis.  During  this  type  of  crunch, 
the  strong  support  of  the  United  States 
is  most  needed  and  appreciated. 
Included  in  this  group  are  small  nations 
such  as  Tunisia  and  Jordan— both  of 
whom  speak  forcefully  against  Qadhafi's 
state-sponsored  terrorism  and  worked 
courageously  behind  the  scenes  in  the 
Arab  League  to  prevent  a  strong  con- 
demnation of  the  U.S.  Libyan  raid. 
There  were  others.  Morocco  defied 
Qadhafi  in  August  by  unilaterally 
abrogating  the  Oujda  accord  with  Libya. 
King  Hassan's  bold  initiatives  with 
Israel  have  done  much  to  further  peace 
in  the  region.  Many  of  these  same 
friends  stand  to  be  heavily  penalized  by 
our  assistance  cutbacks. 

Secretary  Shultz  warned  of  other 
dangers.  He  spoke  of  an  alarming  swing 
in  America  from  involvement  to  isola- 
tion. Rather  than  giving  in  to  our  "impa- 
tience with  diplomacy,"  the  Secretary 
challenges  our  nation  to  pursue  practical 
political  solutions  in  this  world.  This 
requires  "perseverance,  understanding 
of  ambiguity,  and  a  recognition  of  the 
need  for  compromise."  Specifically,  he 
decried  those  who  despaired  at  the 
disturbing  trends  in  the  United  Nations 
and  called  for  strengthening  our  role  in 
the  United  Nations  for  affirmative 
reasons  and  also  lest  others  whose  inter- 
ests are  adverse  to  ours  step  into  our 
place. 

I  can  think  of  no  better  example  of 
Secretary  Shultz's  point  than  the  oppor- 
tunity we  have  to  continue  U.S.  involve- 
ment with  the  UN  Interim  Force  in 
Lebanon  (UNIFIL).  We  have  supported 
UNIFIL  since  it  was  established  in  1978. 
Its  objective  was  to  confirm  the  Israeli 


withdrawal  from  Lebanon,  to  assist  the 
Lebanese  Government  to  return  its 
effective  authority  to  south  Lebanon, 
and  to  contribute  to  the  restoration  of 
international  peace  and  security  to  the 
area.  It  could  play  a  key  role  in  future 
security  arrangements.  The  force  has 
not  been  able  fully  to  carry  out  its  man- 
date. But  we  believe  it  makes  an  impor- 
tant contribution  to  stability  in  the  area. 
I  want  to  thank  the  members  of  this  sub- 
committee for  their  letter  of  support  for 
UNIFIL. 

We  are  deeply  concerned  that  the 
Congress  may  provide  less  than  half  our 
$42.9  million  request  for  fiscal  year  (FY) 
1987  after  making  a  similar  cut  in  our 
FY  1986  request.  Congress'  move  first 
to  eliminate  and  then  to  reduce  our  con- 
tribution to  UNIFIL  has  made  our  policy 
of  consistent  support  for  the  force  more 
difficult  to  carry  out.  The  governments 
of  the  troop  contributors,  who  look  to  us 
for  leadership  on  this  issue,  indicated 
serious  concern  at  these  developments. 
They  take  it  as  evidence  of  eroding  U.S. 
political  and  diplomatic  support  for 
UNIFIL.  Perhaps  in  the  face  of  our 
wavering,  the  Soviets— for  the  first  time 
since  UNIFIL's  establishment— in  April 
voted  in  favor  of  renewing  UNIFIL's 
mandate  and  expressed  a  willingness  to 
pay  their  share.  It  is  clear  that  for  the 
Soviets,  our  funding  difficulties  repre- 
sent an  opportunity  to  gain  propaganda 
and  political  advantage  at  our  expense  in 
Lebanon  and  at  the  United  Nations. 

The  case  can  be  made  equally  well 
for  recent  congressional  efforts  to 
reduce  U.S.  support  for  the  UN  Relief 
and  Works  Agency  (UNWRA)  and  the 
Sinai  Multinational  Force  and  Observers 
(MFO).  The  United  States  has  a  deep 
and  fundamental  commitment  to  seeking 
stability  in  the  Middle  East.  Reducing 
funds  for  UNWRA  only  sends  a  false 
signal  that  our  resolve  to  acknowledge 
and  support  the  needs  of  Palestinian 
refugees  is  weakening.  Similarly,  we 
have  a  firm  political  commitment  to 
Israel  and  Egypt  to  contribute  one-third 
of  the  costs  of  the  MFO.  To  dishonor 
that  promise  would  be  interpreted  as  our 
backing  away  from  the  Egyptian-Israeli 
peace  treaty. 

In  this  context,  I  want  also  to 
reiterate  the  Administration's  concern 
that  the  suffering  of  the  Lebanese  peo- 
ple be  soon  alleviated.  We  strongly  sup- 
port the  current  Lebanese  initiative, 
through  the  committee  of  dialogue,  to 
find  a  blueprint  for  political  and  security 
reform.  We  believe  that  the  continued 
violent  interference  of  militias  in  an 
effort  to  restore  the  rule  of  law  is 
reprehensible.  Militias  should  be 
disbanded. 
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Perhaps  more  than  any  other  cur- 
rent congressional  initiative,  I  am  con- 
cerned at  the  long-term  threat  to  the 
President's  ability  to  conduct  foreign 
policy  and,  importantly,  to  advance  U.S. 
interests  in  the  region  constituted  by  the 
proposed  Biden-Levine  bill  to  change  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  legislation. 
Although  the  Administration  has  not  yet 
completed  a  detailed  examination  of  the 
full  legal  and  policy  effects  of  the  bill,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
express  my  personal  and  profound 
misgivings  now— early  in  the  process  of 
its  consideration.  In  the  press  conference 
announcing  the  bill,  one  of  the  sponsors 
stated  that  the  objective  of  the  bill  is  to 
respond  to  the  constitutional  concerns 
raised  by  Chadka— the  Supreme  Court's 
1983  decision  striking  the  legislative 
veto— and  to  require  a  majority  vote  of 
both  Houses  of  Congress  to  approve 
"sensitive"  arms  sales.  The  bill  ade- 
quately addresses  the  Chadha  issue  by 
providing  for  a  joint  resolution  to  be 
presented  to  the  President.  However, 
the  bill  raises  other  questions  by  restric- 
ting the  President's  foreign  affairs 
powers.  In  this  regard,  while  the  bill  is 
apparently  neutral,  the  sponsors  make 
no  secret  of  the  intent  of  the  legisla- 
tion—to block  approval  of  such  sales  to 
the  moderate  Arab  states. 

With  all  respect  to  the  sponsors  of 
this  legislation,  I  fear  that  it  is  another 
example  of  the  tendencies  now  develop- 
ing in  the  American  policy  that 
Secretary  Shultz  identified  in  his  Har- 
vard speech.  It  is  a  reflection  of 
isolationism— best  understood  as  an 
unwillingness  to  recognize  the  complex- 
ities and  realities  of  the  world  we  live  in. 
It  reflects  a  desire  to  withdraw  from 
regional  engagements,  to  bypass 
diplomacy,  and  to  impose  congressional 
restraints  on  the  President's  constitu- 
tional ability  to  conduct  foreign  policy. 

The  Secretary's  view  is  well  illus- 
trated by  the  continuing  course  of  events 
in  the  Persian  Gulf.  As  this  committee 
well  understands,  one  of  our  nation's 
highest  priorities  is  to  assure  the  free 
flow  of  oil  from  the  gulf.  Our  friends  in 
the  region  such  as  Saudi  Arabia  and  the 
other  Gulf  Cooperation  Council  countries 
must  have  the  means  to  protect 
themselves  and  their  interests  and,  in 
the  process,  maintain  freedom  of  inter- 
national navigation.  Their  need  is  very 
much  in  line  with  U.S.  interests.  Over 
the  years,  we  have  taken  important 
steps  to  maintain  these  common  security 
interests.  We  have  provided  both  eyes 
and  ears  and  sword  and  shield  to  our 
friends  in  the  gulf,  and  as  the  crisis  goes 
on,  we  will  be  required  to  do  more  so 


that  they  can  defend  both  their  interests 
and  our  own. 

Since  I  last  talked  with  you  in  mid- 
August,  the  preparations  for  a  large 
Iranian  offensive  have  proceeded  apace. 
The  offensive  (or  offensives)  could  be 
launched  during  the  next  few  weeks. 
There  is  mounting  concern  both  here  and 
in  moderate  Arab  capitals  that  the  com- 
bination of  Iran's  stated  intention  to 
launch  the  "final"  offensive  and  the 
change  in  Iraqi  air  tactics  since  mid-July 
has  led  to  a  heightened  tempo  and  pace 
of  the  war. 

Despite  their  very  substantial 
economic  problems,  the  Iranians  con- 
tinue to  believe  that  they  have  a  good 
chance  of  making  a  "breakthrough"  of 
some  sort  with  this  offensive.  Iranian 
troop  concentrations  are  gathering  in 
both  the  central  and  southern  sectors  of 
the  front,  from  Mehran  to  Faw.  Domes- 
tic preparations— readying  hospitals  to 
receive  the  wounded,  Khomeini  blessing 
the  army  and  Revolutionary  Guard 
leadership— have  taken  place. 

If  there  was  any  doubt  about  Iran's 
commitment  to  victory,  they  were  laid  to 
rest  August  24  when  AyatoUah  Khomeini 
intervened  in  the  war  discussion  and,  in 
the  midst  of  a  lengthy  exhortation  on  the 
war,  made  the  following  comments: 

We  must . . .  refuse  to  submit  to  either  an 
imposed  peace  or  an  imposed  arbitration. 
We  must  continue  this  war,  as  decided  by 
ourselves  and  our  nation  and  as  stated  by  the 
entire  nation.  This  war  must  continue  until, 
God  willing,  victory  is  achieved.  The  victory, 
God  willing,  is  near. ...  If  our  nation  wishes 
to  see  this  victory  achieved,  then  it  must  be 
mobilized.  Our  entire  nation  must  be  mobil- 
ized in  the  true  sense  of  the  word  for  the 
battlefronts. 

The  Iraqis  are  well  aware  of  Iranian 
plans  and  troop  movements  and  have 
made  their  own  preparations  over  the 
summer,  mobilizing  new  troops  and  sus- 
taining a  very  vigorous  air  war  against 
Iranian  economic  targets  since  mid-July. 
In  fact,  since  we  last  met,  the  Iraqis 


have  done  substantial  damage  to  Iranian 
oil  targets  in  the  gulf,  with  strikes  on 
Kharg,  Lavan,  and  Sirri  Islands,  as  well 
as  refineries  and  oil  production  networks 
on  land.  As  for  the  expected  offensive, 
we  believe  that  Iraq  should  be  able  to 
sustain  its  defenses. 

While  all  attention  is  focused  on  the 
imminent  offensive,  we  continue  to  be 
concerned  about  the  long-term  outlook 
of  the  war.  As  the  level  of  violence  and 
destruction  escalates,  so  do  the  chances 
for  the  spreading  and  spillover  of  the 
war.  Already,  gulf  shipping  has  become 
a  renewed  target  for  both  sides.  We  con- 
tinue to  press  our  3-year-old  diplomatic 
initiative  to  prevent  arms  from  getting 
to  Iran.  We  do  this  because  of  our  desire 
to  see  the  war  wind  down.  We  target 
Iranian  procurement  because  Iran  is  the 
intransigent  party  in  the  war,  refusing 
to  consider  any  negotiation  or  mediation 
proposal  made  to  date. 

We  also  continue  our  diplomatic 
exchanges  on  the  war— in  an  effort  to 
see  what  we  might  be  able  to  do— at  the 
United  Nations  or  elsewhere  to  help 
draw  the  war  to  an  end.  Our  problem, 
again,  has  been  Iranian  commitment  to 
the  war.  There  are  any  number  of  poten- 
tial, even  eager,  mediators— and  Iraq  has 
agreed  to  various  proposals,  but  Iran  has 
not. 

In  conclusion,  and  to  emphasize  the 
Secretary's  thoughts,  we  live  in  a 
dangerous  and  highly  interdependent 
world.  The  {)reeminent  task  of  the 
Executive  and  Congress  is  to  meet  the 
challenges  before  us  by  working 
together  to  construct  a  wise  and  just 
foreign  policy  that  protects  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States.  This 
requires  adequate  resources,  including  a 
fair  and  flexible  arms  transfer  statute. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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MIDDLE  EAST 


Visit  of  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Peres 


Prime  Minister  Shimon  Peres  of  the 
State  of  Israel  made  an  official  working 
visit  to  Washington,  D.C.,  September 
U-16,  1986,  to  meet  with  President 
Reagan  and  other  government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by 
President  Reagan  and  Prime  Minister 
Peres  after  their  meeting  on 
September  15^ 

President  Reagan 

It  has  been  a  great  pleasure  for  me  to 
welcome,  again,  Shimon  Peres  to  the 
White  House.  He's  a  valued  friend,  a 
statesman  and  a  spokesman  for  peace, 
and  a  leader  of  the  Government  of 
Israel,  a  country  with  which  the  United 
States  has  deep  and  special  ties. 

Our  meeting  today  reflected  the 
close  dialogue  that  Israel  and  the  United 
States  enjoy  as  friends  and  partners.  We 
discussed  our  broad  bilateral  agenda  as 
well  as  regional  and  international  issues. 

Item  number  one  was  our  commit- 
ment to  continuing  the  search  for  a 
negotiated  peace  between  Israel  and  all 
of  its  Arab  neighbors.  We  noted 
favorable  trends  in  the  Middle  East,  not 
just  the  longing  for  peace  by  the  Israeli 
and  Arab  peoples  but  constructive 
actions  taken  by  leaders  in  the  region  to 
breathe  new  life  into  the  peace  process. 

No  one  has  done  more  than  Prime 
Minister  Peres  to  that  end.  His  vision, 
his  statesmanship,  and  his  tenacity  are 
greatly  appreciated  here. 

In  this  connection,  we  have  just 
witnessed  an  auspicious  event:  the 
meeting  between  Prime  Minister  Peres 
and  President  Mubarak  of  Egypt  follow- 
ing successful  negotiations  on  a  formula 
for  resolving  the  Taba  dispute.  Egypt 
and  Israel  have  once  again  demonstrated 
that  Arab-Israeli  differences  can  best  be 
resolved  through  direct  negotiations. 

We're  also  heartened  by  the  contin- 
ued efforts  of  King  Hussein  of  Jordan  as 
well  as  the  historic  meeting  between 
King  Hassan  of  Moroccco  and  Prime 
Minister  Peres.  There  is  reason  for 
optimism  and  hope. 

Prime  Minister  Peres  and  I  have 
agreed  that  a  steady,  determined  effort 
is  needed  by  all  if  the  remaining  obsta- 
cles to  direct  negotiations  are  to  be  sur- 
mounted. So,  our  two  governments 
today  reiterate  our  pledge  to  keep 
pushing  toward  a  lasting  peace. 

In  our  discussions  we  also  reviewed 
many  aspects  of  the  close  and  mutually 


beneficial  relations  between  our  coun- 
tries, including  the  need  to  maintain  a 
strong  and  secure  Israel.  To  this  end, 
not  only  is  military  strength  essential 
but  also  a  vigorous,  growing  Israeli 
economy.  Prime  Minister  Peres  and  his 
colleagues  in  Israel's  national  unity 
government  have  achieved  remarkable 
success  in  stabilizing  their  economy. 
They  are  now  turning  their  attention  to 
growth,  with  our  full  encouragement  and 
support. 

I  emphasized  to  Prime  Minister 
Peres  that  the  U.S.  Government  remains 
deeply  concerned  about  the  plight  of 
Soviet  Jewry  and  that  this  subject  will 
continue  to  be  an  important  part  of  our 
dialogue  with  the  Soviet  Union. 

We  also  discussed  the  scourge  of  ter- 
rorism and  our  revulsion  over  the  recent 
murder  of  the  innocent  in  Istanbul  and 
Karachi. 2  The  lives  of  Jews,  Muslims, 
Hindus,  and  Christians  were  taken  in 
this  attack  on  civilization.  These  were 
acts  of  horror  and  outrage. 

Israelis  and  Americans  can  be  proud 
of  the  relationship  between  our  two 
countries.  The  common  values  and  inter- 
ests that  bring  us  together  sustain  us 
both,  and  the  many  levels  of  cooperation 
between  us  provide  a  rich  substance  to 
our  ties. 

We  look  forward  to  building  on  the 
good  will  and  trust  so  evident  between 
our  governments  and  peoples. 

Prime  Minister  Peres 

It  is  with  satisfaction  that  I  join  you  at  a 
conclusion  of  yet  another  most  produc- 
tive meeting  where  your  dedication  to 
peace  in  the  Middle  East  and  your  long- 
recognized  friendship  to  the  people  of 
Israel— may  I  say,  to  the  Jewish  people 
all  over  the  world— found  one  small,  con- 
crete expression. 

When  we  met  2  years  ago,  we  laid 
out  policies  and  strategies  for  peace, 
security,  and  economic  development. 
These  were  mostly  accomplished,  much, 
due  to  your  friendship  and  determina- 
tion. Today  we  look  at  the  future.  I  am 
certain  that  what  we  have  planned  will 
be  implemented  with  equal  imagination, 
dedication,  and  resolve. 

On  the  peace  front,  we  have  pre- 
pared the  ground  for  a  new  drive.  The 
end  of  the  war  in  Lebanon,  the  begin- 
ning of  what  President  Mubarak  termed 
a  new  era  in  the  Israeli-Egyptian  rela- 
tions, a  policy  that  keeps  doors  open  for 


coexistence  and  peaceful  relations  on  the 
West  Bank  and  Gaza,  the  search  for  a 
Jordanian-Palestinian  platform  for 
progress— all  pave  the  ground  for  the 
next  phase. 

There  is  always  a  difference  between 
up-rooting  a  tree  and  making  a  forest 
grow.  Confrontation  is  by  definition  a 
single  event.  Peacemaking  is  a  process 
which  requires  constant  patience,  culti- 
vation. I  am  certain  that  together  we 
can  sail  to  new  shores  of  understanding 
in  pacifying  our  region.  The  good  offices 
of  the  United  States  has  demonstrated 
its  effectiveness  by  demonstrating 
restraint  in  appearance  and  dedication  in 
content. 

The  next  step  should  be  directed 
toward  negotiation  between  the  parties 
concerned.  The  international  community 
can  support  such  negotiations,  not  sub- 
stitute it.  We  are  for,  clearly,  direct 
negotiation  on  a  bilateral  ground 
between  each  of  the  parties  concerned. 
And  international  support  can  provide 
the  parties  with  an  opportunity  of  an 
opening  occasion,  but  negotiations 
should  remain  between  the  parties 
concerned. 

For  the  international  participation, 
we  shall  accept  only  parties  that  respect 
peace  and  human  rights,  and  we  shall 
not  compromise  on  it.  Small  as  we  may 
be,  we  are  not  going  to  depart  from  con- 
viction and  principles  that  should  be 
respected  by  all,  small  and  large  at  the 
same  time. 

Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for 
the  depth  of  your  understanding,  for  the 
empathy,  enjoying  the  basic  rights,  the 
basic  rights  of  a  people  under  your 
leadership,  Mr.  President.  The  free 
world  has  made  real  progress  toward 
democracy,  toward  freedom,  toward 
security,  and  toward  prosperity.  And  all 
of  us,  wherever  we  may  be,  have  enjoyed 
this  very  imaginative  and  determined 
leadership. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  a  wind 
of  hope  and  optimism  that  you  have 
added  to  the  life  of  the  free  world  and  to 
our  own  country  and  our  own  people. 


'Made  in  the  Rose  Garden  at  the  White 
House  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Sept.  22,  1986). 

^President  Reagan  referred  to  the 
massacre  at  Neve  Shalom  Synagogue  in 
Istanbul,  Turkey,  and  the  hijacking  of  Pan 
American  Airways  Flight  73  in  Karachi, 
Pakistan.  ■ 
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PACIFIC 


Compact  of  Free  Association 
With  Pacific  Islands 


EXECUTIVE  ORDER  12569, 
OCT.  16,  1986' 

Management  of  the  Compact  of  Free 
Association  With  the  Republic  of  the 
Marshall  Islands,  the  Federated  States 
of  Micronesia,  and  the  Republic  of  Palau 

By  the  authority  vested  in  me  as  President  by 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  including  the  Compact  of  Free 
Association  (the  Compact)  and  Public  Law 
99-239,  (the  Act),  it  is  ordered  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Responsibility  of  the 
Secretary  of  State.  The  Secretary  of  State 
shall  conduct  the  government-to-government 
relations  of  the  United  States  with  the 
Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands,  the 
Federated  States  of  Micronesia,  and  the 
Republic  of  Palau  (the  "Freely  Associated 
States"),  including  any  subdivisions,  officials 
or  persons  thereof,  and  may  delegate  or 
allocate  such  of  his  authority  under  this  Order 
to  such  other  United  States  officials  as  he 
may  from  time  to  time  deem  desirable.  The 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
include,  consistent  with  Article  V  of  Title  One 
of  the  Compact  and  section  105(b)(1)  of  the 
Act,  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
representative  offices  in  the  Freely 
Associated  States  and  supervision  of  the 
United  States  representatives  and  their  staff. 
The  Secretary  also  shall  provide,  in  accord- 
ance with  applicable  law,  for  appropriate 
privileges,  immunities,  and  assistance  to 
representatives  and  their  staff.  The  Secretary 
also  shall  provide,  in  accordance  with  appli- 
cable law,  for  appropriate  privileges,  immu- 
nities, and  assistance  to  representatives  to 
the  United  States  designated  by  the  Govern- 
ments of  the  Freely  Associated  States, 
together  with  their  officers  and  staff.  In 
accordance  with  applicable  law  and  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Order,  the  Secretary  also  shall 
have  the  authority  and  responsibility  to  take 
such  other  actions  as  may  be  necessary  and 
appropriate  to  ensure  that  the  authorities  and 
obligations  of  the  United  States  set  forth  in 
the  Compact  and  its  related  agreements  and 
in  the  laws  of  the  United  States  as  they  relate 
to  the  conduct  of  government-to-government 
relations  with  the  Freely  Associated  States 
are  carried  out.  The  Secretary  shall  provide 
from  appropriations  made  to  the  Department 
of  State  such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Order  in  rela- 
tion to  the  activities  of  the  Department  of 
State. 

Sec.  2.  Responsibility  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  be  responsible  for  seeking  the  appropria- 
tion of  funds  for  and,  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  shall  make 
available  to  the  Freely  Associated  States  and 
the  United  States  economic  and  financial 
assistance  appropriated  pursuant  to  Article  I 
of  Title  Two  of  the  Compact;  the  grant,  .serv- 
ice, and  program  assistance  appropriated  pur- 


suant to  Article  II  of  Title  Two  of  the  Com- 
pact; and  all  other  United  States  assistance 
appropriated  pursuant  to  the  Compact  and  its 
related  agreements.  The  Secretary  shall  coor- 
dinate and  monitor  any  program  or  any  activ- 
ity by  any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  and  shall  coordinate  and 
monitor  related  economic  development  plan- 
ning. This  Section  shall  not  apply  to  services 
provided  by  the  Department  of  Defense  to  the 
Freely  Associated  States  or  to  activities  pur- 
suant to  Section  1  of  this  Order,  including 
activities  under  the  Peace  Corps  Act. 

Sec.  3.  Interagency  Group  on  Freely 
Associated  State  Affairs  and  the  Office  of 
Freely  Associated  State  Affairs. 

(a)  There  is  established  an  Interagency 
Group  on  Freely  Associated  State  Affairs  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  guidance  and  over- 
sight with  respect  to  the  establishment  and 
implementation  of  policy  concerning  the  Com- 
pact and  United  States  relations  with  the 
Freely  Associated  States. 

(b)  The  Interagency  Group  shall  consist  of 
the  Secretary  of  State  or  his  designee,  who 
shall  chair  the  Group,  and  of  the  principal 
officers  or  their  designees  from  the  Depart- 
ments of  the  Interior,  Defense,  Commerce, 
Energy,  and  Justice,  the  Organization  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  the  National  Security 
Council,  and  such  other  departments  and 
agencies  as  may  from  time  to  time  be 
appropriate. 

(c)  The  Interagency  Group  shall  make 
such  recommendations  as  it  shall  deem  appro- 
priate to  the  President,  through  the  Assistant 
to  the  President  for  National  Security 
Affairs,  concerning  United  States  relations 
with  the  Freely  Associated  States.  The  Inter- 
agency Group  also  shall  provide  such 
guidance  as  it  deems  appropriate  to  depart- 
ments and  agencies  delegated  authority  by 
this  Order  concerning  administration  of  laws 
with  respect  to  the  Freely  Associated  States. 

(d)  If  any  department  or  agency  charged 
by  this  Order  with  implementation  of  the 
Compact  or  other  laws  of  the  United  States 
with  respect  to  the  Freely  Associated  States 
concludes  that  noncompliance  sanctions 
pursuant  to  section  105(g)  of  the  Act  are 
appropriate,  it  shall  make  appropriate  recom- 
mendations to  the  Interagency  Group.  The 
Interagency  Group  shall  consider  these 
recommendations  and  report  its  findings  to 
the  President  for  his  review  in  making  that 
determination. 

(e)(1)  There  shall  be  in  the  Department  of 
State  an  Office  of  Freely  Associated  State 
Affairs  to  conduct  United  States  relations 
with  the  Freely  Associated  States  and  carry 
out  related  matters,  as  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  direct  or  delegate,  and  provide  appro- 
priate support  to  the  Interagency  Group. 

(2)  The  Office  shall  be  headed  by  a  Direc- 
tor designated  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  to 
whom  the  Secretaries  of  State,  Defense,  and 


the  Interior  may,  to  the  extent  permitted  by 
law,  delegate  any  or  all  of  their  respective 
authorities  and  responsibilities  as  described  in 
this  Order,  including  the  authorities  referred 
to  in  Section  4  of  this  Order.  The  Director 
shall  serve  as  Executive  Secretary  of  the 
Interagency  Group. 

(3)  Personnel  additional  to  that  provided 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  may  be  detailed  to 
the  Office  by  the  Executive  departments  and 
agencies  that  are  members  of  the  Interagency 
Group,  and  by  other  agencies  as  appropriate. 
Executive  departments  and  agencies  shall,  to 
the  extent  permitted  by  law,  provide  such 
information,  advice,  and  administrative  serv- 
ices and  facilities  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
fullfillment  of  the  functions  of  the  Office. 

Sec.  4.  United  States  Representatives  to 
the  Freely  Associated  States.  The  United 
States  Representatives  assigned  to  a  Freely 
Associated  State  in  accordance  with  Article  V 
of  Title  One  of  the  Compact  shall  represent 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  an 
official  capacity  in  that  Freely  Associated 
State,  and  shall  supervise  the  actions  of  any 
Executive  department  or  agency  personnel 
assigned  permanently  or  temporarily  to  that 
Freely  Associated  State. 

Sec  5.  Cooperation  among  Executive 
Departments  and  Agencies.  All  Executive 
departments  and  agencies  shall  cooperate  in 
the  effectuation  of  the  provisions  of  this 
Order.  The  Interagency  Group  and  Office  of 
Freely  Associated  State  Affairs  shall  facili- 
tate such  cooperative  measures.  Nothing  in 
this  Order  shall  be  construed  to  impair  the 
authority  and  responsibility  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  security  and  defense  matters 
in  or  relating  to  the  Freely  Associated  States. 

Sec.  6.  Delegation  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  The  following  authorities  are 
delegated  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior: 

(a)  Reporting  to  the  Congress  on  eco- 
nomic development  plans  prepared  by  the 
Government  of  the  Federated  States  of 
Micronesia  and  the  Government  of  the 
Marshall  Islands,  pursuant  to  sections  102(b) 
and  103(b)  of  the  Act; 

(b)  The  determination  required  by  section 
103(e)  of  the  Act  concerning  the  qualifications 
of  the  investment  management  firm  selected 
by  the  Government  of  the  Marshall  Islands; 

(c)  Reporting  to  the  Congress  with 
respect  to  the  impact  of  the  Compact  of  Free 
Association  on  the  United  States  territories 
and  commonwealths  and  on  the  State  of 
Hawaii,  pursuant  to  section  104(e)(2)  of  the 
Act;  and 

(d)  Causing  an  annual  audit  to  be  con- 
ducted of  the  annual  financial  statements  of 
the  Government  of  the  Federated  States  of 
Micronesia  and  the  Government  of  the  Mar- 
shall Islands,  pursuant  to  section  110(b)  of  the 
Act. 

Sec.  7.  Delegation  to  the  Secretary  of 
State.  The  following  authorities  are  delegated 

to  the  Secretary  of  State: 

(a)  Reporting  to  the  Congress  on  crimes 
in  the  Federated  States  of  Micronesia  and  the 
Marshall  Islands  which  have  an  impact  upon 
United  States  jurisdictions,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tions 102(a)(4)  and  103(a)(4)  of  the  Act; 
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(b)  Submitting  the  certification  and  report 
to  the  Congress  for  purposes  of  section  5  of 
the  Fishermen's  Protective  Act  of  1967,  pur- 
suant to  section  104(f)(3)  of  the  Act;  and 

(c)  Reporting  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  to  the  Congress  on 
determinations  made  regarding  security  and 
defense,  pursuant  to  section  105(q)  of  the  Act. 

Sec.  8.  Supersession  and  Saving 
Provisions. 

(a)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  9 
of  this  Order,  prior  Executive  orders  concern- 
ing the  former  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands  are  hereby  superseded  and  rendered 
inapplicable,  except  that  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  provided  in  appli- 
cable provisions  of  Executive  Order  No. 
11021,  as  amended,  shall  remain  in  effect,  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this  Order  and  pur- 
suant to  sectionl05(c)(2)  of  the  Act,  to  ter- 


minate the  trust  territory  government  and 
discharge  its  responsibilities,  at  which  time 
the  entirety  of  Executive  Order  No.  11021 
shall  be  superseded. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Order  shall  be  con- 
strued as  modifying  the  rights  or  obligations 
of  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Compact  or  as  affecting  or  modifying  the 
responsibility  of  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
the  Attorney  General  to  interpret  the  rights 
and  obligations  of  the  United  States  arising 
out  of  or  concerning  the  Compact. 

Sec.  9  Effective  Date.  This  Order  shall 
become  effective  with  respect  to  a  Freely 
Associated  State  simultaneously  with  the 
entry  into  force  of  the  Compact  for  that  state. 

Ronald  Reagan 


^Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  20,  1986 


The  Strategic  Importance 
of  the  Emerging  Pacific 


by  Gaston  J.  Sigur,  Jr. 

Address  before  a  conference 
cosponsored  by  the  Georgetown  Univer- 
sity Center  for  Strategic  and  Interna- 
tional Studies  and  the  Pacific  Islands 
Association  on  September  29,  1986.  Mr. 
Sigur  is  Assistant  Secretary  for  East 
Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs. 

I  am  delighted  to  have  this  opportunity 
to  address  you  this  morning  on  the 
strategic  importance  of  the  Pacific 
region  as  we  in  this  Administration  see 
it.  It  seems  to  me  particularly  timely  to 
devote  a  forum  to  the  discussion  of 
developments  in  Oceania— the  nations 
and  islands  of  the  Pacific.  In  both 
economic  and  political  terms,  they  are  an 
increasingly  valuable  part  of  the  emerg- 
ing Asian-Pacific  profile  on  the  world 
stage.  As  our  attention  becomes  focused 
more  and  more  on  the  Asian  and  Pacific 
region  generally,  we  recognize  full  well 
the  role  being  played  by  the  smaller 
oceanic  entities  in  the  emergence  of  that 
area.  The  United  States  is  actively 
engaged  in  consultations  with  our  island 
friends  on  a  broad  range  of  common 
interests  and  concerns. 

We  are  proud  of  our  historic  associa- 
tion with  the  area.  The  United  States 
paid  a  precious  price  in  the  Pacific  45 
years  ago.  We  have  assisted  the  islands 
in  their  social  and  commercial  develop- 
ment to  improve  the  livelihoods  of  their 
people,  and  we  have  helped  wherever  we 
could  to  ease  their  transition  to  full 
sovereignty.  We  maintain  ongoing 


political  and  commercial  relations  with 
the  region  on  a  mutually  beneficial  basis. 
To  the  extent  that  issues  arise,  as  they 
do  in  any  normal  relationship,  we  will 
address  them  candidly  and  sensitively. 
In  short,  this  Administration  welcomes 
the  "emergence"  of  the  Pacific,  and 
we  are  confident  of  its  positive 
consequences. 

U.S.  Interests  and  Involvement 

Let  me  step  back  now,  for  a  moment, 
and  look  at  the  larger  picture  of 
America's  growing  interest  and  involve- 
ment in  the  entire  Asian-Pacific  region. 
Contrary  to  the  fears  of  many  10  years 
ago,  we  never  "abandoned"  our  Asian 
commitments.  There  was  a  period  of 
reassessment,  but  our  fundamental 
linkage  to  the  economic  and  security 
interests  of  the  region  was  deeply  rooted 
and  inseverable.  The  remarkable  prog- 
ress achieved  throughout  the  region  in 
the  post- Vietnam  era  heralds  a  new  and 
significant  role  for  it  in  the  decades 
ahead,  and  our  national  interests  there 
have  evolved  accordingly. 

Today,  the  implications  of  daily 
events  in  Asia  and  the  Pacific  are  truly 
global.  The  economic,  political,  social, 
cultural,  and  security  developments  of 
the  region  all  impact  on  the  international 
system  and  influence,  in  some  way,  our 
own  lifestyles  and  policies  in  this  coun- 
try. We  cannot  afford  to  regard  the  area 
casually  as  we  deliberate  our  labor 
policies,  trade  strategies,  or  security  pro- 
visions. Nearly  every  event  that  occurs 
there  must  be  factored  into  our  own 


national  planning.  In  very  many 
respects,  we  depend  on  the  Asian-Pacific 
region,  just  as  it  depends  on  us.  Our 
relationship  is  one  of  broad  inter- 
dependence and  reciprocal  influence. 
The  United  States  must  respond 
realistically  to  this  fact. 

Our  own  interests  and  goals  in  the 
Asian  and  Pacific  region  have  been 
carefully  identified,  and  they  must  be 
just  as  clearly  articulated  so  that  they 
are  well  understood  by  all.  The  United 
States  has  an  abiding  interest  in  the  con- 
tinuing peace,  political  stability,  and 
economic  prosperity  of  the  entire  region. 
For  this  reason,  we  actively  strive  to 
nurture  closer  cooperation  and  consulta- 
tions on  a  broad  spectrum  of  common 
concerns.  In  support  of  our  many 
defense  commitments,  we  seek  to  main- 
tain the  overall  strategic  balance  among 
major  powers  in  the  region  which 
ensures  our  own  operational  ability, 
maneuverability,  and  access  in  time  of 
crisis.  This  important  goal  necessarily 
depends  upon  the  reliability  of  our 
regional  partners  in  shouldering  their 
portion  of  political  and  security  respon- 
sibilities. And,  of  course,  we  endorse  and 
support  broader  democratization  and 
respect  for  human  rights  wherever  defi- 
ciencies exist,  as  well  as  the  strengthen- 
ing of  the  open  market  trading  system 
for  greater  common  prosperity. 

For  our  part,  we  pledge  sensitive 
leadership  and  ample  support  to  our 
regional  friends  without  attempting  to 
dictate  or  dominate  local  processes. 
We  do  not  consider  the  Pacific  an 
"American  lake"  but  do  acknowledge 
our  responsibilities  and  legitimate 
national  interests  there.  We  are  a  Pacific 
nation,  and  have  been,  historically.  We 
are  proud  of  that  fact  and  proud  of  the 
contributions  we  have  made  to  the 
welfare  and  development  of  the  region. 


Micronesian  Relations 

In  Micronesia,  the  United  States  has 
been  working  closely  with  the  several 
governments  of  the  Trust  Territory  of 
the  Pacific  Islands  to  forge  a  new 
political  relationship.  Be  it  the  common- 
wealth status  the  peoples  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands  have  chosen 
or  the  freely  associated  relationship  pre- 
ferred by  the  Federated  States  of 
Micronesia,  the  Republic  of  Palau,  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands, 
these  new  relationships  represent  the 
clearly  stated  will  of  the  Micronesian 
people  as  expressed  in  a  series  of  UN- 
observed  plebiscites  held  over  the  past 
several  years.  The  Reagan  Administra- 
tion is  proud  of  the  role  it  has  played  in 
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bringing  the  political  aspirations  of  the 
peoples  of  the  trust  territory  to  fruition, 
and  it  joins  with  the  leaders  of  the 
region  in  rejecting  the  demands  of  the 
Soviet  Union  that  these  aspirations  be 
arbitrarily  denied. 

As  many  of  you  know,  the  situation 
in  Palau  is  in  flux.  Two  weeks  ago,  a 
legal  challenge  to  the  Compact  of  Free 
Association  was  upheld  by  the  Palau 
Supreme  Court.  What  is  important  to 
keep  in  mind  when  examining  this  issue 
is  that  the  challenge  to  the  compact  was 
weighed  and  tested  by  the  legal  system 
of  Palau— not  that  of  the  United  States. 
That  is  to  say,  the  legal  challenge  is,  in  a 
very  real  sense,  the  measure  of  the  suc- 
cess we  and  all  of  the  people  of  the  trust 
territory  have  had  in  nurturing  and 
bringing  into  full  blossom  a  vigorous  and 
democratic  indigenous  political  life.  It  is 
now  up  to  the  Palauan  people  themselves 
to  determine  what  their  future  course 
should  be.  Regardless  of  what  course  is 
chosen,  we  intend  to  work  with  the 
elected  leaders  of  Palau  to  help  build  for 
the  future  they  choose. 

Naturally,  the  uncertainty  of  the 
situation  in  Palau  has  had  an  effect  on 
our  plans  for  the  termination  of  the 
trusteeship  and  the  implementation  of 
the  compacts  and  the  Commonwealth 
Covenant.  It  has  not,  however,  changed 
in  any  way  the  Administration's  firm 
commitment  to  the  peoples  of  the  trust 
territory  to  move  ahead  without  delay 
toward  the  conclusion  of  the  self- 
determination  process.  In  that  context, 
we  were  extremely  pleased  last  August 
when  the  leaders  of  the  South  Pacific 
Forum  stated  again  their  strong  support 
for  the  political  status  arrangements  the 
governments  of  the  trust  territory  had 
chosen  and  called  for  the  prompt  ter- 
mination of  the  trusteeship  and  imple- 
mentation of  the  compacts  and  covenant. 

Commercial  and  Development  Ties 

While  our  two-way  trade  with  the  Asian- 
Pacific  region  as  a  whole  is  quite  large— 
almost  one-third  of  our  total  world 
trade— the  volume  of  U.S.  commerce 
with  the  Pacific  islands  has  been  small. 
This  has  been  due,  of  course,  to  many 
factors,  not  the  least  of  which  are  the 
limited  range  of  products  and  means  of 
transport  available  in  the  island  area. 
We  are  making  some  progress,  however, 
and  hope  to  facilitate  greater  commer- 
cial exchange  in  the  future. 

The  U.S.  role  has  been  much  more 
evident  through  the  years  in  terms  of 
direct  regional  aid  programs  to  help 
develop  the  Pacific  private  sector  and  in 
terms  of  the  educational,  technical,  and 


other  forms  of  social  assistance.  Our 
government's  International  Visitor  Pro- 
gram has  given  a  great  many  Pacific 
leaders  their  first  introduction  to  an 
industrialized  democracy.  The  Asia 
Foundation  has  active  programs  in  legal 
education,  media  education,  and  in  small 
business  and  entrepreneurial  training  for 
Pacific  islanders.  The  Fulbright  Program 
and  the  Peace  Corps  also  have  provided 
direct  support  to  the  area's  development 
in  many  ways.  Private  and  semiprivate 
institutions,  like  Honolulu's  East- West 
Center,  have  done  much  to  establish 
valuable  research  and  training  pro- 
grams, as  is  seen  in  the  support  the 
East- West  Center  has  provided  the 
Pacific  Islands  Development  Program. 
We  will  play  a  significant  role  in  bring- 
ing appropriate  technology  to  the  Pacific 
to  improve  the  job  market  and  living 
standards  of  the  area's  people. 

But  more  can  and  should  be  done. 
We  can  facilitate  even  more  the  area's 
entry  into  U.S.  commercial  markets, 
where  feasible,  and  continue  to 
encourage  private  investment  in  local 
industries,  such  as  food  processing 
plants.  We  can  help  encourage  and 
develop  the  Pacific's  potential  for 
expanded  tourism. 

The  one  commercial  issue  over  which 
we  and  the  nations  of  the  South  Pacific 
have  disagreed  most  in  recent  years 
involves  "coastal  state  jurisdiction  over 
highly  migratory  species."  In  a  less 
elegant  but  considerably  more  under- 
standable formulation,  our  conflicting 
views  on  the  tuna  fishery  have  been  a 
source  of  great  irritation  in  our  relations 
over  the  past  decade. 

Having  said  that,  however,  I  should 
hasten  to  add  that  neither  we  nor  the 
island  states  have  let  this  juridical  dif- 
ference prevent  us  from  addressing  the 
problem  in  a  friendly  and  constructive 
manner.  The  leaders  of  the  region  share 
with  Secretary  Shultz  a  clear  under- 
standing of  the  need  to  solve  this  prob- 
lem and  move  ahead  on  the  many  issues 
before  us  where  we  share  a  common 
interest  and  a  common  goal. 

We  are  now,  and  have  been  for  some 
time,  actively  engaged  with  the  region's 
states  in  negotiations  that  will  produce, 
when  finally  concluded,  one  of  the  most 
comprehensive  and  complex  fisheries 
agreements  ever  negotiated.  The 
remarkable  progress  we  have  made  in 
these  negotiations  since  their  inception 
in  late  1984  results  from  a  determination 
by  all  parties  that  no  problem  is  too  com- 
plex to  be  resolved. 

While  a  final  solution  to  some  of  the 
most  difficult  issues  before  the 
negotiators  still  evades  us,  we  have 
every  reason  to  believe  that  soon— 


perhaps  as  early  as  next  month,  when 
the  next  round  of  talks  begins  in 
Tonga— an  agreement  can  be  reached  in 
principle  on  the  broad  outlines  of  a 
regional  fisheries  treaty  benefiting  all 
parties.  At  that  time,  both  sides  can 
report  to  their  individual  capitals  that  an 
agreement  has  been  reached  which  at 
once  provides  the  U.S.  tuna  fleet  access 
to  the  region's  fishery  and  the  island 
states  an  adequate  and  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  their  resource. 

The  Nuclear  Age  in  the  Pacific 

Pacific  people  have  enjoyed  a  largely 
tranquil  history.  No  one  cherishes  peace 
and  harmony  more  than  they.  The 
islands  claim  a  tradition  of  peace  and 
good-neighborliness  which  we  Americans 
fully  appreciate. 

There  is,  today,  a  detectable 
phenomenon  of  rising  antinuclear  senti- 
ment in  some  quarters  of  the  South 
Pacific.  It  stems,  in  part,  from  the 
natural  human  aversion  to  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  and,  in  part,  from  past 
practices  of  nuclear  testing  in  the  area 
by  the  United  States  and  others.  We 
understand  that  sentiment.  The  United 
States  has,  for  years,  been  at  the 
forefront  of  efforts  to  prevent  the  pro- 
liferation of  nuclear  weapons  and  to 
enforce  rigid  global  standards  of  nuclear 
safety.  We  have  neither  the  desire  nor 
the  intention  to  foist  nuclear  armaments 
onto  others. 

In  the  nuclear  age,  the  potential  for 
worldwide  destruction  demands  that 
everyone  work  to  prevent  such  a 
catastrophe.  In  response  to  this 
challenge,  the  leaders  of  the  South 
Pacific  last  year  drafted  the  South 
Pacific  Nuclear  Free  Zone  Treaty.  At 
this  year's  meeting  of  the  South  Pacific 
Forum,  those  same  leaders  invited  the 
nuclear  weapons  states  to  sign  the 
treaty's  protocols.  We  appreciate  the 
effort  the  authors  of  this  treaty  made  to 
ensure  that  vital  Western  interests  are 
taken  into  account. 

I  want  very  much  to  assure  this 
audience  that  the  U.S.  Government 
understands  the  concerns  expressed  in 
the  South  Pacific  Nuclear  Free  Zone 
Treaty.  We  are  giving  the  treaty  and  its 
protocols  serious,  high-level  study. 

We  do  have,  however,  wide-ranging 
global  responsibilities.  These  require 
that  we  examine  carefully  and  in  detail 
the  full  implications  of  any  treaty  under- 
taking that  would  limit  our  ability  to 
defend  free  world  interests.  I  believe  the 
leaders  of  the  region  understand  that 
obligation  and  would  not  wish  my 
government  to  act  in  any  less  respon- 
sible manner. 
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The  nuclear  issue  also  has  been 
highlighted  in  connection  with  New 
Zealand's  abrupt  decision  in  1984  to 
deny  port  access  to  nuclear-powered  or 
nuclear-armed  vessels  and  aircraft. 
Given  our  longstanding  and  universal 
policy  of  neither  confirming  nor  denying 
the  presence  of  nuclear  weapons  on  our 
vessels,  we  concluded  that  we  had  no 
alternative  but  to  suspend  our  security 
obligations  to  New  Zealand  under 
ANZUS  [Australia,  New  Zealand,  United 
States  security  treaty].  The  conditions 
which  Wellington  chose  to  attach  to  our 
access  to  its  naval  ports  rendered  impos- 
sible our  practical  alliance  cooperation, 
though  we,  of  course,  remain  friends. 

Let  me  say  just  a  word  about 
alliance  responsibilities,  since  this  con- 
ference is  devoted  to  strategic  considera- 
tions for  the  Western  alliance.  Allies 
occasionally  differ  on  political  issues;  but 
fundamental  cooperation  and  mutual 
confidence  require  an  appreciation  for 
the  concerns  and  risks  involved  for  all 
when  one  ally  decides  to  set  its  own  arbi- 
trary rules  for  others  to  follow. 

It  may  be  paradoxical,  but  it  is  not  at 
all  surprising  that  a  nation  at  peace  must 
be  prepared  for  war  if  it  is  to  deter  war. 
The  necessary  sacrifices  of  preparedness 
must  be  shared  equitably  among  demo- 
cratic allies,  for  whenever  partners  do 
not  reinforce  one  another,  the  safety  and 
unity  of  the  entire  alliance  are  jeopar- 
dized. We  all  face  similar  domestic 
pressures  and  limited  resources,  and 
that  is  why  each  ally  must  dependably 
help  maintain  the  strength  of  the 
alliance  according  to  its  own  capabilities. 

Not  all  allies  need  to  possess  their 
own  nuclear  deterrent.  But  if  one  under- 
mines America's  ability  to  maintain  its 
essential  naval  presence,  then  it  weakens 
its  own  national  security  in  the  process. 
Our  shared  responsibilities  go  beyond 
simply  deterring  military  threats,  of 
course.  Our  partnership  depends  on 
deeper  and  broader  bonds  of  reciprocal 
cooperation  that  include  the  entire  range 
of  relations,  including  economic  and 
political  ties.  We  know  for  certain  that 
our  Western  alliance  unity  across  the 
board  is  essential  to  the  success  of  East- 
West  negotiations,  and,  therefore,  our 
mutual  support  on  the  smaller  issues- 
like  port  access— is  so  very  important  to 
the  larger  picture. 

Soviet  Presence 

The  historic  involvement  of  Americans 
and  West  Europeans  in  the  Pacific 
islands  extends  back  many  generations. 
The  legacy  of  19th-century  commercial 
and  cultural  contacts  is  reflected  in  our 
continuing  close  relationships  today.  The 


United  States  has  been  directly  involved 
throughout  the  decades  in  the  develop- 
ment of  local  industries  and  social  pro- 
grams that  have  improved  the  life  of 
islanders.  By  and  large,  they  have 
established  their  own  political  institu- 
tions that  reflect  the  same  values  of 
popular  democracy  as  our  own.  Our 
heritage  of  commonality  is  long,  and  it 
is  strong. 

Very  recently— within  the  past  3  or  4 
years— the  Soviet  Union  has  demon- 
strated newfound,  virtually  unprece- 
dented interest  in  the  Pacific  states. 
They  have  sent  their  emissaries  to 
explore  commercial  and  diplomatic 
opportunities  in  the  area.  The  reception 
has  been  largely  skeptical,  tentative,  and 
quite  limited  in  scope.  Moscow  is  dis- 
covering, in  its. belated  arrival,  that  its 
reputation  has  preceded  it.  As  Pacific 
governments  weigh  the  benefits  of  com- 
mercial cooperation  against  the  risks  of 
association  with  the  polar  bear  from  the 
north,  they  cautiously  consider  the  price 
of  political  dependence  that  inevitably 
accompanies  economic  dependence  on 
the  Soviet  Union. 

I  do  not  anticipate  a  groundswell  of 
greeting  to  the  Soviet  newcomers. 
Frankly,  the  political  traditions  of  the 
Pacific  area  are  wholly  incompatible  with 
those  of  the  Soviet  Union.  Moscow 
knows  it  and,  most  importantly,  the 
Pacific  people  know  it.  The  sad  history 
of  Soviet  involvement  in  the  Caribbean, 
in  the  Middle  East,  and  in  Africa— not  to 
mention  Eastern  Europe— betrays  little 
promise  to  the  forward-looking  people  of 
the  emerging  Pacific. 

For  our  part,  we  do  not  view  the 
recent  Soviet  initiatives  in  the  South 
Pacific  with  particular  alarm  or  distress. 
We  do,  however,  sense  the  importance 
of  preventing  the  area's  conversion  into 
yet  another  arena  of  major  power  con- 
frontation. This  consideration  calls  into 
question  the  long-range  role  and  goals  of 
the  Soviet  Union  in  penetrating  this  area 
of  the  Pacific. 

The  dramatic  record  of  Soviet 
military  buildup  in  the  Asian-Pacific 
region  more  broadly,  over  the  past  10 
years,  is  well  known.  Both  the  quality 
and  quantity  of  its  regional  armed  forces 
have  expanded  perilously  as  Moscow 
seeks  to  impress  and  intimidate  its  Asian 
neighbors.  'The  Soviet  Pacific  naval  fleet 
is  now  its  largest.  Moscow  has  regularly 
supplemented  its  force  capabilities  at 
Cam  Ranh  Bay  and  its  military  aid  to 
North  Korea,  while  targeting  one-third 
of  its  SS-20  nuclear  missiles  on  the 
Asian  region.  As  they  probe  incessantly 
for  weak  points  in  the  U.S.  defense 
alliance  system,  the  Soviets  attempt  to 
expand  their  own  political  and  military 


tactical  maneuverability.  Fortunately, 
Moscow's  adventurism,  thus  far,  has  had 
negative  political  consequences  for  itself 
in  the  region. 

Two  months  ago,  Soviet  Premier 
Gorbachev  delivered  an  address  at 
Vladivostok  devoted  largely  to  sweeping, 
amorphous  "confidence-building 
measures"  that  ignore  the  root  causes  of 
insecurity  in  the  Asian  region.  Many 
Asian  observers  have  pointed  out  that 
the  Vladivostok  address  reflects  more 
stylistic  nuance  in  Soviet  foreign  policy 
rather  than  any  significant  new 
substance.  Even  so,  it  seems  to  repre- 
sent an  expression  of  Soviet  determina- 
tion to  play  a  more  activist  role  in  the 
region.  What  we  might  hope  to  see  in 
terms  of  real  Soviet  peace  initiatives  in 
Cambodia,  Afghanistan,  Korea,  and  the 
Japanese  Northern  Territories,  however, 
remains  largely  elusive.  Until  these 
specific  sources  of  regional  conflict  and 
instability  are  addressed,  there  is  little 
room  for  hope  that  grand  schemes  of 
"confidence"  promotion  will  bring  any 
real  relaxation  of  Asian  and  Pacific 
tensions. 

Regional  Cooperation 

As  I  see  it,  one  of  the  most  fascinating 
and  encouraging  phenomena  operating 
in  the  Pacific  Basin  region  today  is  the 
trend  toward  a  sense  of  community.  In  a 
region  as  diverse  as  this— culturally, 
geographically,  politically,  religiously, 
and  historically— it  is  a  dramatic  develop- 
ment when  nations  begin  to  think  in 
terms  of  common  interests  and  commer- 
cial goals.  True,  we  are  a  long  way  from 
witnessing  anything  on  the  scale  of  the 
European  Common  Market.  But  for  6 
years  now,  private  representatives  from 
many  of  the  regional  states  and  islands 
have  met  periodically,  under  the  auspices 
of  the  nonofficial  Pacific  Economic 
Cooperation  Conference  (PECC),  to 
review  and  deliberate  upon  trade  and 
resource  policies  as  they  affect  regional 
well-being.  The  PECC  will  meet  in 
plenary  session  for  the  fifth  time  this 
November  in  Vancouver  to  discuss  such 
issues  as  fisheries  cooperation  and 
development,  direct  foreign  investment 
in  the  region,  and  the  supply  and 
distribution  of  minerals  and  energy 
resources.  Their  conclusions  and  recom- 
mendations are  nonbinding  on  any 
government.  Yet,  perhaps  more  impor- 
tant than  any  product  they  might  pro- 
duce is  the  fact  that  this  dialogue  exer- 
cise has  achieved  an  aspect  of  regularity 
and  a  new  sense  of  commonality. 

The  PECC  is  just  one  outgrowth  of  a 
subtle,  delicate,  organic  process  that 
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reflects  the  growing  concept  of  common 
identity  among  Asian-Pacific  nations. 
And  the  Pacific  islands  are  very  much  a 
part  of  that  process.  Indeed,  with  the 
"Pacific  way"  of  cooperation  and  con- 
sensus as  their  guide,  the  leaders  of  the 
island  Pacific  can  play  a  vital  steward- 
ship role  in  this  process.  Gradually, 
habits  of  cooperation  and  consultation 
are  becoming  well  established.  No  doubt 
in  the  years  ahead  we  will  see  the 
plethora  of  bilateral  economic  arrange- 
ments in  the  region  yield,  here  and 
there,  to  bold  multilateral  initiatives  to 
foster  common  prosperity. 

There  are  very  real  limitations,  of 
course.  This  gradually  evolving  process 
does  not,  in  my  view,  portend  the  estab- 
lishment of  rigid  regionwide  institutions; 
nor  does  it  foreshadow  the  creation  of 
grandiose  political  or  security  pacts,  as 
Moscow  frequently  charges.  The  process 
does,  however,  reflect  something  very 
positive  and  encouraging  about  the  spirit 
of  regional  cooperation  now  taking  root. 
It  is  important  that  the  people  of  the 
Pacific  islands  take  advantage  of  every 
opportunity  to  participate  in  this  col- 
legia! atmosphere  and  share  in  the 
benefits  that  common  efforts  can 
produce. 

Conclusion 

The  emergence  of  the  Pacific  as  an 
important  regional  and  even  global  actor 
is  one  of  the  great  phenomena  of  the 
1980s.  It  holds  great  potential  but  also 
carries  with  it  a  certain  degree  of  risk 
and  responsibility.  The  Pacific  islands 
realize  this,  and  they  are  taking  appro- 
priate control  of  their  own  destinies. 
They  are  set  on  a  course  targeted  for 
success— popular  democracy,  free  enter- 
prise, and  a  high  degree  of  literacy,  com- 
bined with  a  shrewd  understanding  of 
international  politics.  It  is  a  course  run- 
ning in  tandem  with  our  own. 

Positioned  on  the  periphery  of  a 
dynamic,  industrializing  Asian  continent, 
the  Pacific  entities  have  much  they  can 
learn  from  and  much  they  can  offer  in 
return  to  their  Asian  neighbors.  In  some 
respects,  the  free  states  of  the  Pacific 
have  established  an  indigenous  style  of 
democratic  process  that  well  might  be 
emulated  by  some  larger  and  wealthier 
Asian  nations.  They  have  far  to  go  in 
their  own  industrial  evolution  but 
possess  valuable  assets  in  their 
remarkable  combined  literacy  rate  and  in 
the  entrepreneural  determination  of 
their  peoples. 

Pacific  potential  is  vast.  We  applaud 
that.  We  welcome  that.  And  we  will  sup- 
port it.  ■ 


U.S.  Refugee  Policy 

and  Programs  for  FY  1987 


Following  are  statements  by  Ambassador 
Jonathan  Moore,  U.S.  Coordinator  for 
Refugee  Affairs,  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Immigration  and  Refugee  Policy  of 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee, 
September  16,  1986,  and  by  Robert  L. 
Funseth,  Acting  Director  of  the  Bureau 
for  Refugee  Programs,  before  the  House 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Septem- 
ber 26,  1986,  in  Washington,  D.C.^ 


AMBASSADOR  MOORE 

It  is  my  privilege  to  appear  for  the  first 
time  before  this  committee  as  U.S.  Coor- 
dinator for  Refugee  Affairs.  I  look  for- 
ward to  being  in  close  touch  and  in  good 
communication  with  you,  not  just  in 
formal  consultations  but  in  informal  and 
continuing  contact  as  well. 

I  begin  this  job  with  high  aspirations 
and  strong  idealism  but  with  no  illusions 
as  to  its  difficult,  complicated,  and 
multifarious  character.  There  are  many 
tensions  to  be  balanced,  many  competing 
pressures  and  requirements  to  be 
understood  and  respected. 

Early  in  my  tenure— to  use  an 
academic  term  which  has  a  very  dif- 
ferent meaning  in  politics— I  will  be 
examining  the  role  of  U.S.  Coordinator 
with  some  care  to  see  how  it  might  be 
strengthened,  how  it  might  be  practiced 
more  effectively.  And  I  will  look  forward 
to  talking  with  you  further  and  seeking 
your  views  about  that. 

Clearly,  it  is  based  on  a  concept  of 
collaborative  effort,  and  I  am  pleased  in 
that  spirit  to  join  my  colleagues  from  the 
Departments  of  State,  Justice,  and 
Health  and  Human  Services  (HHS)  at 
this  table.  I  want  to  contribute  to  this 
consultation,  but  also  I  am  here  to  learn, 
especially  because  I  am  not  yet  familiar 
enough  with  many  of  the  questions  at 
issue. 

I  have  some  prior  experience  in 
Southeast  Asia  and  the  very  special 
benefit  of  having  recently  served  on  the 
Indochinese  Refugee  Panel  chaired  by 
former  Governor  Bob  Ray,  as  has  been 
mentioned,  but  at  the  same  time  do  not 
want  to  view  an  urgent  worldwide  con- 
cern too  much  via  the  perspective  of  a 
single  region. 

Likewise,  even  though  the  subject 
before  us  this  morning  is  to  consult  on 


the  refugee  admissions  ceiling  to  this 
country  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  I 
want  to  emphasize,  first,  that  third- 
country  resettlement  represents  a  third 
durable  solution,  and  new  energy  and 
imagination  must  be  brought  to  pursuing 
the  first  two— voluntary  repatriation  and 
regional  resettlement— and,  second,  that 
the  United  States  cannot  be  left  to 
address  these  humanitarian  needs  by 
itself  but  must  continue  to  work  within  a 
dedicated  international  system. 


MR.  FUNSETH 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  make 
additional  comments  about  the  U.S. 
refugee  program.  Rather  than  comment 
further  on  the  President's  proposals  for 
refugee  admissions  for  the  coming  year, 
as  reflected  in  the  statements  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  and  the  U.S.  Coor- 
dinator [for  Refugee  Affairs,  Jonathan 
Moore],  I  thought  it  would  be  useful  to 
share  with  you  and  the  committee  a  brief 
look  at  the  State  Department's  steward- 
ship of  the  U.S.  refugee  program. 

Simply  put,  our  mission  is  to  provide 
humanitarian  assistance  to  refugees— 
those  victims  of  persecution  and  conflict 
who  have  fled  their  homelands.  Accord- 
ingly, the  Refugee  Bureau  manages  and 
operates  the  U.S.  Government's  efforts 
to  assist  refugees  in  need  overseas  and 
to  admit  certain  refugees  to  the  United 
States. 


Refugee  Situation: 
Markedly  Different 

The  nature  of  the  world  refugee  popula- 
tion is  markedly  different  today— both  in 
number  and  composition— from  that  of 
only  6  years  ago,  as  is  our  response  to  it. 

When  the  Refugee  Act  of  1980  was 
enacted  and  this  consultation  process 
began,  there  were  over  6  million  persons 
recognized  as  refugees;  in  1986,  there 
are  now  over  10  million— an  increase  of 
4  million. 

In  1980,  just  under  two-thirds  of  the 
refugee  budget  was  devoted  to  funding 
the  admissions  program,  and  one-third 
was  the  U.S.  contribution  to  interna- 
tional assistance.  In  1987,  those  propor- 
tions have  been  reversed— roughly  two- 
thirds  of  the  budget  is  now  devoted  to 
helping  care  for  refugees  in  first  asylum 
and  one-third  to  funding  the  reduced 
admissions  program. 
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.  .  .In  this  period  of  budgetary  constraint,  we  are  ever  mindful 
of  the  importance  of  ensuring  that  we  make  the  best  possible 
use  of  every  appropriated  refugee  dollar.  .  .  . 


Malaysian  refugee  (above)  and  Ethiopian  refugees 
(right)  in  vocational  training. 


Salvadoran  refugees  planting  crops  in  Costa  Rica  (above);  food  aid  in  Sudan  (right). 
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In  fiscal  year  (FY)  1980,  the  U.S. 
budget  for  refugees  totaled  over  $445 
million;  for  FY  1987,  the  requested 
refugee  budget  is  $347  million— a  reduc- 
tion of  nearly  $100  million. 

Refugee  admissions  in  1980  totaled 
207.000,  including  164,000  from 
Southeast  Asia;  the  President's  FY  1987 
admissions  ceiling  is  70,000,  including 
32,000  from  first-asylum  camps  in 
Southeast  Asia— thus,  the  global  ceiling 
is  137,000  less;  the  Indochinese  ceiling  is 
94,000  less. 

Refugee  Program  Organization 

By  Washington  standards  the  Bureau 
for  Refugee  Programs  is  a  relatively 
small  organization.  Our  American  staff 
of  106  persons  (81  officers  and  25  staff 
support)  is  divided  between  74  in 
Washington  and  32  at  overseas  posts.  At 
the  same  time,  we  oversee  both  assist- 
ance and  admissions  operations  which 
are  worldwide. 

The  programs  by  which  we  prepare 
refugees  for  their  new  lives  in  this  new 
land  have  been  of  special  interest  to  this 
committee  and  are  programs  which  have 
been  further  improved  during  the  year. 

Initial  Resettlement 

As  the  committee  is  aware,  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  is  responsible  for  the 
management  of  programs  for  initial 
resettlement  services— commonly  known 
as  "reception  and  placement"  services— 
under  which  the  private  voluntary  agen- 
cies provide  transitional  assistance  to 
refugees  for  their  first  90  days  in  the 
country.  Two  of  our  principal  tools  for 
administering  this  program  are  the 
Bureau's  cooperative  agreement,  or  con- 
tract, with  the  voluntary  agencies  and 
onsite  monitoring. 

During  FY  1986,  Refugee  Bureau 
monitoring  teams  visited  10  states,  and 
since  1982,  we  have  conducted  34  onsite 
reviews  nationwide,  covering  all  states 
with  an  Indochinese  refugee  population 
greater  than  10,000,  which  account, 
cumulatively,  for  more  than  90%  of  all 
resettled  refugees.  We  have  now  tripled 
the  resources  we  devote  to  the  monitor- 
ing function.  In  this  regard,  may  I  say 
that  your  written  expression  of  support 
was  instrumental  in  our  ability  to  obtain 
additional  resources  after  several  years 
of  seeing  our  repeated  requests  frus- 
trated in  the  appropriations  process. 

The  monitoring  visits  have  led  to 
significant  improvements  in  the  delivery 
and  documentation  of  services  provided 
to  refugees  at  the  local  level— a  conclu- 
sion which  was  confirmed  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report  of  April 


1986,  which  found  evidence  that  94%  of 
all  refugees  had  received  the  required 
core  resettlement  services.  This  is  a 
tribute  to  the  dedication  of  the  voluntary 
resettlement  agencies  and  the  thousands 
of  volunteer  workers  who  have  strived 
sincerely  ever  to  improve  the  quality  of 
refugee  resettlement. 

Onsite  monitoring  reinforces  the 
bureau's  regular  review  of  the  private 
voluntary  agencies'  financial  reports, 
tracking  of  refugee  placements,  over- 
sight of  sponsorship  assurances,  and 
ongoing  liaison  with  the  agencies.  We 
believe  that  the  oversight  mechanism 
and  the  monitoring  reports,  which  we 
share  with  the  committee  staff  as  well  as 
with  the  State  coordinators  and  Office  of 
Refugee  Resettlement  (ORR),  further 
demonstrate  our  commitment  to  press 
actively  for  improvements  in  voluntary 
agency  resettlement  performance  and 
accountability.  We  have  worked  dili- 
gently with  the  voluntary  agencies  to 
assist  them  in  improving  their  own  inter- 
nal monitoring  capabilities  and 
performance. 

Implementation  of 
GAO  Recommendations 

The  focus  on  the  management  respon- 
sibilities of  the  voluntary  agencies  was 
the  thrust  of  the  April  1986  GAO  report, 
which  recommended  that  the  bureau: 

First,  clarify  program  goals; 

Second,  establish  performance 
standards;  and 

Third,  enhance  financial  reporting 
and  accountability. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  we  have 
made  substantial  progress  in  all  three  of 
these  areas. 

•  New  financial  reporting  require- 
ments have  been  put  into  effect,  retroac- 
tive to  April  1,  1986. 

•  New  program  guidelines  and  per- 
formance standards  have  been  agreed  to 
between  the  bureau  and  the  voluntary 
resettlement  agencies.  These  guidelines 
address,  inter  alia,  required  resettle- 
ment services,  documentation  and 
monitoring,  employment,  and  coordina- 
tion with  state-administered  social  ser- 
vice programs. 

•  A  statement  of  goals  and  objec- 
tives has  been  incorporated  into  the  pro- 
gram announcement  for  FY  1987.  The 
bureau  will  evaluate  proposals  against 
this  announcement  for  new  cooperative 
agreements  to  take  effect  on  January  1, 
1987. 

We  believe  that  these  actions  respond 
fully  to  the  concerns  expressed  by  this 
committee  and  that  there  will  be  tan- 
gible improvements  in  the  services 


received  by  refugees  and,  especially,  in 
the  coordination  with  HHS-funded, 
state-administered  social  service  pro- 
grams. The  bureau  benefited  greatly 
from  the  opportunity  to  attend  the  seven 
regional  consultations  organized  this 
year  by  ORR,  which  extended  our  under- 
standing of  the  perspectives  of  State  and 
local  government  and  of  mutual  assist- 
ance associations  and  other  community- 
based  organizations. 

Refugee  Transportation  Loans 

Another  area  where  we  have  made  real 
progress  in  the  improved  management 
of  the  refugee  resettlement  process  is  in 
the  collection  of  transportation  loans 
made  to  refugees.  The  bureau  continues 
to  work  closely  with  the  Intergovern- 
mental Committee  for  Migration  (ICM) 
and  the  participating  voluntary  resettle- 
ment agencies  to  encourage  the  repay- 
ment of  these  loans.  Significant  improve- 
ment has  been  made  in  the  amount  of 
funds  collected  by  the  voluntary  agen- 
cies. In  1981,  repayments  amounted  to 
only  $1.5  million,  while  in  1985  more 
than  $13  million  was  collected.  Earlier 
this  year  I  chaired  a  workshop  in  New 
York  with  representatives  from  ICM  and 
the  voluntary  agencies  to  discuss  pro- 
cedures and  policies  that  might  be  imple- 
mented to  further  improve  the  collection 
rate.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  ICM 
recently  confirmed  that  1986  collections 
will  again  ghow  an  increase  from  last 
year. 

English  Language  Training 

In  addition  to  our  efforts  to  improve  our 
reception  and  placement  programs, 
major  improvements  and  refinements 
have  been  made  in  the  English  as  a 
Second  Language/Cultural  Orientation 
(ESL/CO)  programs  which  refugees 
receive  in  Southeast  Asia  prior  to 
resettlement  in  the  United  States.  I  am 
pleased  to  report  that  in  FY  1985  and 
1986,  over  90%  of  all  refugees  arriving 
from  Southeast  Asia  received  ESL/CO 
training  prior  to  their  arrival. 

We  are  not  resting  on  our  laurels, 
however,  and  continue  to  make  further 
improvements  in  these  programs.  Train- 
ing has  been  extended  to  5  months  for 
all  adults  ages  17-55.  The  adult  program 
includes  a  special  work  orientation  com- 
ponent which  reinforces  the  language 
and  behavior  required  to  obtain  and  keep 
a  job.  For  refugee  adolescents,  a  pro- 
gram has  been  introduced  to  prepare 
them  to  succeed  in  American  secondary 
schools.  This  program,  called  PASS 
[Preparation  for  American  Secondary 
Schools],  simulates  an  American  public 
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school  environment.  Students  receive 
training  in  English,  American  studies, 
and  mathematics.  To  help  their  parents 
learn  what  will  be  expected  of  them  in 
the  U.S.  educational  system,  they  attend 
Parent-Teacher  Association  meetings 
and  parent-teacher  conferences.  This 
month,  the  Department  intends  to 
undertake  funding  of  a  program  for 
children  ages  6-11  at  the  Philippine 
Refugee  Processing  Center  at  Bataan. 
Like  the  program  for  adolescents,  this 
program  will  prepare  children  for  the 
American  school  experience.  Major 
areas  of  instruction  will  be  English, 
mathematics,  and  classroom  orientation. 
Other  programs  have  been  developed 
to  address  the  needs  of  special  groups 
such  as  pregnant  women  and  mothers 
with  children  under  6  and  for  young 
adults  ages  17-19  who  may  either  attend 
high  school  or  enter  the  job  market  upon 
arrival.  In  Thailand,  there  are  also 
special  programs  for  the  hearing 
impaired  which  are  taught  in  sign. 

International  Organizations 

As  both  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
Ambassador  Moore  expressed  in  their 
statements,  the  number  of  refugees  for 
whom  resettlement  in  this  country  is 
necessary  or  even  appropriate  is 
extremely  small  when  compared  to  the 
much  larger  numbers  of  people  who  find 
themselves  outside  their  homelands  and 
unable  to  return.  For  these  people,  the 
aid  and  protection  of  international 
organizations  are  critical— indeed,  the 
difference  is  often  between  life  and 
death.  In  recent  years,  the  United  States 
has  put  great  effort  into  bringing  about 
careful  management  by  these  interna- 
tional organizations,  with  considerable 
success. 

This  committee  has  clearly 
expressed  its  objective  that  management 
of  the  UN  High  Commissioner  for 
Refugees  (UNHCR)  be  improved.  We  are 
very  pleased  that  the  new  High  Commis- 
sioner came  to  the  UNHCR  with  an  out- 
standing record  at  the  International 
Committee  of  the  Red  Cross  (ICRC)  in 
the  management  of  its  multimillion- 
dollar  humanitarian  assistance  pro- 
grams. Under  his  vigorous  leadership, 
the  UNHCR  has  begun  a  major  effort  to 
improve  the  organization  of  the  head- 
quarters' staff,  strengthen  field  opera- 
tions, and  examine  all  ongoing  programs 
for  effectiveness.  This  effort  has  been 
undertaken  with  the  assistance  of  one  of 
the  top  management  consulting  firms  in 
the  world,  which  was  engaged  last  April 
to  initiate  an  external  audit  of  UNHCR 
operations. 


UNBRO  and  UNRWA 

The  UN  Border  Relief  Organization 
(UNBRO),  and  its  implementing  partner, 
the  World  Food  Program,  has  exhibited 
extraordinary  organization  and  effec- 
tiveness in  providing  assistance  and  pro- 
tection for  the  some  245,000  Cambo- 
dians along  the  Thai  border.  The  UN 
Relief  and  Works  Agency  (UNRWA) 
runs  schools  and  medical  facilities  for 
Palestinian  refugees  in  the  Near  East 
for  considerably  less  than  these  same 
services  would  cost  were  they  provided 
by  the  asylum  country  governments. 

In  providing  our  support  to  the 
improved  management  of  these  interna- 
tional organizations,  we  recognize  that 
any  success  we  may  have  in  bringing 
about  their  improved  effectiveness  and 
efficiency  will  multiply  the  value  of  each 
assistance  dollar  we  contribute. 


Refugee  Officers  Abroad 

Because  of  the  history  of  our  Southeast 
Asian  involvement  and  the  complexity  of 
the  situation  there,  much  public  atten- 
tion is  focused  on  that  part  of  the  world. 
We  must  remember,  however,  that 
refugees  in  Southeast  Asia  represent 
less  than  5%  of  the  world's  total.  While 
every  American  Embassy  has  an  officer 
designated  responsible  for  refugee 
affairs,  the  bureau  itself  has  officers  in 
every  country  and  region  where  there 
are  critical  refugee  situations: 

Pakistan,  where  almost  3  million 
Afghans  have  received  temporary 
asylum  in  their  flight  from  Soviet 
military  occupation; 

Sudan  and  Somalia,  where  millions 
have  fled  from  Ethiopia  and  Uganda; 


A  Spotlight  on  Cuba 


by  Kenneth  N.  Skoug,  Jr. 

Address  before  the  World  Affairs 
Council  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  on 
October  22,  1986.  Mr.  Skoug  is  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Cuban  Affairs. 

It  is  a  special  pleasure  and  a  conspicuous 
honor  to  be  your  guest  today  in  St.  Louis 
to  discuss  the  situation  today  in  Cuba. 
There  are  a  number  of  critical  observa- 
tions one  can  make  about  Fidel  Castro's 
Cuba. 

First  and  foremost,  it  is  one  of  the 
tightest  dictatorships  in  the  world,  with 
no  independent  institutions  allowed  and 
no  form  of  freedom  permitted  to 


Central  America,  where  political 
turmoil  has  caused  thousands  to  leave 
their  homelands  and  seek  asylum  in 
neighboring  countries; 

Southeast  Asia,  where  oppression 
by  the  Indochinese  communist  regime 
continues  to  cause  people  to  flee  their 
homelands  or  to  languish  as  political 
prisoners;  and 

Western  Europe,  where  thousands 
of  refugees  seek  refuge  from  the 
tyranny  of  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Conclusion 

It  has  been  my  intention,  in  focusing 
these  brief  remarks  on  the  management 
aspects  of  the  refugee  program,  to  share 
with  you  some  of  the  success  we  believe 
we  have  achieved.  In  this  period  of 
budgetary  constraint,  we  are  ever 
mindful  of  the  importance  of  ensuring 
that  we  make  the  best  possible  use  of 
every  appropriated  refugee  dollar. 

To  do  any  less  would  not  be  faithful 
to  the  responsibility  entrusted  to  us  by 
Americans  from  the  50  States  who  sup- 
port and  finance  this  great  national 
humanitarian  endeavor  through  their 
hard-earned  tax  dollars.  To  do  any  less 
would  be  irresponsible  and  unfair  to 
those  to  whom  life  has  been  less  than 
fair  already— the  10  million  refugees  in 
the  world  for  whom  our  responsive  and 
responsible  management  of  the  refugee 
program  may  mean  life  itself. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will  be 
available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


challenge  the  system.  This  policy  is 
based  on  Castro's  historic  dictum:  "out- 
side the  revolution,  no  rights  at  all."  For 
28  years,  Cubans  have  enjoyed  no  rights 
at  all  other  than  what  Fidel  Castro 
determines  to  be  within  his  revolution. 
Second,  although  Cuba  in  1959  had 
one  of  the  highest  living  standards  in 
Latin  America— with  per  capita  income 
close  to  that  of  Argentina,  Venezuela, 
and  Uruguay— Cuba  now  is  one  of  the 
poorest  countries  in  the  hemisphere. 
Cuban  economic  performance  is  now  bit- 
terly condemned  by  Castro  himself,  who 
blames  it  on  lack  of  discipline.  The 
Soviet  Union,  which  subsidizes  the 
Cuban  economy  at  the  rate  of  $4.5  billion 
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per  year,  itself  rates  Cuba  a  very  poor 
country.  A  Soviet  spokesman  at  a 
Znaniye  Society  lecture  in  Leningrad 
last  spring  rated  it  about  20  on  a  scale 
where  the  U.S.S.R.  economy  would  be 
100  and  that  of  communist  Czechoslo- 
vakia would  be  150.  Recently,  according 
to  Institutional  Investor,  75  interna- 
tional banks  rated  Cuba  14  on  a  scale  of 
100  as  a  credit  risk,  in  17th  place  of  24 
countries  in  the  Western  Hemisphere.  It 
is  hard  to  be  precise  about  economic 
statistics  in  a  country  which  does  not 
have  a  convertible  currency.  One  thing  is 
clear:  the  total  loss  of  freedom  in  Cuba 
has  not  been  the  bitter  price  of  economic 
advancement  but  has  contributed  to 
economic  decline  in  a  country  which 
formerly  was  a  leader. 

Third,  Castro  has  made  Cuba  into  a 
formidable  military  power,  with  the 
largest  armed  forces  in  Latin  America 
despite  the  fact  that  its  population  is 
only  10  million.  This  vast  armed  force  of 
approximately  300,000,  including  active 
reserves,  is  supposedly  necessary  to 
defend  Cuba  against  the  United  States. 
In  fact,  however,  for  over  two  decades 
its  battles  have  been  far  from  home, 
mainly  against  black  Africans  in  the 
Horn  of  Africa  or  in  the  Angolan  civil 
war  but  also  in  the  mountains  and 
jungles  of  this  hemisphere.  They  have 
fought  our  forces  only  once,  for  2  or  3 
days  on  Grenada. 

Fourth,  this  Cuba,  despite  its  own 
enormous  political  and  economic  short- 
comings, seeks  to  be  a  model  for 
likeminded  elite  groups  in  Latin 
America.  It  wants  to  see  the  Cuban 
revolution  replicated,  and  it  has  been 
constantly  engaged  in  the  business  of 
fomenting  revolution  for  more  than  a 
quarter  century.  It  has  used  its  own 
forces  in  third  countries,  trained  and 
armed  foreign  revolutionaries,  and  pro- 
vided advice  and  logistical  support  to 
their  efforts.  Where  such  elite  groups 
have  gained  power,  through  coup  d'etat 
or  national  uprising  as  in  Grenada  and 
Nicaragua  respectively,  Cuba  has  moved 
at  once  to  consolidate  the  regimes  so 
that  they  might  become  as  permanent  as 
the  rule  of  Fidel  Castro  himself  has 
been. 

There  are  indigenous  roots  in  Latin 
America  for  the  social  stirring  that  has 
produced  revolutionary  violence;  yet  it  is 
the  particular  role  of  Cuba  to  channel 
that  violence  into  a  system  that  denies 
all  rights  to  those  that  the  elite  vanguard 
decides  are  outside  the  revolution.  It  is 
not  change  that  is  wrong.  What  is  wrong 
is  that  change  is  corrupted  into  a  mold 
from  which  further  progressive  develop- 
ment is  denied. 


Fifth,  Cuba  has  played  out  this  mili- 
tant role  in  close  alignment  with  Soviet 
power  and  in  total  harmony  with  Soviet 
strategic  interests.  The  Soviets  did  not 
put  Castro  in  power,  but  they  had  one  of 
history's  greatest  windfalls.  He  is  cheap 
for  them  at  any  price,  although  the  price 
is  very  high  in  economic  costs,  because  he 
has  introduced  the  East- West  struggle 
into  the  heart  of  America.  Castro  has 
called  his  Cubans  the  "mediators"  and 
"lecturers"  between  the  U.S.S.R.  and 
the  Latin  American  revolutionaries.  He 
has  said  the  Russians  did  not  even  know 
who  the  latter  were  until  he  introduced 
them.  Castro  has  made  Cuba  the  linchpin 
between  Soviet  power  and  a  hemisphere 
which  is  engaged  in  a  struggle  to  see  if 
its  future  lies  with  liberal  democracy  or 
totalitarian  communism  dressed  up  as 
national  liberation. 

The  High  Price  of  Dissent 

The  revolutionaries— as  the  Salvadoran 
guerrilla  high  command  radioed  from  its 
headquarters  in  Managua,  Nicaragua,  on 
the  25th  anniversary  of  Castro's  seizure 
of  power  in  Cuba— regard  the  Cuban 
revolution  as  "the  greatest  event  in 
Latin  American  history."  As  one  of 
them  said  last  year,  "the  New  Cuba  is 
successful  evidence  of  what  the  New 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean  will 
be." 

I  would  like  to  look  today  at  one 
aspect  of  that  model  that  has  not  had 
enough  public  scrutiny:  the  way  it  deals 
with  the  persons  who  are  in  the  country 
but  outside  the  revolution  and  who  hence 
enjoy  "no  rights  at  all." 

Since  Fidel  Castro  achieved  power 
on  January  1,  1959,  many  a  stalwart  in 
Cuba  has  gone  before  a  firing  squad 
shouting  "Viva  la  libertad!"  or  "Viva 
Cristo  Rey!"  Hundreds  of  persons  have 
spent  their  lives  in  prison  under  condi- 
tions so  pathetic  as  to  beggar  descrip- 
tion—conditions that  made  them  wonder 
if  the  dead  were  not  lucky.  Many  have 
suffered  confinement  of  25  years  or 
more  for  such  offenses  as  smuggling 
small  children,  with  the  consent  of  their 
parents,  to  freedom  outside  Cuba.  We 
welcomed  some  of  these  valiant  individ- 
uals and  their  families  to  the  United 
States  last  month.  They  have  trickled 
out,  as  it  meets  the  pleasure  of  Fidel 
Castro  to  let  them  go.  But  over  300  of 
these  so-called  historic  prisoners  of  con- 
science remain  incarcerated.  Thousands 
of  others  are  in  jail  for  similar  reasons. 
A  new  wave  of  political  arrests  has  been 
underway  since  1982.  The  cause  for  such 
punishment  is  that  they,  in  some  form, 
resisted  the  autocracy  that  was  imposed 


on  Cuba  by  Fidel  Castro.  They  have  no 
rights  at  all. 

Those  who  have  left  Cuba  as 
refugees  or  expolitical  prisoners  have 
sometimes  described  bits  and  pieces  of 
their  existence.  Few  have  been  willing  or 
able  to  portray  those  long  years  of  suf- 
fering behind  prison  bars  in  Cuba.  One 
who  has  done  so  meticulously  is 
Armando  Valladares,  who  in  his  book. 
Against  All  Hope,  a  best  seller  in  four 
languages,  has  graphically  recounted 
those  horrific  experiences  which  befell 
so  many  brave  and  honorable  persons  in 
Cuba  after  1959.  Valladares  himself 
spent  22  years  in  those  prisons  and 
developed  under  the  most  savage  repres- 
sion into  a  lofty  example  of  how  such 
suffering  can  ennoble  by  developing  a  _ 
sterling  quality  of  character  that  suc- 
cessfully resists  all  tyranny  and 
befriends  humanity.  Valladares  speaks 
with  the  same  quiet  eloquence,  the  same 
persuasive  force,  as  does  his  book.  I 
warn  you  that  the  book  is  not  pleasant 
reading.  Of  it,  Ronald  Radosh  wrote  in 
the  New  York  Times  Book  Review  on 
June  8,  1986:  "It  has  taken  us  25  years 
to  find  out  the  terrible  reality— Mr. 
Castro  has  created  a  new  despotism  that 
has  institutionalized  torture  as  a 
mechanism  of  social  control." 

It  should  not  have  taken  25  years. 
The  facts  about  Cuba  were  known  early, 
but  they  were  greeted  with  incredulity 
or  accepted  more  or  less  as  statistics 
without  regard  for  the  human  condition 
not  only  of  the  thousands  in  prison  but 
of  the  millions  who  have  lived  more  than 
a  quarter  century  in  a  country  where  a 
single  will  has  decided  and  where  the 
leader's  opponents  went  before  the  fir- 
ing squad,  to  prison,  to  exile,  or 
withdrew  into  themselves.  The  exiles,  of 
course,  can  relate  their  experiences.  In 
Cuba,  dissenters  are  condemned  to 
silence.  Recently,  one  told  a  representa- 
tive of  our  Interests  Section  there: 
"Sometimes  the  depression  becomes 
overpowering.  But  I  realize  there  is 
nothing  I  can  do,  so  I  just  grit  my  teeth 
and  continue  with  my  job." 

In  an  interview  last  May  with 
French  television,  Fidel  Castro 
reiterated  again  his  famous  doctrine 
about  what  is  permissible  under  his  rule. 
To  his  French  audience  Castro  declared 
acceptable  "criticism  from  within  the 
revolution,  not  from  outside  the  revolu- 
tion, nor  criticism  to  destroy  the  revolu- 
tion." Castro  assured  the  French  that  he 
loves  criticism.  "I  criticize  myself  very 
harshly,"  he  said.  "I  do  it,  and  I  am  very 
satisfied.  It  is  a  practice  I  never  plan  to 
give  up.  Never."  This  autocratic  auto- 
criticism  presumably  takes  place  in  the 
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shower  or  in  front  of  his  mirror.  Perhaps 
the  greatest  dialogues  in  Cuba  take  place 
on  such  occasion.  We  do  not  know  their 
substance.  Judging  by  what  he  has  been 
saying  this  year  in  public  about  life  in 
Cuba,  however,  he  has  probably  been 
upbraiding  himself  for  too  much 
leniency. 

"Discipline"  as  a  Remedy 

Mr.  Castro  is,  in  fact,  having  a  great 
deal  of  trouble  with  the  people  of  Cuba. 
He  has  found  that  they  are  not  working 
hard  enough,  that  they  are  guilty  of 
making  money  by  supplying  products  to 
the  population  that  are  really  wanted  on 
the  market,  and  that  they  are  neglecting 
their  socialist  labors  to  devote  their  time 
and  efforts  to  their  own  affairs.  He 
called  on  the  Third  Congress  of  the  Com- 
mittees for  the  Defense  of  the  Revolu- 
tion, those  ever-watchful  block  wardens 
of  Cuban  communism,  to  be  even  more 
vigilant,  to  strengthen  sanctions.  "Other 
socialist  countries  have  pretty  severe 
penalties,"  Mr.  Castro  noted.  "I  read 
cables  from  the  Soviet  Union  saying  that 
they  tried  and  even  executed  someone 
over  there.  So  maybe  our  sanctions  for 
those  who  are  responsible .  .  .  undoubt- 
edly are  going  to  have  to  be  a  little 
harsher."  He  lamented  in  that  speech 
that  Latins  lack  discipline.  "What  brings 
a  little  discipline,"  he  said,  "is  the 
revolution."  He  added: 

But  we  have  to  get  rid  of  that  lack  of 
discipline  we  still  have,  of  corruption,  of  irre- 
sponsibility, so  it  does  not  turn  into  a  cancer 
that  spreads  and  allows  the  day  to  come  when 
everyone  steals.  That  is  one  of  the  great  tasks 
of  the  revolution  and  one  of  the  great  contra- 
dictions of  our  society. 

To  deal  with  these  evils  and  con- 
tradictions, Castro  recently  counter- 
manded himself,  presumably  after  a 
vigorous  session  of  autocriticism,  and 
abolished  the  farmers  free  markets  and 
the  rental  markets  that  had  recently 
allowed  a  bit  of  encouragement  for 
enterprise  in  Cuba.  As  he  put  it: 

Institutions  were  created  here  which  pro- 
moted trade  and  capitalism— they  were  being 
promoted.  The  wheeler-dealers  emerged. 
They  are  lazy  people  who  do  not  want  to 
work,  who  steal.  The  managers  who  began  to 
relax  the  norms  are  to  blame.  The  farmers 
free  market  created  a  lot  of  millionaires.  They 
made  money  with  anything  they  put  on  the 
market.  What  was  happening?  Well,  enter- 
prises decided  to  manufacture  goods  for  the 
people. 

I  must  tell  you  that  manufacturing 
goods  for  the  people  is  not  necessarily  a 
virtue  in  communist  society  and  espe- 
cially in  Cuba.  It  smacks  of  what  good 


communists  call  "consumerism,"  an 
opprobrious  epithet  for  what  we  call  con- 
sumer sovereignty. 

Cuba's  economy  is,  indeed,  a  prob- 
lem. Cuba  has  been  rescheduling  its  debt 
to  Western  countries  since  1983  and  has 
reached  the  point  where  it  cannot  even 
pay  interest  and  seeks  several  hundred 
million  dollars  in  new  money.  Cuba's 
chief  export  for  convertible  currency  has 
been  a  commodity  scarcely  found  in 
Cuba  at  all:  it  is  the  reexport  of  Soviet 
oil.  But  the  price  of  oil  has  fallen,  and 
Moscow  can  no  longer  give  Cuba  the 
dollars  which  Cuba  so  badly  needs.  For 
the  Russians,  whose  annual  commodity 
subsidy  to  Havana  is  valued  at  more 
than  $4.5  billion  per  year,  the  Cuban 
economic  dilemma  is  disturbing.  Cuba  is 
today  doubtlessly  far  more  egalitarian 
than  it  was  in  the  days  of  Fulgencio 
Batista.  There  are  few  rich,  except  for 
the  goods  and  services  available  to  the 
privileged  vanguard  who  run  the  coun- 
try, such  as  the  houses  of  those  who  fled 
the  revolution.  Cuba,  a  country  given  to 
the  monoculture  of  sugar,  nevertheless 
rations  sugar,  like  coffee  and  all  basic 
commodities.  There  is  now  rationing 
even  of  beer.  Only  a  half  bottle  of  beer  is 
available  per  family  per  day.  In  Cuba 
there  is  no  "this  Bud's  for  you"  after  a 
day  in  the  tropical  sun.  Maybe  it  is  the 
absence  of  reward  that  produces  the 
lackadaisical  work  ethic  which  Castro  is 
criticizing,  but  his  remedy  of  discipline 
and  vigilance  does  not  address  the 
underlying  problem,  and  it  has  an 
ominous  sound.  By  the  way,  the  Cubans 
who  fled  his  rule  and  settled  in  the 
United  States  show  no  such  sloth.  It  is, 
perhaps,  a  matter  of  freedom  and  incen- 
tive, rather  than  a  so-called  Latin  lack  of 
discipline,  that  troubles  Cuba. 

Arrest  of  the  Human 
Rights  Committee 

Given  the  Castro  regime's  well- 
documented  treatment  of  its  opponents, 
given  its  growing  concern  over  the 
passive  attitude  of  the  Cuban  population 
and  such  manifestations  of  unrest  as  a 
rapidly  rising  urban  crime  rate,  it  is  not 
surprising  to  see  the  authorities  accen- 
tuating their  crackdown  on  what  passes 
for  human  rights  activities  in  Cuba.  This 
is  a  country  which  never  permits  any 
outside  authority,  whatever  its 
humanitarian  credentials,  to  put  a 
flashlight,  much  less  a  spotlight,  on 
Cuba.  Cuba  enjoys  standing  in  the  pros- 
ecutor's corner,  condemning  real  or 
imagined  violations  of  human  rights  in 
dozens  of  other  countries.  Its  chief 


so-called  labor  leader  recently  wished  the 
workers  of  Chile  a  prompt  return  to 
"democracy  and  freedom."  He  did  not 
wish  as  much,  of  course,  for  Cuba.  Cuba 
is  careful  to  keep  its  own  skeletons,  real 
and  allegorical,  living  and  dead,  well  hid- 
den from  public  scrutiny.  Those  who 
wonder  how  authorities  can  keep  people 
from  telling  the  crimes  of  the  regime 
against  their  own  persons  should  read 
Robert  Conquest's  account  of  the  Great 
Purge  in  the  Soviet  Union.  There  is 
always  another  loved  one  who  can  be 
punished  if  there  is  an  outcry.  There  is 
always  something  more  one  can  lose. 

Cuba  recently  arrested  the  remain- 
ing members  still  at  large  of  the 
unofficial  Cuban  Committee  on  Human 
Rights,  a  group  of  brave  souls  who  have 
tried  valiantly  with  their  candles  to  illu- 
minate those  dark  areas  which  need  a 
spotlight.  Late  last  month  the  Cuban 
police  arrested  Elizardo  Sanchez,  Adolfo 
Rivero  Caro,  and  Enrique  Hernandez— 
the  last  members  of  this  unofficial  com- 
mittee still  at  large.  They  had  dared  to 
inform  a  Renter  correspondent  in 
Havana  of  the  arrest  shortly  before  of 
two  other  members  of  the  committee. 
Dr.  Domingo  Jorge  Delgado  and  Jose 
Luis  Alvarado,  who  have  reportedly 
been  jailed  and  tortured.  Sanchez  is  now 
on  a  hunger  strike  and  is  suffering,  as 
well,  the  effects  of  brutal  interrogation. 
The  Renter  correspondent  and  an  Agence 
France  Presse  correspondent  were  ex- 
pelled from  Cuba  as  a  result. 

The  president  of  the  Human  Rights 
Committee,  Ricardo  Bofill,  recently  took 
refuge  in  an  embassy  in  Havana  after 
these  arrests  and  the  death  of  a  17-year- 
old  boy  in  police  custody.  The  boy, 
Antonio  Frias  Sosa,  had  apparently 
taken  photographs  for  the  committee 
and  had  in  his  possession  a  copy  of  the 
international  human  rights  declaration. 
Not  long  ago,  too,  the  distinguished 
attorney  Aramis  Taboada  died  of  unex- 
plained circumstances  in  Cuban  prison. 
He  had  defended  a  number  of  persons 
accused  of  such  unacceptable  practices 
as  an  attempt  to  form  a  free  trade  union 
in  a  country  which  already  has  the  only 
trade  union  Fidel  Castro  says  it  needs. 

These  names  are  not  mythical.  These 
persons  are  flesh  and  blood.  We  are  in 
personal  contact  with  their  relatives  or 
survivors  of  some  of  them.  On 
September  25,  Amnesty  International 
stated  its  belief  that  the  five  men  still 
living  are  prisoners  of  conscience 
arrested  because  of  their  activities  in 
defense  of  human  rights.  It  asked  its  cor- 
respondence list  to  appeal  immediately 
to  Fidel  Castro  and  his  ministries  in 
Havana  for  their  release. 
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Because  of  the  power  of  the  Cuban 
state  and  the  crushing  weight  of  its  sanc- 
tions, active  opponents  are  few  in 
number  and  little  known  to  the  world, 
but  they  are  representative  because  they 
have  tried  to  resist  the  dictatorship  on 
behalf  of  their  frightened  fellow  citizens 
in  a  regime  which  decides  who  will  have 
rights  and  who  will  enjoy  no  rights  at  all. 
Some  come  from  the  leftwing  of  the 
political  spectrum  in  Cuba;  many  were 
associated  with  the  so-called  microfrac- 
tion  in  the  late  1960s  that  was  accused 
of  being  pro-Soviet.  What  has  united 
them  is  their  recognition,  even  if  in  some 
cases  belated,  that  justice  is  conspicuous 
by  its  absence  in  Cuba. 

A  Model  for  the  Hemisphere 

All  of  this  would  be  cause  for  concern 
even  if  the  island  Cuba  were  off  in  the 
Java  Sea.  But  it  is  90  miles  away  from 
our  shores.  The  despair  and  shame  of 
Cuba  do  not  prevent  Fidel  Castro  from 
representing  it  as  a  model  for  others.  In 
the  Cuban  Constitution  he  has  inscribed 
the  right  and— more  to  the  point— the 
"duty"  of  the  Cuban  people  to  support 
revolutionary  internationalism  and  wars 
of  national  liberation.  In  practice  this 
has  meant  a  nearly  unbroken  series  of 
interventions  by  Cuba  from  1959  to  the 
present,  with  increasing  sophistication, 
employing  modern  weaponry  and,  since 
the  late  1970s,  enjoying  full  Soviet 
backing. 

Thus  this  system  not  only  prevails  in 
Cuba;  it  is  intended  to  be  replicated  in 
the  hemisphere.  In  Latin  America  the 
long  reach  of  Fidel  Castro  is  feared  by 
many  and  admired  by  a  few.  Why  should 
they  admire  a  man  who  has  presided 
over  so  much  grief  at  home  and  rules 
over  a  militarized  society  closely  aligned 
with  the  Soviet  Union?  For  one  thing,  he 
has  demonstrated  that  he  knows  how  to 
seize  and  hold  power  indefinitely.  For  a 
second,  he  has  sworn  eternal  hostility  to 
the  United  States  and  uses  anti- 
Americanism  as  symbolic  of  all  of  Latin 
America's  ills.  For  a  third,  he  has 
stimulated  Cuba's  development  of  its 
pre- 1959  strengths  in  health  and  educa- 
tion and  has  exaggerated  the  gains 
achieved.  For  a  fourth,  he  pretends  to  an 
egahtarianism  that  gives  psychic  comfort 
to  many  who  are  bothered  by  the  social 
injustice  they  may  see  in  their  own  coun- 
try. But,  most  of  all,  he  appeals  to  those 
Latin  American  elite  vanguardists  who 
wish  to  impose  their  own  notions  of  how 
society  should  be  organized  on  their  own 
countrymen  without  fear  of  challenge. 

It  has  been  said  that  those  who 
refuse  to  learn  from  history  must  relive 


it.  We  have  lived  28  years  with  a  cruel 
system  in  Cuba  that  has  tried  irrepres- 
sibly  to  replicate  itself  and  which  is  con- 
vinced that  its  time  has  now  come.  Not 
so  long  ago  Soviet  Marshal  Ogarkov  said 
that  for  many  years  there  was  only 
Cuba,  but  now  there  were  Nicaragua  and 
Grenada  and  a  fight  was  going  on  in  El 
Salvador.  We  cannot  afford  to  turn  a 
blind  eye  to  that  struggle  to  build  a  new 
Latin  America  on  the  model  of  Fidel 
Castro's  Cuba.  It  is  argued  today  by 
some  that  these  revolutionaries  really 
have  democratic  objectives  despite  over- 
whelming evidence  to  the  contrary. 
What  did  their  model  say,  in  his  day, 
when  he  was  struggling  to  seize  power 
and  construct  the  new  Cuba? 

The  False  Prophet 

On  January  13,  1959,  Fidel  Castro  told 
the  Cuban  press: 

I  don't  know  why  there  are  calumnies 
against  our  revolution  about  it  being  com- 
munist. I  don't  know  how  they  can  speak  in 
this  manner.  Is  there  someone  who  could 
think  we  are  hiding  dark  intentions?  Is  there 
perhaps  someone  who  could  affirm  that  we 
ever  lied  to  the  people?  We  would  never  pros- 
titute our  conscience  with  a  lie  or  hypocrisy 
for  any  reason  in  the  world. 

On  April  17,  1959,  he  told  the 
National  Press  Club  in  Washington; 

I  have  declared  clearly  and  definitely  that 
we  are  not  communists.  What  our  revolution 
seeks  is  to  form  a  democracy  with  civil  and 
individual  rights  and  political  guarantees. 

On  May  5,  1959,  in  Montevideo, 
Fidel  Castro  said; 

I  am  among  those  who  sincerely  believe 
in  liberty.  I  am  among  those  who  believe  that 
each  one  has  the  right  to  his  opinion,  and  if  he 
does  not  think  as  I  do,  I  will  discuss  his 
reasons,  argue  against  his  ideas,  but  I  will  not 
deprive  him  of  the  right  to  speak  according  to 
his  conscience.  The  system  will  never  deprive 
anyone  of  his  rights,  imprison  the  intellectual, 
gag  the  thought  process  for  any  reason  in  the 
world. 

And,  finally,  on  May  8,  1959,  in 
Havana  he  told  a  large  crowd  of  Cubans 
in  the  Plaza  de  la  Revolucion: 

All  Cubans,  whatever  their  party,  will 
always  be  respected.  Freedom  of  thought, 
freedom  of  association,  freedom  of  belief,  are 
freedoms  sacred  to  our  revolution.  Then  we 
say  that  our  revolution  is  not  communist.  If 
our  ideas  were  communist,  we  would  say  so  here. 

And  last  May,  when  French  televi- 
sion asked  Castro  if  he  had  not  falsely 
proclaimed  himself  a  democrat  in  1959, 
he  responded; 

The  United  States  wanted  us  to  commit  a 
strategic  and  tactical  error  and  proclaim  a 


doctrine  as  a  communist  movement.  In  reality 
I  was  a  communist.  It  would  have  been 
premature  to  proclaim  the  Marxist-Leninist 
character  of  the  Revolution.  Nevertheless 
anyone  who  read  attentively  "History  Will 
Absolve  Me"  and  the  Moncada  program  can 
appreciate  that  it  was  a  socialist  who  guided 
it  and  wrote  those  lines. 

Thus  spoke  the  false  democrat,  the 
true  autocrat,  whom  the  Cuban  intellec- 
tual and  original  friend  of  the  Cuban 
revolution,  Guillermo  Cabrera  Infante, 
has  called  the  only  free  man  in  Cuba. 

Of  the  Nicaraguan  Sandinistas,  Fidel 
Castro  told  the  Spanish  news  agency 
EFE  last  year  that  their  strategy  is 
"perfect."  They  are  true  revolutionaries, 
he  said,  not  mere  reformists  or 
moderates,  but  they  will  not  introduce 
the  "socialist"  (communist)  character  of 
their  revolution  until  conditions  permit. 
And  their  strategy,  he  added,  should  be 
a  model  for  other  revolutionaries 
elsewhere  in  Latin  America. 

You  must  have  heard  on  the  streets 
of  St.  Louis  what  I  heard  on  the  streets 
of  St.  Paul;  fool  me  once,  shame  on  you; 
fool  me  twice,  shame  on  me. 

Let  us  put  a  mighty  spotlight  on 
Cuba,  not  only  for  the  sake  of  humanity 
suffering  there  but  as  a  service  to  those 
living  in  other  countries  whose  fate  is 
challenged  by  the  Cuban  model.  May  the 
illumination  of  Cuba  enable  the  sup- 
porters of  democracy  and  human  rights 
in  this  hemisphere  better  to  discern 
friend  from  foe  and  to  avoid  for 
themselves  the  tragedy  of  the  Cuban 
revolution.  ■ 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 


Antarctica 

Recommendations  relating  to  the  furtherance 
of  the  principles  and  objectives  of  the  Antarc- 
tic Treaty  (TIAS  4780).  Adopted  at  Brussels 
Oct.  18,  1985.1 

Notification  of  acceptance:  South  Africa, 
Oct.  8,  1986. 

Arbitration 

Inter-American  convention  on  international 

commercial  arbitration.  Done  at  Panama  City 

Jan.  30,  1976.  Entered  into  force  June  16, 

1976.2 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 

Oct  9,  1986.3 

Atomic  Energy 

Agreement  concerning  the  transfer  to 
Thailand  of  enriched  uranium  for  a  research 
reactor.  With  annexes  and  exchange  of  notes. 
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Done  at  Vienna  Sept.  30,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  Sept.  30,  1986. 
Parties:  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency;  Thailand;  U.S. 

Aviation,  Civil 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
seizure  of  aircraft.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Dec.  16,  1970.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  14, 
1971.  TIAS  7192. 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
acts  against  the  safety  of  civil  aviation.  Done 
at  Montreal  Sept.  23,  1971.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  26,  1973.  TIAS  7570. 
Accessions  deposited:  Yemen  Arab  Republic 
(Sanaa),  Sept.  30,  1986. 

Protocol  on  the  authentic  quadrilingual  text 
of  the  convention  on  international  civil  avia- 
tion (Chicago,  1944  TIAS  1591),  with  annex. 
Done  at  Montreal  Sept.  30,  1977.' 
Acceptance  deposited:  Philippines,  Oct.  20, 
1986. 

Conservation 

Convention  on  international  trade  in 

endangered  species  of  wild  fauna  and  flora, 

with  appendices.  Done  at  Washington  Mar.  3, 

1973.  Entered  into  force  July  1,  1975.  TIAS 

8249. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  BeHze, 

Aug.  19,  1986;  effective  Sept.  21,  1981. 

Amendment  to  the  convention  of  Mar.  3,  1973, 
on  international  trade  in  endangered  species 
of  wild  fauna  and  flora.  Done  at  Bonn 
June  22,  1979.' 

Acceptances  deposited:  Belize,  Aug.  19,  1986; 
Cyprus,  Aug.  20,  1986. 

Convention  on  wetlands  of  international 
importance  especially  as  waterfowl  habitat, 
with  protocol  adopted  at  Paris  Dec.  3,  1982. 
Done  at  Ramsar  Feb.  2,  1971.  Entered  into 
force  Dec.  21,  1975.2 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 
Oct.  9,  1986. 

Consular  Relations 

Vienna  convention  on  consular  relations. 
Done  at  Vienna  Apr.  24,  1963.  Entered  into 
force  Mar.  19,  1967;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  24, 
1969.  TIAS  6820. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Saint 
Lucia,  Aug.  27,  1986. 

Customs 

Convention  establishing  a  Customs  Coopera- 
tion Council,  with  annex.  Done  at  Brussels 
Dec.  15,  1950.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  4, 
1952;  for  the  U.S.  Nov.  5,  1970.  TIAS  7063. 
Accession  deposited:  Central  African 
Republic,  July  28,  1986. 

Diplomatic  Relations 

Vienna  convention  on  diplomatic  relations. 
Done  at  Vienna  Apr.  18,  1961.  Entered  into 
force  Apr.  24,  1964;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  13, 
1972.  TIAS  7502. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Saint 
Lucia,  Aug.  27,  1986. 


Finance 

Agreement  concerning  the  international  fund 
for  Ireland,  with  annexes.  Done  at 
Washington  Sept.  26,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  Sept.  26,  1986. 
Parties:  Ireland,  U.K.,  U.S. 

Fisheries 

Protocol  to  amend  the  international  conven- 
tion of  May  14,  1966,  for  the  conservation  of 
Atlantic  tunas  (TIAS  6767).  Done  at  Paris 
July  10,  1984.1 

Instrument  of  ratification  signed  by  Presi- 
dent: Sept.  30,  1986. 

Judicial  Procedure 

Convention  on  the  taking  of  evidence  abroad 

in  civil  or  commercial  matters.  Done  at  The 

Hague  Mar.  18,  1970.  Entered  into  force 

Oct.  7,  1972.  TIAS  7444. 

Extended  to:  Anguilla  by  the  U.K.;  July  3, 

1986.^ 

Inter-American  convention  on  letters 
rogatory.  Done  at  Panama  City  Jan.  30,  1976. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  16,  1976.^ 

Additional  protocol  to  the  Inter-American 
convention  on  letters  rogatory,  with  annex. 
Done  at  Montevideo  May  8,  1979.  Entered 
into  force  June  14,  1980. ^ 
Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 
Oct.  9,  1986.3 

Convention  on  the  civil  aspects  of  interna- 
tional child  abduction.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Oct.  25,  1980.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  1, 
1983.2 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 
Oct.  9,  1986.3 

Marine  Pollution 

Protocol  relating  to  intervention  on  the  high 

seas  in  cases  of  pollution  by  substances  other 

than  oil.  Done  at  London  Nov.  2,  1973. 

Entered  into  force  Mar.  30,  1983.  TIAS 

10561. 

Accession  deposited:  Finland,  Aug.  4,  1986. 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  prevention  of  pollution 
from  ships,  1973.  Done  at  London  Feb.  17, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  2,  1983. 
Accession  deposited:  India,  Sept.  24,  1986.^ 

Maritime  Matters 

Convention  on  the  International  Maritime 
Organization,  as  amended.  Signed  at  Geneva 
Mar.  6,  1984.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  17, 
1958.  TIAS  4044,  6285,  6490,  8606,  10374. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Vanuatu,  Oct.  21, 
1986. 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  safety  of  life  at  sea,  1974 
(TIAS  9700).  Done  at  London  Feb.  17,  1978. 
Entered  into  force  May  1,  1981.  TIAS  10009. 
Accessions  deposited:  Egypt,  Aug.  7,  1986; 
Malta,  Aug.  8,  1986. 

Amendments  to  the  international  convention 
on  load  lines,  1966  (TIAS  6331,  6629,  6720). 
Adopted  at  London  Nov.  17,  1983.' 
Acceptance  deposited:  China,  Sept.  9,  1986. 


Narcotic  Drugs 

Single  convention  on  narcotic  drugs,  as 
amended.  Done  at  New  York,  Mar.  30,  1961. 
Entered  into  force  Dec.  13,  1964;  for  the  U.S. 
June  24,  1967.  TIAS  698,  8118. 
Accession  deposited:  Qatar,  Oct.  3,  1986. 

Convention  on  psychotropic  substances.  Done 
at  Vienna  Feb.  21,  1971.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  16,  1976;  for  the  U.S.  July  15,  1980. 
TIAS  9725. 

Accessions  deposited:  Malaysia,  July  22,  1986; 
Somalia,  Sept.  2,  1986. 

Nuclear  Accidents 

Convention  on  early  notification  of  a  nuclear 
accident.  Done  at  Vienna  Sept.  26,  1986. 
Open  for  signature  at  Vienna  and  New  York 
Sept.  26  and  Oct.  6,  1986,  respectively, 
through  Sept.  25,  1987. 
Entered  into  force:  Oct.  27,  1986.^ 
Signatures:  Afghanistan,  Australia,  Austria, 
Belgium,  Brazil,  Bulgaria,  Belorussian  S.S.R., 
Canada,  Chile,  China,  Costa  Rica,  Cote 
d'lvoire,  Cuba,  Czechoslovakia  (definitive), 
Denmark  (definitive),  Egypt,  Finland,  France, 
German  Democratic  Republic,  Federal 
Republic  of  Germany,  Greece,  Guatemala, 
Hungary,  Iceland,  Indonesia,  Iran,  Ireland, 
Israel,  Italy,  Lebanon,  Liechtenstein,  Mexico, 
Monaco,  Morocco,  Netherlands,  Niger,  Nor- 
way (definitive),  Panama,  Poland,  Portugal, 
Spain,  Sudan,  Sweden,  Switzerland,  Turkey, 
Ukrainian  S.S.R.,  U.S.S.R.,  U.K.,  U.S., 
Vatican  City,  Zimbabwe,  Sept.  26,  1986. 

Convention  on  assistance  in  the  case  of  a 
nuclear  accident  or  radiological  emergency. 
Done  at  Vienna  Sept.  26,  1986.  Open  for 
signature  at  Vienna  and  New  York  Sept.  26 
and  Oct.  6,  1986,  respectively,  until  its  entry 
into  force  or  through  Sept.  25,  1987.  Enters 
into  force  30  days  after  consent  to  be  bound 
has  been  expressed  by  three  states. 
Signatures:  Afghanistan,  Australia,  Austria, 
Belgium,  Brazil,  Bulgaria,  Belorussian  S.S.R., 
Canada,  Chile,  China,  Costa  Rica,  Cote 
d'lvoire,  Cuba,  Czechoslovakia,  Denmark, 
Egypt,  Finland,  France,  German  Democratic 
Republic,  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
Greece,  Guatemala,  Hungary,  Iceland, 
Indonesia,  Iran,  Ireland,  Israel,  Italy, 
Lebanon,  Liechtenstein,  Mexico,  Monaco, 
Morocco,  Netherlands,  Niger,  Norway 
(definitive),  Panama,  Poland,  Portugal,  Spain, 
Sudan,  Sweden,  Switzerland,  Turkey,  Ukrain- 
ian S.S.R.,  U.S.S.R.,  U.K.,  U.S.,  Vatican  Ci- 
ty, Zimbabwe,  Sept.  27,  1986. 

Nuclear  Material— Physical  Protection 

Convention  on  the  physical  protection  of 
nuclear  material,  with  annexes. 
Done  at  Vienna  Oct.  26,  1979.' 
Signatures:  Argentina,  Feb.  28,  1986; 
Ecuador,  June  26,  1986;  Indonesia,  July  3, 
1986;  Spain,  Apr.  7,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Canada,  Mar.  21, 
1986;  Mongolia,  May  28,  1986;  Yugoslavia, 
May  14,  1986. 

Pollution 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 
layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar.  22, 
1985.1 
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Ratifications  deposited:  Finland,  Sept.  25, 
1986;  Norway,  Sept.  23,  1986. 
Protocol  to  the  convention  on  long-range 
transboundary  air  pollution  of  Nov.  13,  1979 
(TIAS  10541),  concerning  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  the  long-range  transmission  of 
air  pollutants  in  Europe  (EMEP),  with  annex. 
Done  at  Geneva  Sept.  28,  1984. i 
Approval  deposited:  Bulgaria,  Sept.  26,  1986. 
Ratification  deposited:  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  Oct.  7,  1986. 

Prisoner  Transfer 

Convention  on  the  transfer  of  sentenced  per- 
sons. Done  at  Strasbourg  Mar.  21,  1983. 
Entered  into  force  July  1,  1985.  TIAS  10824. 
Signature:  Ireland,  Aug.  20,  1986. 
Ratification  deposited:  Austria,  Sept.  9, 
1986." 

Property-Intellectual 

Convention  on  establishing  the  World  Intel- 
lectual Property  Organization.  Done  at 
Stockholm  July  14,  1967.  Entered  into  force 
Apr.  26,  1970;  for  the  U.S.  Aug.  25,  1970. 
TIAS  6932. 
Accession  deposited:  Lesotho,  Aug.  18,  1986. 

Satellite  Communications  Systems 

Convention  on  the  International  Maritime 
Satellite  Organization  (INMARSAT),  with 
annex.  Done  at  London  Sept.  3,  1976. 
Entered  into  force  July  16,  1979.  TIAS  9605. 
Accession  deposited:  German  Democratic 
Republic,  Sept.  24,  1986. 

Operating  agreement  on  INMARSAT,  with 
annex.  Done  at  London  Sept.  3,  1976. 
Entered  into  force  July  16,  1979.  TIAS  9605. 
Signature:  German  Democratic  Republic, 
Sept.  24,  1986. 

Slavery 

Protocol  amending  the  slavery  convention 
signed  at  Geneva  on  Sept.  25,  1926,  and 
annex  (TS  778).  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  7, 
1953.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  7,  1953,  for  the 
protocol;  July  7,  1955,  for  annex  to  protocol: 
for  the  U.S.  Mar.  7,  1956.  TIAS  3532. 

Supplementary  convention  on  the  abolition  of 
slavery,  the  slave  trade,  and  institutions  and 
practices  .similar  to  slavery.  Done  at  Geneva 
Sept.  7,  1956.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  30, 
1957;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  6,  1967.  TIAS  6418. 
Acces.sions  deposited:  Mauritania,  June  6, 
1986. 

Telecommunications 

International  telectjmmunication  convention, 
with  annexes  and  protocols.  Done  at  Nairobi 
Nov.  6,  1982.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1,  1984; 
definitively  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  10,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Benin,  Zimbabwe, 
July  4,  1986;  Cameroon,  June  17,  1986; 
E(juatorial  Guinea,  June  11,  1986;  Iceland, 
July  3,  1986;  Phillippines,  July  23,  1986; 
Romania,  July  1,  1986;  Venezuela,  June  23, 
1986. 

Trade 

United  Nations  convention  on  contracts  for 
the  international  sale  of  goods.  Done  at 
Vienna  Apr.  11,  1980.' 


Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 
Oct.  9,  1986." 

Protocol  for  the  accession  of  Mexico  to  the 
general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade.  Done 
at  Geneva  July  17,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  24,  1986. 

Acceptances  deposited:  Australia,  Brazil, 
Hong  Kong,  India,  Jamaica,  Japan,  Republic 
of  Korea,  Mexico,  Nicaragua,  Peru,  Sweden, 
Switzerland,  U.S.,  Uruguay,  Yugoslavia, 
July  25,  1986;  Colombia,  Aug.  25,  1986. 

Treaties 

Vienna  convention  of  the  law  of  treaties,  with 
annex.  Done  at  Vienna  May  23,  1969. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  27,  1980. ^ 
Accession  deposited:  German  Democratic 
Republic,  Oct.  20,  1986. 

Wheat 

Wheat  trade  convention,  1986.  Done  at 
London  Mar.  14,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
July  1,  1986. "^ 
Accession  deposited:  India,  Sept.  24,  1986. 

Women 

Convention  on  the  political  rights  of  women. 
Done  at  New  York  Mar.  31,  1953.  Entered  in- 
to force  July  7,  1954;  for  the  U.S.  July  7, 
1976.  TIAS  8289. 
Accession  deposited:  Angola,  Sept.  17,  1986. 

Convention  on  the  elimination  of  all  forms  of 
discrimination  against  women.  Adopted  at 
New  York  Dec.  18,  1979.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  3,  1981.2 

Accession  deposited:  Angola,  Sept.  17,  1986. 
Ratification  deposited:  Zaire,  Oct.  17,  1986. 


BILATERIAL 


Chile 

International  express  mail  agreement  with 
detailed  regulations.  Signed  at  Montevideo 
Sept.  8,  1986.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  26, 
1986. 

China 

Agreement  for  the  avoidance  of  double  taxa- 
tion and  the  prevention  of  tax  evasion  with 
respect  to  taxes  on  income,  with  protocol  and 
exchange  of  notes.  Signed  at  Beijing  Apr.  30, 
1984. 

Protocol  concerning  the  interpretation  of 

paragraph  7  of  the  protocol  to  the  agreement 

for  the  avoidance  of  double  taxation  and  the 

prevention  of  tax  evasion  with  respect  to 

taxes  on  income  of  Apr.  30,  1984.  Signed  at 

Beijing  May  10,  1986. 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 

July  24,  1986r 

Instrument  of  ratification  signed  by  Presi- 

dent:  Sept.  7,  1986. 

Colombia 

Agreement  amending  agreement  of  July  1 
and  Aug.  11,  1982  (TIAS  10543),  as  amended, 
r'elating  to  trade  in  cotton,  wool,  and  man- 
made  fiber  textiles  and  textile  products. 


Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at  Washing- 
ton Aug.  25  and  29,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  29,  1986;  effective  July  1,  1986. 

Ecuador 

Air  transport  agreement,  with  annexes. 
Signed  at  Washington  Sept.  26,  1986.  Enters 
into  force  on  a  date  to  be  determined  in 
exchange  of  notes  that  all  necessary  internal 
procedures  have  been  completed  by  both 
parties. 

France 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  Jan. 
18,  1977,  as  extended  (TIAS  8839),  in  the 
field  of  liquid  metal-cooled  fast  breeder  reac- 
tors. Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at  Paris 
and  Washington  July  16  and  Aug.  25,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  25,  1986;  effective 
June  8,  1986. 

Federal  Republic  of  Germany 

Supplementary  treaty  to  the  treaty  concern- 
ing extradition  of  June  20,  1978  (TIAS  9785). 
Signed  at  Washington  Oct.  21,  1986.  Enters 
into  force  upon  the  exchange  of  instruments 
of  ratification. 

Supplementary  agreement  amending  the 
agreement  on  social  security  of  Jan.  7,  1976, 
with  supplementary  administrative  agree- 
ment amending  the  administrative  agreement 
of  June  21,  1978  (TIAS  9542).  Signed  at 
Washington  Oct.  2,  1986.  Enters  into  force  on 
the  first  day  of  the  month  following  the 
month  in  which  both  governments  have 
informed  each  other  that  steps  necessary 
under  their  national  statutes  have  been  taken. 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  June 
8,  1976  (TIAS  8657),  in  the  field  of  liquid 
metal-cooled  fast  breeder  reactors.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  letters  at  Bonn  and 
Washington  Aug.  26  and  Oct.  7,  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Oct.  7,  1986. 

Guinea 

Agreement  for  agricultural  commodities 
under  food  for  progress,  with  attachments. 
Signed  at  Conakry  Sept.  15,  1986.  Entered 
into  force  Sept.  15,  1986. 

Honduras 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  June 
11,  1982,  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Tegucigalpa  June  21, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  June  21,  1985. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  Mar. 
11,  1985,  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Tegucigalpa  June  21, 
1985,  Entered  into  force  June  21,  1985. 

Iceland 

Treaty  to  facilitate  defense  relationship,  with 

related  memorandum  of  understandings. 

Signed  at  New  York  Sept.  24,  1986.  Enters 

into  force  upon  the  exchange  of  instruments 

of  ratification  of  Reykjavik. 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification:  Oct. 

871986. 

Instrument  of  ratification  signed  by  Presi- 

dent:  Oct.  20,  1986. 
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Indonesia 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  June 
2,  1986.  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Jakarta  Sept.  18  and  22,  1986.  Entered  into 
force  Sept.  22,  1986. 

Israel 

Grant  agreement  to  support  the  economic  and 
political  stability  of  Israel.  Signed  at 
Washington  May  15,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
May  15.  19S6. 

Madagascar 

Agreement  for  agricultural  commodities 
under  food  for  progress,  with  attachments. 
Signed  at  Antananarivo  Aug.  13.  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  13.  1986. 

Mauritius 

Agreement  amending  agreement  of  June  3 
and  4.  1985.  concerning  trade  in  cotton,  wool, 
and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  textile  prod- 
ucts. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Port 
Louis  Sept.  29  and  Oct.  7.  1986.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  7,  1986;  effective  Apr.  1.  1986. 

Me.xico 

Minute  270  of  International  Boundary  and 
Water  Commission:  Recommendations  for 
first  stage  treatment  and  disposal  facilities 
for  the  solution  of  the  border  sanitation  prob- 
lem at  San  Diego.  California-Tijuana.  Baja 
California.  Signed  at  Ciudad  Juarez  Apr.  30, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  July  16.  1985. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  Mar. 
29.  1983  (TIAS  10675).  relating  to  additional 
cooperative  airangements  to  curb  the  illegal 
traffic  in  narcotics.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
letters  at  Mexico  Aug.  25  and  Sept.  29.  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  29,  1986. 

Mozambique 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Apr.  11,  1986.  for  the  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters 
at  Maputo  Aug.  22.  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  22,  1986. 

Oman 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  the  opera- 
tion of  storage  facilities  at  SOAP  bases,  with 
annexes.  Signed  at  Shaw  Air  Force  Base  and 
Seeb  Sept.  18.  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  18,  1986. 

Supersedes  agreement  of  Julv  31  and  Sept. 
18,  1985. 

Panama 

Agreement  concerning  the  taxation  of  income 
of  U.S.  contractors  and  subcontractors  of  the 
Panama  Canal  Commission  or  U.S.  Forces, 
with  attachments  and  related  note.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Panama  Sept.  11, 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  11,  1986. 

Sao  Tome  and  Principe 

Investment  incentive  agreement.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Washington  Sept.  24. 
1986.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  24,  1986. 


South  Africa 

Agreement  relating  to  air  services,  with 

annex  and  exchange  of  notes,  as  amended. 

Signed  at  Cape  Town  May  23.  1947.  Entered 

into  force  May  23,  1947.  tiAS  1639.  2870, 

6512. 

Notice  of  termination  given  by  U.S.:  Oct.  8, 

1986;  effective  Oct.  10,  1987. 

Convention  for  the  avoidance  of  double  taxa- 
tion and  for  establishing  rules  of  reciprocal 
administrative  assistance  with  respect  to 
taxes  on  income.  Signed  at  Pretoria  Dec.  13. 
1946.  Entered  into  force  July  15.  1952.  TIAS 
2510. 

Protocol  supplementing  convention  of  Dec. 
13.  1946.  Signed  at  Pretoria  Julv  14.  1952. 
Entered  into  force  July  15.  1952.  TIAS  2510. 
Notification  of  termination  given  by  U.S.: 
Oct  15.  1986;  effective  July  1,  1987. 

Spain 

Agreement  on  social  security,  with  adminis- 
trative arrangement.  Signed  at  Madrid 
Sept.  30,  1986.  Enters  into  force  on  the  first 
day  of  the  second  month  following  exchange 
of  notifications  that  each  contracting  state 
has  fulfilled  its  statutory  or  constitutional 
requirements. 


Department  of  State 

Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington.  D.C.  20520. 


No.  Date 

*192  10/1 

193  10/1 

•194  10/1 

195  10/2 

*196  10/2 

•197  10/6 

•198  10/3 


*199       10/3 


200       10/3 


•201       10/6 


Subject 

Whitehead:  interview  on 
ABC-  TVs  "Nightline." 
Sept.  30. 

Shultz:  inteniew  on  NBC- 
TVs  "Today  Show." 

Whitehead:  interview  on 
CBS-  TVs  "The  CBS 
Morning  News." 

American  Foreign  Policy: 
Current  Documents.  19Si 
released. 

Shultz:  remarks  before 
Jewish  Community  Rela- 
tions Council.  New  York 
City,  Sept.  30. 

Regional  Foreign  Policy 
Conference.  Salt  Lake 
City,  Oct.  18. 

Shultz:  luncheon  remarks  in 
honor  of  the  Latin 
American  and  Caribbean 
countries.  Metropolitan 
Museum  of  Art.  New  York 
City.  Sept.  29. 

Shultz:  luncheon  remarks  in 
honor  of  the  Gulf  Coopera- 
tion Council,  New  York 
City,  Oct.  1 

Shultz:  news  briefing,  UN 
Plaza  Hotel.  New  York 
City.  Oct.  2. 

Advisory  Committee  on 
Historical  Diplomatic 
Documentation  to  meet 
Nov.  6-7. 


Thailand 

Agreement  amending  agreement  of  July  27 
and  Aug.  8.  1983  (TIAS  10760).  as  amended, 
relating  to  trade  in  cotton,  wool,  and  man- 
made  fiber  textiles  and  textile  products. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Bangkok 
Sept.  3  and  Oct.  9,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Oct.  9.  1986. 

Tunisia 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  June 
11.  1986.  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Tunis  Sept.  4.  1986. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  4,  1986. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  concerning  the  Turks  and  Caicos 
Islands  and  narcotics  activities,  with  annex 
and  forms.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Washington  Sept.  18.  1986. 
Entered  into  force:  Oct.  21.  1986. 


.S. 


'Not  in  force. 
-Not  in  force  for  the  U 
^With  reservation(s). 
■■With  declaration(s) 

=Not  bound  by  Optional  Annexes  III.  IV. 
and  V. 

**In  force  provisionally  for  the  U.S.  ■ 


202 

10/6 

Shultz:  inteniew  on  ABC- 
TVs  "This  Week  With 
David  Brinklev."  Oct.  5. 

203 

10/7 

Brunson  McKinley  sworn  in 
as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 
Haiti.  Sept.  19.  (biographic 
data). 

204 

10/7 

Shultz:  news  conference  at 
White  House. 

205 

10/8 

Shultz:  inteniew  on  ABC- 
TV's  "Good  Morning 
America." 

206 

10/9 

Shultz:  address  before 
members  of  the  National 
Conference  on  Soviet 
Jewry.  Oct.  8. 

■207 

10/10 

Shultz:  interview  on  NBC- 
TVs  "Todav  Show." 

■208 

10/14 

Shultz:  interview  on  CBS- 
TVs  "The  CBS  Morning 
News." 

'209 

10/8 

Shultz:  interview  on  I'SIA's 
"Worldnet."  Oct.  7. 

210 

10/15 

Shultz:  interview  on  CNN's 
"Crossfire,"  Oct.  14. 

211 

10/15 

Shultz:  interview  on  ABC- 
TVs  "Nightline,"  Oct.  14. 

■212 

10/15 

Shultz:  news  conference  on 
Reykjavik  meeting.  Oct. 
14. 

'213 

10/15 

Shultz:  interview  on  USIA's 
"Worldnet." 

214 

10/16 

Shultz:  news  conference, 
Loftleidir  Hotel.  Reyk- 
javik, Oct.  12. 

'215 

10/16 

Shultz:  news  briefing  with 
network  anchors  and  col- 
umnists. Oct.  14. 

216 

10/16 

Foreign  Relation.^  o/the 
United  Stolen.  1955-1957. 
Volume  III.  China 
released. 

December  1986 
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No.  Date  Subject 

•217        10/16       Appointment  of  U.S. 

delegation  chairman  to 
the  1987  World  Admini- 
strative Radio  Conference 
for  Mobil  Services. 

*218        10/16       Armacost:  address  and 

question-and-answer  ses- 
sion before  leaders  of 
nongovernmental 
organizations,  Oct.  15. 

'2iy        10/17       Program  for  the  official 
visit  to  the  U.S.  of 
Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl 
of  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  Oct.  20-23. 

*220        10/17       Shultz,  Duarte:  news  brief- 
ing, San  Salvador,  Oct. 
16. 

*221        10/20       Shultz:  interview  on 
"MacNeil-Lehrer 
Newshour,"  Oct.  17. 

222  10/20       Shultz:  interview  on  NBC- 

TV's  "Meet  the  Press," 
Oct.  19. 

223  10/16       Shultz:  news  conference, 

NATO  headquarters, 
Brussels,  Oct.  13. 
*224        10/22       Shultz:  arrival  statement, 

San  Salvador,  Oct.  17. 
'225        10/22       David  Korn  sworn  in  as 

U.S.  Ambassador  to  Togo 
(biographic  data). 
•226        10/23       Shultz:  remarks  at  U.S.- 
F.R.G.  treaty  signing 
ceremony,  Oct.  21. 
•227        10/23       Alexander  F.  Watson  sworn 
in  as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 
Peru  (biographic  data). 
•228        10/23       Charles  J.  Pilliod,  Jr.  sworn 
in  as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 
Mexico,  Oct.  21 
(biographic  data). 
•229      10/23       Theodore  E.  Gildred  sworn 
in  as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 
Argentina,  Oct.  22 
(biographic  data). 
•230       10/23       Everett  Ellis  Briggs  sworn 
in  as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 
Honduras  (biographic 
data). 
•231       10/27       Donald  K.  Petterson  sworn 
in  as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 
Tanzania  (biographic  data). 
232       10/29       Principal  Officers  of  the 

Department  of  State  and 
United  States  Chiefs  of 
Missions,  1778-1986 
released. 
•233      10/29       Ronald  D.  Palmer  sworn  in 
as  U.S.  Ambassador  to 
Mauritius,  Oct.  28 
(biographic  data). 
•234       10/29       David  C.  Fields  sworn  in  as 
U.S.  Ambassador  to  the 
Central  African  Republic 
(biographic  data). 
235      10/30      Foreign  Relations  of  the 

United  States,  1952-1954, 
Volume  VII,  Germany  and 
Austria  released. 


USUN 


Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Public  Affairs  Office,  U.S.  Mission  to  the 
United  Nations,  799  United  Nations  Plaza, 
New  York,  N.Y.  10017. 


Subject 


No. 

Date 

*1 

1/13 

*2 

1/17 

*3 

1/22 

*4 

1/23 

•5 

*6 

•7 


•9 


1/23 

1/30 
2/4 

2/4 
2/6 


•10         212 


*11 

•12/ 
Rev.l 


•13 


•14 


•15 


*16 


2/13 
2/13 

2/14 
2/20 

2/20 
2/20 


Okun:  Lebanon,  Security 
Council. 

Byrne:  Lebanon,  Security 
Council. 

Reed:  statements,  Host 
Country  Committee. 

Ellis:  world  economy, 
Special  Session  of  UN 
Commission  on  Transna- 
tional Corporations,  Jan. 
21. 

Reed:  economic  situation  in 
Africa,  Special  UN 
General  Assembly  Session. 

Byrne:  Israel,  Security 
Council. 

U.S.  and  UN  thank  New 
York  City  Police  Depart- 
ment for  outstanding  serv- 
ices during  UN  40th 
anniversary. 

Byrne:  Palau,  Trusteeship 
Council. 

Walters:  Israeli  intercept  of 
Libyan  aircraft.  Security 
Council. 

Morrison:  Challenger  con- 
dolence. Committee  on 
Peaceful  Uses  of  Outer 
Space,  Feb.  11. 

Koun:  southern  Africa, 
Security  Council. 

Morrison:  space  applications 
and  UNISPACE-82,  Com- 
mittee on  Peaceful  Uses  of 
Outer  Space. 

Hodgkins:  remote  sensing, 
Committee  on  Peaceful. 
Uses  of  Outer  Space. 
Nicogossian:  space 
biomedical  research.  Com- 
mittee on  Peaceful  Uses  of 
Outer  Space. 
USUN  hosts  film  in  celebra- 
tion of  Black  History 
Month,  Feb.  24. 
Morrison:  space  transporta- 
tion systems,  Committee 
on  Peaceful  Uses  of  Outer 
Space,  Feb.  19. 


•17 

2/24 

•18 

2/24 

•19 

3/6 

•20 

3/12 

•21 

3/13 

•22 

3/13 

•23 

3/18 

•24 


3/21 


25 

3/26 

*26 

3/27 

*27 

3/31 

28 

4/14 

29/ 

4/15 

Rev.l 

*30 

4/15 

*31 

4/18 

•32 

4/18 

•33/ 

4/21 

Rev.l 

34/ 

4/21 

Rev.l 

•35 

4/23 

36  4/24 

37  4/30 

•38         4/30 


Reed:  economic  situation  in 
Africa,  Committee  II 
preparatory  meeting. 
Okun:  Iran-Iraq  situation. 

Security  Council. 
Byrne:  meeting  donors'  on 
humanitarian  assistance  to 
the  Kampuchean  people. 
Walters:  contributions. 
House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee. 
Okun:  host-country  respon- 
sibilities. Host  Country 
Committee. 
Okun:  host-country  respon- 
sibilities, Host  Country 
Committee. 
Okun:  host-country  respon- 
sibilities, Host  Country 
Committee. 
Reed:  host-country  respon- 
sibilities. Host  Country 
Committee. 
Walters:  Libya,  Security 

Council. 
Walters:  Libya,  Security 

Council. 
Walters:  Libya,  Security 

Council. 
Okun:  Libya,  Security 

Council. 
Walters:  self-defense. 

Security  Council. 
DiMartino:  children, 

UNICEF. 
Children  at  War:  The  Case 

of  Afghanistan. 
Okun:  Libya,  Security 

Council. 
Walters:  UNIFIL  renewal, 
Security  Council,  Apr.  18. 
Walters:  Libya,  Security 

Council. 
Reed:  economic  situation  in 
Africa,  Committee  IV 
preparatory  meeting  for 
Special  Session  of  UN 
General  Assembly. 
Walters:  Cuba,  Security 

Council. 
Walters:  UN  financial  crisis, 
UN  General  Assembly  in 
plenary. 
Walters:  accident  at  Cher- 
nobyl atomic  energy  sta- 
tion, UN  General 
Assembly. 


•Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 


•Not  printed  in  the  Bullktin 
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Department  of  State 


Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available  from 
the  Correspondence  Management  Division, 
Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

President  Reagan 

Report  on  Reykjavik,  TV  address  to  the 
nation,  Oct.  13,  1986  (Current  Policy  #875). 

The  Significance  of  Reykjavik,  officials  of  the 
State  Dept.  and  ACDA,  Oct.  14,  1986  (Cur- 
rent Policy  #880). 

Africa 

U.S.  Response  to  Africa's  Food  Needs  (GIST, 
Oct.  1986). 

Arms  Control 

Verifying  Nuclear  Testing  Limitations:  Possi- 
ble U.S. -Soviet  Cooperation,  Aug.  1986 
(Special  Report  #152). 

Vienna  CSCE  FoUowup  Meeting  (GIST,  Oct. 
1986) 

Department  &  Foreign  Service 

Toward  a  More  Representative  Foreign  Serv- 
ice, Under  Secretary  Spiers,  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  Foreign  Affairs  Braintrust 
Workshop,  Oct.  3,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#873). 

The  Fiscal  Threat  to  U.S.  Foreign  Policy, 
Under  Secretary  Spiers,  National  Council 
on  World  Affairs  Organizations,  Oct.  15, 
1986  (Curent  Policy  #877). 

East  Asia 

The  Philippines  and  the  United  States,  Under 
Secretary  Armacost,  Fletcher  School  of 
Law  and  Diplomacy,  Oct.  6,  1986  (Current 
Policy  #876). 

Europe 

U.S. -Soviet  Relations:  Background  and  Pros- 
pects, Special  Assistant  to  the  President 


Ambassador  Matlock,  Chautaucjua  Con- 
ference on  U.S. -Soviet  Relations,  Jurmala, 
Latvia,  Sept.  15,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#870). 
U.S. -Soviet  Relations:  Coping  With  Conflicts 
in  the  Third  World,  Under  Secretary  Arma- 
cost, Institute  for  International  Studies, 
Brown  University,  Providence,  Sept.  26, 
1986  (Current  Policy  #879). 

Human  Rights 

The  Systematic  Repression  of  Soviet  Jews, 
Office  Director  Roger  Pilon,  Metrowest 
Conference  on  Soviet  Jewry,  East  Orange, 
New  Jersey,  Sept.  28,  1986  (Current  Policy 
#878). 

Middle  East 

Supporting  U.S.  Interests  in  the  Middle  East, 
Assistant  Secretary  Murphy,  Subcommittee 
on  Europe  and  the  Middle  East,  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  Oct.  8,  1986 
(Current  Policy  #874). 

Pacific 

The  Strategic  Importance  of  the  Emerging 
Pacific,  Assistant  Secretary  Sigur,  con- 
ference cosponsored  by  Georgetown  Univer- 
sity Center  for  Strategic  and  International 
Studies  and  the  Pacific  Islands  Asso.,  Sept. 
29,  1986  (Current  Policy  #871). 

Refugees 

U.S.  Refugee  Policy  and  Programs  for  FY 
1987,  Refugee  Coordinator  Moore,  Subcom- 
mittee on  Immigration  and  Refugee  Policy, 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee  (Sept.  16, 
1986)  and  Acting  Refugee  Director 
Funseth,  House  Judiciary  Committee  (Sept. 
26,  1986)  (Current  Policy  #872). 

Western  Hemisphere 

A  Spotlight  on  Cuba,  Office  Director  Kenneth 
N.  Skoug,  Jr.,  World  Affairs  Council,  St. 
Louis,  Oct.  22,  1986  (Current  Policy  #881). 

U.S. -Mexican  Relations  (GIST,  Oct.  1986).  ■ 


Foreign  Relations  Volumes  Released 


WESTERN  EUROPEAN  SECURITY 

AND  INTEGRATION, 
SEPT.  12,  1986' 

The  Department  of  State  on  Septem- 
ber 12,  1986,  released  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  United  States,  1955-1957,  Volume 
IV,  Western  European  Security  and 
Integration.  This  volume  contains  com- 
pilations on  U.S.  participation  in  NATO 
[North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization],  on 
European  integration  (the  origins  of  the 
Common  Market),  and  on  meetings  of 
the  European  chiefs  of  mission. 

The  most  important  documentation 
in  the  volume  concerns  the  changes  that 


occurred  in  the  U.S.  role  in  NATO.  The 
shift  in  Soviet  policy  beginning  early  in 
1955  from  confrontation  with  the  West 
to  more  dialogue  occasioned  fundamen- 
tal changes  in  the  members'  conception 
of  the  alliance,  and  the  allies  placed  a 
wholly  new  emphasis  on  Article  2  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty,  calling  for  non- 
military  cooperation  among  themselves. 
This  led  to  the  "Three  Wise  Men's 
Report"  of  late  1956.  Subsequent  Soviet 
diplomatic  moves  brought  the  beginnings 
of  a  change  in  Western  strategic  doc- 
trine from  massive  retaliation  toward  a 
more  flexible  response.  Finally,  the 
launching  of  Sputnik  in  October  1957 


and  the  failure  of  disarmament  negotia- 
tions at  about  the  same  time  precipitated 
an  extraordinary  NATO  heads  of 
government  meeting  in  December  1957, 
to  invigorate  the  alliance  and  open  some 
new  pathways  to  genuine  arms  control. 

The  United  States  also  had  an  impor- 
tant role  during  this  period  in  encourag- 
ing the  economic  integration  of  Europe 
culminating  with  the  establishment  of 
the  European  Economic  Community  in 
March  1957. 

The  volume  presents  over  640  pages 
of  previously  classified  documents  on 
U.S.  policy  toward  Europe.  This 
authoritative  official  record  is  based 
upon  the  files  of  the  Department  of 
State,  the  White  House,  other  govern- 
ment agencies,  and  selected  interviews 
with  participants.  This  volume  is  the 
second  in  the  Foreign  Relations  series  to 
be  published  for  the  period  1955-1957. 

Foreign  Relations,  1955-1957, 
Volume  IV,  was  prepared  in  the  Office 
of  the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  Copies  of 
Volume  IV  (Department  of  State 
Publication  No.  9453,  GPO  Stock  No. 
044-000-02119-6)  may  be  purchased  for 
$30.00  (domestic  postpaid)  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  Checks  or 
money  orders  should  be  made  payable  to 
the  Superintendent  of  Documents. 


CHINA, 
OCT.  16,  1986^ 

The  Department  of  State  on  October  16, 
1986,  released  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States,  1955-1957,  Volume  HI, 
China.  This  volume  contains  documents 
on  U.S.  policy  toward  China  from 
August  1955  through  December  1957, 
the  period  of  the  first  ambassadorial 
talks  between  the  United  States  and  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  (P.R.C.). 

The  talks,  held  in  Geneva,  reestab- 
lished the  diplomatic  contact  broken  in 
1949  and  opened  a  crack  in  the  frozen 
hostility  which  separated  the  two  coun- 
tries. Secretary  of  State  John  Foster 
Dulles  approached  the  talks  as  an  aspect 
of  his  efforts  to  contain  what  he  saw  as 
the  menace  of  mainland  China.  His 
immediate  objective  was  to  obtain  the 
release  of  Americans  imprisoned  in 
China,  and  his  larger  intent  was  to 
defuse  the  threat  to  Taiwan  and  the  off- 
shore islands.  The  American  negotiator, 
Ambassador  U.  Alexis  Johnson,  took  his 
lead  from  Dulles  and  insisted  throughout 
the  talks  that  Chinese  compliance  with 
these  basic  U.S.  objectives  was  an  essen- 
tial prerequisite  to  any  consideration  of 
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further  normalizing  relations  between 
the  two  countries.  The  focal  point  of  the 
talks,  from  the  American  perspective, 
was  the  discussion  of  a  proposed  agree- 
ment on  a  mutual  renunciation  of  force. 
The  Chinese  viewed  the  talks  as  an 
opportunity  to  win  de  facto  recognition 
from  the  United  States,  and  they  pushed 
steadily  for  agreements  on  such  issues  as 
the  relaxation  of  trade  restrictions  and 
the  exchange  of  journalists  which  would 
imply  closer  relations.  In  the  end,  the 
Geneva  talks  produced  no  agreement 
beyond  an  initial  understanding  on  the 
exchange  of  prisoners.  A  gap  of  percep- 
tion and  intent,  as  well  as  hostility, 
separated  Washington  and  Beijing;  it 
would  not  be  overcome  for  another  15 
years. 

The  volume  also  deals  with  U.S.  rela- 
tions with  the  Chinese  Nationalists  on 
Taiwan.  The  Nationalists  were  greatly 
disturbed  by  the  ambassadorial  talks,  in 
spite  of  Washington's  efforts  to  reassure 
them.  Relations  suffered  a  rude  shock  in 
May  1957  when  rioters  in  Taipei 
attacked  the  U.S.  Embassy  after  a  U.S. 
Army  court  martial  acquitted  a  sergeant 
who  had  killed  a  Chinese  national. 
Nevertheless,  the  relationship  remained 
close.  Such  U.S.  leaders  as  Secretary 
Dulles  and  Vice  President  Nixon  visited 
Taiwan,  and  U.S.  military  and  economic 
aid  continued  at  a  high  level. 

Foreign  Relations,  1955-1957, 
Volume  III,  comprising  673  pages  of 
previously  classified  foreign  affairs 
records,  was  prepared  in  the  Office  of 
the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
Department  of  State.  This  authoritative 
official  record  is  based  upon  the  files  of 
the  White  House,  the  Department  of 
State,  and  other  government  agencies. 
Volume  II,  which  documents  U.S.  policy 
in  the  Taiwan  Strait  crisis  from  January 
through  July  1955,  was  released 
recently. 

Copies  of  Volume  III  (Department  of 
State  Publication  No.  9451,  GPO  Stock 
No.  044-000-02137-4)  may  be  pur- 
chased for  $21.00  (domestic  postpaid) 
from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Wash- 
ington, D.C.,  20402.  Checks  or  money 
orders  should  be  made  payable  to  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents. 


GERMANY  AND  AUSTRIA, 
OCT.  30,  1986^ 

The  Department  of  State  on  October  30, 
1986,  released  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States  1952-1954,  Volume  VII, 
Germany  and  Austria.  This  volume  docu- 
ments the  efforts  of  the  United  States  to 
achieve  the  elements  of  a  peace  settle- 
ment in  central  Europe  in  the  face  of 
continuing  Soviet  policy  to  perpetuate 
the  division  of  Europe  between  East  and 
West. 

The  most  important  element  in  this 
diplomatic  effort  was  the  establishment 
of  a  viable,  democratic  West  Germany 
that  would  take  its  place  with  the  other 
nations  of  Western  Europe.  American, 
British,  and  French  officials  began 
negotiations  with  West  German  leaders 
in  1951  in  order  to  work  out  a  "contract- 
ual agreement"  to  define  relations  with 
the  new  Federal  Republic  of  Germany  in 
the  absence  of  a  peace  treaty.  Disagree- 
ments between  France  and  other  three 
countries  over  the  measures  to  guaran- 
tee against  a  resurgence  of  German 
militarism  were  at  the  foundation  of 
troubled  negotiations  in  early  1952.  All 
of  these  problems  were  eventually 
resolved  at  a  meeting  of  the  Western 
foreign  ministers  at  Bonn  in  May  1952, 
and  the  "contractual  agreements"  were 
signed  on  May  26.  Although  over- 
shadowed by  the  subsequent  vote  of  the 
French  Parliament  against  the  planned 
European  Defense  Community  (EDC), 
designed  as  a  framework  for  a  West 
German  defense  contribution,  the  pro- 
posed treaty  arrangements  with  the 
Federal  Republic  were  a  major  step 
toward  a  strong,  independent  West  Ger- 
many and  its  entry  into  the  NATO 
partnership. 

The  Soviet  Union  did  not  agree  with 
the  Western  allies  on  any  measures  for 
the  reunification  of  Germany  or  on  a 
state  treaty  confirming  the  independ- 
ence of  Austria.  Representatives  of  the 
former  wartime  allies  met  in  Berlin  in 
January  and  February  1954.  The 
immediate  stumbling  block  on  the 
reunification  of  Germany  was  the  effort 
by  the  Soviet  Union  to  distort  the  con- 
cept of  all-German  elections  in  an  effort 
to  protect  its  client  state  in  East  Ger- 
many. Negotiations  for  a  peace  treaty 
with  Austria  failed  because  the  Soviet 
Union  continued  to  demand  indefinite 
occupation  of  the  country.  The  only 
achievement  of  the  conference  related  to 


Asia,  not  Europe,  when  agreement  was 
reached  to  convene  a  conference  at 
Geneva  in  April  1954  aimed  at  resolving 
the  Korean  and  Indochinese  conflicts. 

Foreign  Relations,  1952-1954, 
Volume  VII,  which  comprises  1,997 
pages  of  previously  classified  foreign 
affairs  records,  was  prepared  in  the 
Office  of  the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State.  This 
authoritative  official  record  is  based 
upon  the  files  of  the  White  House,  the 
Department  of  State,  and  other  govern- 
ment agencies. 

Copies  of  Volume  VII  (Department 
of  State  Publication  Nos.  9469  and  9470, 
GPO  Stock  No.  044-000-02142-1)  may 
be  purchased  for  $38.00  (domestic  paid) 
from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.,  20402.  Checks  or 
money  orders  should  be  made  payable  to 
the  Superintendent  of  Documents. 


iPress  release  174. 
^Press  release  216. 
^Press  release  235. 


Background  Notes 


This  series  provides  brief,  factual  summaries 
of  the  people,  history,  government,  economy, 
and  foreign  relations  of  about  170  countries 
(excluding  the  United  States)  and  of  selected 
international  organizations.  Recent  revisions 
are: 

Australia  (Aug.  1986) 
Bulgaria^Oct.  1986) 
Equatorial  Guinea  (Aug.  1986) 
France  (July  1986) 
The  Gambia  (Oct.  1986) 
Iceland  (Aug.  1986) 
Ireland  (June  1986) 
Philippines  (Aug.  1986) 
Index  (Sept.  1986) 

A  free  copy  of  the  index  only  may  be 
obtained  from  the  Correspondence  Manage- 
ment Division,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
Department  of  State,  Washington,  D.C. 
20520. 

For  about  60  Background  Notes  a  year,  a 
subscription  is  available  from  the  Superintend- 
ent of  Documents,  U.S.  Government  Print- 
ing Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402,  for 
$32.00  (domestic)  and  $40.00  (foreign).  Check 
or  money  order,  made  payable  to  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  must  accom- 
pany order.  ■ 
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